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Introduction
School X is an English medium community school in South Wales. The school is a single sex all boys school for students aged 11 years old to 16 years old. The school also has a mixed gendered sixth form. The school has 793 students on roll with 123 in sixth form. 21% of the students are eligible for Free School Meals which is above the national average of 17% for Wales. 36.1% of the school population live in the ‘20% most deprived areas in Wales’ (Estyn, 2018, p. 1). 25% of the student population is on the school’s Additional Learning Needs register with 2% of the students having a statement of special educational needs which is equal to the Welsh national average of 2%. 2% of students are not from a white British background whilst less than 1.7% do not have English as a first language (this includes students with Welsh as a first language). 82% of the student body can speak Welsh, but not fluently. 59.1% of the students have achieved a level 5 in English at the end of Key Stage 3 with 87.9% having achieved a level 5+ in comparison to the Welsh national averages being 33.1% and 89.2% respectively (mylocalschool.wales.gov.uk, 2018).
This project focuses on Oracy skills and if utilising them through a Philosophy for Children framework improves boys' Writing skills. The class undergoing this intervention is a year 9 bottom set consisting of 18 boys achieving between level 3 and level 5. A third of the class are eligible for Free School Meals. Every student in this class is on the Additional Learning Needs register: 8 students have General Learning Difficulties; 4 students have Moderate Learning Difficulties; 4 students have Behaviour, emotional and Social Disorders; 1 student has SPLD – Attention Deficit Hyperactive Disorder; and 1 has Speech, Language and Communication Difficulties.  These have been taken into consideration and were paramount in constructing the intervention and all of the aids necessary to carry it out.
Literature Review
Successful Futures: Independent Review of Curriculum and Assessment Arrangements in Wales (Donaldson, 2015) is set to lead the way in terms of curriculum development on the school level. At present, pioneer schools across Wales are trialling methods of implementation with it coming into full force by 2022 (Welsh Government, 2018). Between now and then, we need to find new ways to deliver the curriculum. The guidance given in Donaldson's report to the National Welsh Assembly is that we need to refocus the curriculum to meet the evolving needs of the country’s industry (Donaldson, 2015). The workplace has changed and as such, the curriculum needs to. The guidance that Professor Donaldson has given explicitly states that learners should ‘be able to listen attentively and speak lucidly and understandably’ (p. 48). He goes on to state that this is because those skills ‘are crucial attributes in learning and life more generally.’ If we are to take this at face value then due to the Education Act’s understanding of the curriculum’s purposes is in part to ‘prepare those pupils for the opportunities, responsibilities and experiences of later life’ (UK Government, 2002, p. 99); then we need to teach Speaking and Listening explicitly in our pedagogy. At present, these skills are currently mandatory strands of the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework (Welsh Government, 2014). According to the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework, year 9’s in Wales should be able to ‘present ideas and issues convincingly… respond to how listeners are reacting… sustain a convincing point of view, anticipating and responding to other perspectives.’ 
In 2003, Palmer criticised the curriculum and voiced her concern ‘at the lack of attention to speaking and listening in the… National Literacy Strategy’ (p. 70). Whilst the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework makes it mandatory for Speaking and Listening skills to be taught, teachers are often too afraid to use them to their full potential (Alexander, 2012, p. 3). The consequences with regards to Donaldson’s recommendations would mean that as teachers we need to achieve meaningful talk in the classroom, building ‘critical thinking, creativity and problem solving’ (2015, p. 48). We cannot be afraid to allow our students to talk in class, so long as it is constructive to their learning. 
As teachers, we already use different types of classroom talk as part of our assessment for learning (Alexander, 2012, p. 1). During these verbal access points, we use and build learners’ Oracy whilst checking for understanding i.e. can they regurgitate information in their own words? Can they apply their knowledge to the task? Can they perform the task verbally before they put it into writing? These are just a few of the thing we measure verbally throughout the lesson utilising target questioning (Kugleman, 2015). However, ‘the potential of talk to transform teaching and learning remains barely understood and inadequately exploited.’ This is why I have looked to Philosophy for Children as a possible solution. Instead of merely utilising talk as a point of assessment for learning, why not use it for learning? We can then give talk meaning and build other skills in the process. Philosophy for children builds a ‘community of inquiry’ (Lipman, 1985, p. 216); a classroom culture where asking questions and discussing ideas is a good thing. This would instil the ‘critical thinking, creativity and problem solving’ (Donaldson, 2015, p. 48) skills as previously mentioned. According to the Education Endowment Fund (EEF), Philosophy for Children has the ‘biggest positive impact… among disadvantaged pupils’ (2015, p. 1). If this is the case, it could be used to close the gap between the 17.8% of learners under the age of 18 in Wales that receive free school meals and the other 82.2% that don’t (Welsh Government, 2017, p. 1). In School X, this means Philosophy for Children could help between 21% and 36.1% of the student body (Estyn, 2018, p. 1) close the attainment gap.
Without structure or give and take, ‘utterances have no meaning in themselves but only have meaning in the context of dialogue’ (Wegerif & Mercer, 1997, p. 51). Philosophy for Children facilitates that dialogue, allows freedom of thought but, it does rely on cooperation between learners in the classroom. As Hattie states, ‘cooperation has a more powerful impact on learning than individualistic learning’ (2012, p. 6). With a classroom culture built on the exchange of ideas rather than the selfish ideology of hoarding information to one’s self, learners should thrive, expand their knowledge and improve their Oracy skills. If ‘talk is essential to children’s thinking and learning,’ (Alexander, 2012, p. 2), then we should be using it to improve skills and delivering content. By hybridising these two purposes we can support meaningful and ‘productive engagement in classroom life.’
However, if you follow Biesta’s doctrine that ‘the point of education is never that the children or students learn but that they learn something, that they learn this for particular purposes and that they learn this from someone,’ (2012, p. 36). The teacher holds all of the knowledge and gives the students only the information they need to complete a task which will inevitably leave gaps in the learners’ knowledge. Also, given the new curriculum based on Donaldson’s guidance (2015), all teachers must have the answers to big questions such as ‘what is the meaning of war? Or ‘should euthanasia be legal in the UK?’ if we are to formulate our teaching practices in this way and keep to Donaldson’s four purposes of the curriculum. These are the types of questions that build ‘ethical, informed citizens’ (2015, p. 30). These questions help improve cognitive development through the use of oracy skills, learning from those around you, partaking in linguistic socialisation (Light, et al., 1991, p. 1). Big thinking relies on accessing higher-order questioning (Kugleman, 2015) which Philosophy for Children accesses inexplicitly (Lipman, 1985).
With Biesta’s ideology regarding how education should be approached, how can we mould ‘ambitious, capable learners’ (Donaldson, 2015, p. 29)? Biesta’s entire philosophy relies on the teacher to give information to the learners. Yet, this does not allow students the opportunity to ‘seek’ a challenge or help them to be ‘ready to learn throughout their lives.’ You don’t learn to wash dishes by reading a manual or sitting through a lecture. You learn by doing. Some things cannot be taught purely through instruction and understanding cannot always be derived from being told something. Philosophy for Children however, supports lifelong learning (Lipman, 1985). It gets students to engage with higher thinking skills (Kugleman, 2015).
Also, Biesta’s philosophy doesn’t support the ability to help students become ‘enterprising, creative contributors’ (Donaldson, 2015, p. 29). As the teacher, you wouldn’t need learners to think, take risks, or express ideas through a variety of media such as creating their own film, giving a speech or presentation etc. Or what about ‘healthy, confident individuals’? If you are given knowledge, where do you learn the skills that give purpose to the knowledge? How can students become confident in their ability if they do not get the opportunity to give purpose to their learning.
Philosophy for Children builds Oracy skills whist simultaneously exploring the knowledge that is imparted by the classroom community. Students must adapt ‘what they say and how they say it… responding to other perspectives’ (Welsh Government, 2014) for the intervention to be successful. They also need to be able to ‘use summary, discussion of issues, detailed explanations as appropriate to [the] purpose… give due weight to evidence, sources, explanations and logic when covering a topic’ all of which are outlined in the Writing strand of the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework for Year 9s. Students need to organise their thoughts and relay them to the class verbally. 
Lipman states that we ask ‘children to make connections among the apparently fragmentary curriculums that make up the school day,’ (1985, p. 216). Philosophy for Children does this explicitly and with a structure to facilitate their ability to draw on that information for themselves. However, we cannot rely on the learners alone for this dialogue. Barrow states ‘dialogic partners are not necessarily equally powerful’ (2010, p. 68), as the teacher I must inform the content in part. Whether it is through the use of resources that I use in class or previously taught content, I need to make sure that they have the context for them to be able to explore the content. I am not their equal as a dialogic partner because I am the expert of the subject. However, we are not teachers of subjects or content, we are all teachers of skills and in this intervention, as the teacher, I am teaching the skills and they are practising them. The content merely facilitates the students’ ability to access the skills. Also, I need to ‘impose limits on the transformative potential of any dialogic talk’. This can be done through the use of visuals to remind learners of what is expected of them in this activity, scaffolded responses to build their Oracy skills and teaching them how to ‘present ideas and issues convincingly’ (Welsh Government, 2014) or ‘sustain a convincing point of view’ through smaller, manageable tasks leading up to the intervention. Philosophy for Children can be appropriately scaffolded to assist them in accessing the skills that aren’t explicitly taught across the curriculum even if they should be. It has many functions, it isn’t just an Oracy task; it is a Critical Thinking task; it is an exchange of knowledge; and it is a content driven task. Philosophy for Children has the potential to fulfil many purposes of learning in the classroom.
In order to create best practice in the classroom, as teachers we need to develop Oracy as this has an impact on our students’ Reading and Writing skills (Welsh Government, 2016). Just because our students are capable of social and procedural talk i.e. they can talk to their friends as well as giving and following instructions, that doesn’t mean they are capable of academic talk – formalising verbal responses that mirror our expectations of their writing. In the classroom, we need our students to be able to use academic talk so as they can access academic writing. Giving our students the opportunity to orally rehearse their sentences gives them the chance to ‘extend their oral repertoire’. By doing this, it should ‘in turn become part of their written language’. 
Secondly, it is ‘key to developing thinking’. Through thinking we can then derive a structure for our writing. Discussing ideas facilitates this thinking process. As part of the writing strand in the National Literacy and Numeracy states that year 9’s should be able to ‘choose and use whole-text structures to support meaning and communication’ (Welsh Government, 2014). Through Philosophy for Children, thoughts and ideas may come out in a jumble and be represented in fragmented pieces of information at first, but part of the learning process is learning to respond and link your point to the previous, creating a natural flow of information. It builds argumentative skills necessary for students to achieve in their GCSE English Language course (WJEC, 2014). This teaches the use of different types of connectives to fulfil different purposes which are vital to structuring and organising your writing. By the end of the lesson, everything that has been recorded is read back to the learners and can be made available to them as a useable resource for the following lesson if it is to be used to promote writing. With this, a structure could be derived by the students or the teacher to give to the students to work from in constructing their own writing on the topic or content.
School Policy and Practice
	At present, School X does not have a written or formalised policy regarding the intervention of teaching practices in the classroom or with regards to facilitating this assignment. However, when discussing the assignment with my Senior Mentor, the information relayed from the Head Teacher was that all information and data used is to be anonymised. Neither the school or the students should be identified in the written assignment or in any documents associated with the assignment. This is in line with the Data Protection Act (UK Government, 1998) and the use of sensitive personal information. As such, the school will be referred to as School X throughout the written assignment and data collated from students will be used in general terms. If individual data is used, students will be referred to by a number i.e. student #01. Only I know which student the numbers are allocated to and this information is not available to anyone else, nor is it stored electronically. Any paper evidence of this is locked away to ensure security of such information to prevent any ‘damage or distress’ (p. 10) to any individual who has partaken in the intervention.
	Currently, the departmental policy regarding oracy is that these skills are measure every half-term. This takes the form of different tasks such as, group discussions; individual presentations; or group presentations. Implementing the Philosophy for Children framework for group discussions, I have been able to fit my intervention into the departmental policy. The graph below indicates the weighted focus on Reading, Writing and Oracy skills in the Schemes of Work given to me by the department for the second half of the Spring term:

	The focus on Oracy decreases as the students proceed through the year groups. The focus on Reading increases as students need these skills to achieve in their GCSE English Language course more so than their Oracy or explicit Writing skills. Their Writing skills are predominantly nurtured through Reading tasks to facilitate formulaic structured responses to GCSE style questions so as students can achieve. This starts in the second half of the school year for Year 8s and continues throughout the rest of their school education until their GCSE exams have been sat. However, with Oracy falling off the chart for Year 10s, it is imperative that Oracy tasks are utilised throughout Reading focussed lessons and Writing focussed lessons. Oracy is not reintroduced until learners complete their Oracy assessment for their GCSE English Language course until Year 11.
Methodology and Ethics
	When considering how to find the answers to my questions, I looked into a variety of research methods. According to Vanderstoep and Johnston, ‘to conduct good research, it is vital to construct meaningful variable and to measure the variables properly’ (2008, p. 47). As such, my students are my meaningful variables and the tasks they are set measure the learning that the meaningful variables achieve. This will in turn answer my questions:
1. Will Philosophy for Children improve writing skills?
2. Will Philosophy for Children improve oracy skills?
In order to measure progress through data gathering, one must first measure the students’ ‘starting abilities’ (Cohen, et al., 2013, p. 48) to set a baseline for the students’ progression. As such, I utilised the departmental Schemes of Work for Year 9s to facilitate the measuring of what level the students were currently achieving. The department I am working in at School X measures ‘Reading’ in the first Scheme of Work; in the second Scheme of Work, ‘Oracy’ is the focus; and students complete the half-term with a Scheme of Work focussing on ‘Writing’, all of which are based on the same topic (content) - homelessness. Therefore, working within the school’s policy, a baseline for the learners’ ‘starting abilities’ (Cohen, et al., 2013, p. 48) was measured with a Reading test. This test measures for the students’ ability to gain understanding of the information they are reading and the ability to identify and regurgitate it in the written word. As the point of the overall exercise is to find out the impact of Philosophy for Children on these students’ writing, there must be an outcome to compare to the ‘pre-testing’ in the form of ‘post-testing’ (Cohen, et al., 2013, p. 48). The ‘post-testing’ in this intervention was a written expository essay. In between these two testing points, a Philosophy for Children session was used to explore the content of both tests in an attempt to build a structure for the final testing point through the practising of their Oracy skills.
When implementing these procedures, there were variables that needed to be taken into account (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2008). On an individual level, every single learner in the class in on the Additional Learning Needs register. The timings available for each test needed to be considered including: when the tests would be carried out and where the tests would be performed by the students (Cohen, et al., 2013). As the students in this class sit all external exams in their usual classrooms to prevent further disruption for them through a change of environment. Due to this school policy, any and all testing was done in their usual subject classroom. This helped me to manage variables such as behaviour management and individual needs. The measure of what had been learnt was identified in the marking of both tests in line with the Programme of Study for English: Key Stages 2 – 4 (Welsh government, 2016). The Philosophy for Children Oracy task was also graded so I could comprehensively measure the students’ learning and achievement.
Due to my having used one class for the intervention, rather than comparing the results with another class, means that the data presented is limited. It does not ‘reflect the overall population’ to allow for ‘statistical validity’ (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2008, p. 7). However, it does provide evidence for future research in my teaching practice and identifies how tasks could be altered or tailored to this class of learners. 
In terms of ethical difficulties, all students that partook in this intervention were explained what would happen, what data I would be collecting, how the data would be used and that none of the students would be identifiable in the data’s presentation – even their regular teacher doesn’t know which of them I am referring to in my assignment. I also let the students know that although they had to complete the tasks as part of their learning, that their work would not be used to influence my assignment if they asked for it to be withdrawn and that their work would be marked to the same standard as those students that did choose to take part. That being said, none of the students withdrew from the intervention. This was done based on the ethical guidelines for educational research as dictated by the British Educational Research Association (2011).
Whilst the students had to complete the tasks this was due to my having addressed the ‘cost/benefit ratio’ (Cohen, et al., 2013). All task are part of the department’s Schemes of Work. Slight adjustments were carried out to facilitate the intervention such as, the structure of the oracy task and the title of the expository essay. Upon discussing this with their usual subject teacher, it was made clear that the adjustments were of no negligent significance to the learners’ progression. The title of the essay was decided by the class when choosing what their big question was going to be for the Philosophy for Children Oracy task. In the build up to the intervention, as a class we discussed big thinking in preparation for the task. This was done to ensure that the students’ ‘rights and values’ (p. 75) were not threatened and to check that I was protecting their right to ‘exert control over their lives and to take decisions for themselves’ (p. 77). The students’ usual teacher was present throughout the pre-testing phase, intervention phase and post-testing phase.
As previously stated, all the students that partook in this intervention were explained what would happen and how I would use and treat the data I was collecting. This was done so as to ascertain ‘informed consent’ as defined by Diesner and Crandall as ‘the procedures in which individuals choose whether to participate in an investigation after being informed of facts that would be likely to influence their decisions’ (1978, p. 58). The British Educational Research Association (2011), describes voluntary informed consent as ‘the condition in which participants understand and agree to their participation without any duress, prior to the research getting underway’ (p. 5). Vanderstoep and Johnston (2008) reiterate the same thing in their own words. In order to be assured of ‘informed consent’, learners must be able to comprehend what is being said, be assured of the voluntary nature of data gathering and have all the information available to make the decision (Cohen, et al., 2013, p. 78). As such, I made certain to use language that I knew the students understood and then check for understanding by asking students who I had previously identified to be at different points of attainment through the attainment tracking on the school’s ‘SIMS’ software. I also reminded the students of their right to withdrawn and how the data would be used before the commencement of each phase: pre-testing, intervention and post-testing.
Evaluation
	In order to start my intervention, I waited until I started a new topic – ‘Homelessness’. I ensured that all of the students had been taught the necessary skills to complete the pre-testing Reading test. I made sure that all of the students had information that they could use to complete the Philosophy for Children Oracy task and that all of this would then inform the post-testing Writing task. The three phases came at the end of the Schemes of Work to make sure that the content was available to all of the students. This was so the students could focus on the skills during each phase. Throughout the series of lessons prior to the intervention, I used Philosophy for Children based tasks to nurture the environment needed in an attempt to facilitate a full session. Several of the learners have Behavioural, Emotional and Social disorders as well as one with SPLD – Attention Deficit Hyperactive Disorder and one with Speech, Language and Communication difficulties. Through my experience of teaching these students I came to understand that they do not respond well to change, nor do they respond well to a lack of focus with regards to discussion. Also, the students’ understanding of answering a question was – and in some ways still is – that if you ask them a question, then they are supposed to answer the question with one answer. The answers they gave initially were at the surface level. One of the challenges I faced was overcoming this thought process that is intrinsic in their understanding of answering a big question. 
	To develop this understanding, I encouraged anecdotal evidence by asking the students about their own experiences. I showed the students several videos about homeless individuals which showed different stories regarding how they became homeless and different perspectives of homelessness. One of the questions that followed was, ‘why do people homeless become homeless?’ When they answered, ‘because of drugs.’ I would then ask, ‘why do drugs decide to make someone homeless?’ ‘what do drugs to make someone homeless?’ This would then lead the students to have to rethink how they answer the question before attempting to do so more coherently and fully. Or, I would challenge their answer with another reason that was shown in the video for example, ‘but in the video, Jo said that she became homeless because she fell out with her mum over her step-dad, so how did drugs make her homeless?’ Once they began to grasp the idea that there can be more than one answer to a question, the students began to challenge each other. Although, the students did consistently struggle with the ‘why’ questions, they did start to think bigger. Using smaller Philosophy for Children tasks amongst other, more focussed, tasks built their thinking skills and informed the following tasks in the lessons prior to the intervention, supporting the students’ ‘critical thinking’ (Donaldson, 2015, p. 48) skills. Thereby facilitating the potential new curriculum in Wales. ‘Children begin to think philosophically when they begin to ask why’ (Lipman, et al., 1977, p. 38). The point of doing these tasks was to get the students to ask ‘why?’ even if they couldn’t answer the question when they were explicitly asked it.
	The reason the students need to ask ‘why?’ is because it informs their writing. In the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework, the writing strand for learners in Year 9 states that they should be able to give ‘detailed explanations as appropriate to [the] purpose’. When teaching the students to write an essay they are taught to present a point, back it up with a evidence and then explain ‘why’ that piece of evidence proves their point. By teaching them to ask why, they can pre-emptively give explanations as the process shifts from their Oracy to their Writing (Welsh Government, 2016). 
	To test the baseline, all of the students completed a comprehension test (the Reading focussed assessment) focusing on homelessness as the content. The benefits of this were that all of the students had knowledge of the content prior to the test to prevent any unnecessary distress to them. The test also produced quantifiable data for progress tracking. The limitations however, are that of their ability to read. You can speak fluently and coherently; process verbal information; discuss and debate a topic, all without having to be able to read. One of the learners’ first language is Welsh, another has a reading age of 6, others look at a paragraph and start to shake because the thought of reading stresses them out to the point where they experience that physical reaction. This is where the students’ lack of confidence overcomes their ability to process information. Whilst this pre-testing was carried out in their usual subject classroom, many of the students became very agitated when completing this task and did not complete the entire test in the hour due to their lack of confidence in their ability to answer the questions and in some cases, a lack of understanding as they were unable to ask what the questions meant.
	The next phase was to facilitate the intervention: an hour-long Philosophy for Children session. At the end of the baseline test or pre-testing phase, I asked all of the students to write a big question about homelessness that they felt they could discuss as a class for one-hour and write an essay about. The most popular question from the students was ‘what is it like to be homeless?’ or a similar variation of that question. The following lesson, the question was exhibited via a projector on a large whiteboard at the front of the classroom for all to see. Under the question was a few suggestions of things that might influence their responses: 
‘Things to think about:
			What is being homeless like?
			What do other people think of homeless people?
			What do you think of homeless people?
			What you would do if you were homeless?
			What are the positives of being homeless?
			What are the negatives of being homeless?
			What is the definition of homelessness?
			What is a ‘home’?
Can you think of anything else we have discussed in class?
			Why are people homeless?
			Why do people stay homeless?’
I then explained the task to the students, talked them through the points on the board so as to engage their prior knowledge and that by the end of the lesson they will have created a structure for their next assessment.  Three red cards were placed on a table in the middle of the room (none of the students were allowed to sit on this table). The students were then told that if anyone felt that any of the students were talking over another student or ‘hogging’ the ball, they were to pick up a red card. A ball was used to be passed around the classroom and if they had the ball, they could speak. If they didn’t have the ball however, they couldn’t speak. If any of the students wanted to speak they needed to put their hands up as though they were waiting to catch the ball so as to signal silently to the speaker that they were wanting to speak next. The students were also told that none of them could speak more than twice and had to patient when waiting for the ball. During the task, the students began by answering the question on a surface level. It was only when some of the students started to give examples of what they had seen or what they had heard (anecdotal evidence) that those initial students began to make ‘meaningful’ (Wegerif & Mercer, 1997, p. 51) contributions to the discussion. Once the task was brought to an end, I relayed the course of their session to the entire class. 
The students managed to maintain the task for twenty minutes before it became too much. After this, the attention of the majority of the students became limited and the task was brought to an end. This identified one major limitation with Philosophy for Children, children with low attention spans may not be able to sustain prolonged verbal interaction utilising Critical Thinking skills. The shorter tasks may have worked purely because they were shorter. Without the teacher’s input for a task intended to last for one hour, the students became agitated and started to take the task less seriously. This may have been due to a lack of a specific focus, the scale of thinking may have been too big since they are used to simpler levels of thinking in other subjects. Also, the students were reluctant to stop the task even when you could see that they were aware of the decline in engagement and the abuse of the task ‘rules’.
Following this, I attempted the same task again but in smaller groups of three. The students discussed the question amongst themselves for five minutes. This was much more manageable for them. Yet again, their engagement started off with directly answering the question before their discussions ensued. Again, I relayed what they had all said in the group and several of them appeared to be surprised by the result of their participation in the task.
	Utilising the information collated from both attempts at the intervention, I created a structure for their expository essay. At the beginning of the following lesson I went through the structure with the students and cited comments individuals made to assist their understanding and facilitate the connection between what they said and how they could then write that down – activating their prior knowledge and making the connections explicit for them. I also crafted a model response based on their opinions. This was given to them to support their writing. For the rest of that lesson the students wrote their own expository essay titled, ‘What is it like to be homeless?’ They did this individually and their responses were written in forty five minutes.
	The structure was as follows:
Introduction – What is it like to be homeless?
	Key words: Cold, lonely, depressing, unhealthy.
1st Paragraph – Why are people homeless?
	Key words: drugs, family problems, money problems, government.
2nd Paragraph – What do people think of homeless people?
	Key words: lazy, addicts, leeches, worthless.
3rd Paragraph – What do you think of homeless people?
	Key words: misunderstood, abused, unfortunate, unloved, forgotten.
4th Paragraph – What would you do if you were homeless?
	Key words: Shelter Cymru, charities, tent, beg, busk, odd jobs, arrested.
Conclusion – Would you like to be homeless?
	Key words: human rights, lonely, cold, sad, wet, suicidal, addiction, rich people.
	The most pressing difficulty throughout this intervention was the students’ mindset. As all of the students are on the Additional Learning Needs register, they have a ‘fixed-mindset’ (Dweck, 2012) and believe that they are ‘dumb’ or ‘stupid’. One way I attempted to improve this was setting similar tasks each lesson, building their skills through repetition in the lead up to the testing phase. In doing this, whenever a student said to me, ‘I can’t do this,’ I could challenge this reasonably and with evidence in their own work. The students did become more persistent with tasks, as seen through marking their books prior to the intervention. All of which, lay the foundations for the intervention to be viable.
	The scaffolding offered was structured through their own interpretations of the question and how they had approached more complex thinking processes. This allowed the structure and content to remain familiar to them. When they said that they didn’t know how or what to write, I reminded them of what they had said. We would then discuss what they had said. I then asked them to say their paragraph out-loud. Once they did this, I reassured them that what they had said was exactly what they needed to write – unless they needed to extend their response. If further scaffolding was needed I would provide it through the model given or remodel the paragraph with them, using their own words. With a small class, two teachers and a learning support assistant, this was manageable as they did the same as supplied me with notes on their involvement in the post-testing phase.
	With regards to my first question, ‘Will Philosophy for Children improve writing skills?’ the data suggests that yes, it will. The students began to extend their writing and generate meaning. Instead of answering the question in a list of words, ‘cold, lonely, scabby’. They began to explain why being homeless is cold; why being homeless is lonely; why people think homeless people are ‘scabby’. The students weren’t just asking questions and beginning to think philosophically as Lipman (1977) explains, but they were then answering the question by giving that explanation. As previously stated, the Programme of Study for English: Key Stage 2 – 4 (Welsh government, 2016) would be used to measure their progress. Has their spelling, punctuation and grammar improved? No. But, their structure and intent to create meaning has. Their ability to write for a specific purpose, has. The skills that are measured in higher levels than they are attaining have improved. However, without improvement in spelling, punctuation and grammar, these students cannot achieve these levels.
	With regards to my second question: ‘Will Philosophy for Children improve oracy skills?’ the data suggests that yes, it will. The students began to talk more coherently and comprehensively. When they were asked to speak their paragraph before writing it, they did so confidently, with clarity and precision. Their sentences were organised and relevant. They explained their opinions using evidence to back up what they were saying. When asked if they could choose a better word in place of ‘scabby’, the majority could. By starting with the language they have available to them, at least you have a platform to build upon however, once that language was in place – due to the hands off approach that Philosophy for Children requires – it was difficult to shift it to more appropriate vocabulary.
Conclusion
	In conclusion, the intervention must be considered to be null and void. My initial attempt at the intervention was not completed. As such, the second attempt was influenced by the first and therefore the data collated is not representative of what Philosophy for Children as an intervention can actually achieve. However, the findings do indicate a need for future experimentation of this intervention within my own practice.
	Their attainment in terms of the levels they achieved in their assessments did improve marginally. However, an explicit focus on spelling, punctuation and grammar is needed to help these students improve. Further use of Philosophy for Children is recommended for these particular students to keep them asking ‘why?’ But this should be carried out in short tasks and along side other forms of intervention to improve their fundamental writing skills. The following table shows overall improvement:
	Student*
	Reading
	Oracy 1
	Oracy 2
	Writing

	#01
	3c
	3b
	4c
	3b

	#02
	4a
	4a
	5c
	5c

	#03
	4b
	4a
	5a
	5c

	#04
	4c
	4b
	5c
	4a

	#05
	3a
	4c
	4b
	4c

	#06
	3b
	3a
	3b
	3b

	#07
	3c
	3b
	3b
	3c

	#08
	4a
	5c
	5a
	5c

	#09
	3a
	4b
	5c
	4c

	#10
	4a
	5c
	5a
	5c

	#11
	5c
	5b
	6b
	5a

	#12
	4c
	4a
	5b
	4a

	#13
	4b
	4a
	5b
	4a

	#14
	5c
	4a
	6c
	5b

	#15
	3b
	3c
	4c
	3b

	#16
	4c
	4c
	5b
	4a

	#17
	3a
	4b
	5c
	4c

	#18
	4b
	5c
	5b
	5c


	*Student numbers are in no particular order in relation to the students.
This table shows that the majority of the students improved between the reading assessment and the writing assessment. It also shows that the majority of the students improved between the first Philosophy for Children attempt and the second. The reason why this happened could be because they had a more secure understanding of the task, or because they were in smaller groups. The results do not give a conclusive response to this improvement. 
	If this intervention were to be taken forward I would recommend attempting the Philosophy for Children task with smaller groups of students for a shorter period of time than one hour. This could help them adjust to big question thinking and prevent frustration amongst those on the Additional Learning Needs register. 
	Philosophy for Children has its place, as do other teaching practices. Philosophy for Children cannot replace those teaching practices but it could work along side them. Philosophy for Children doesn’t have to be full one hour long or three hour long sessions. It could be fifteen minutes in the middle of a lesson followed up with everyone saying one point that they want to contribute in response to the question or anything that was mentioned in those fifteen minutes or at the end of the lesson. By doing so, as teachers we can actively address the ‘lack’ of focus on Oracy that Palmer is concerned about (2003). We can attempt to support those who are ‘impoverished in terms of ideas and vocabulary’ (p. 73). Not only that but we could use Philosophy for Children as part of our assessment for learning (Alexander, 2012, p. 1) throughout the lesson or as a ‘meaningful’ plenary (Wegerif & Mercer, 1997, p. 51). We could create a classroom culture that thrives on a ‘community of inquiry’ (Lipman, 1985, p. 216) and encourage co-operational learning amongst our students to empower them (Hattie, 2012, p. 6) and ignite their Critical Thinking skills. All of which may help to form the foundations of the four purposes of the curriculum as outlined in Successful Futures: Independent Review of Curriculum and Assessment Arrangements in Wales.
Limitations and Future Development
	As previously stated, with the intervention null and void in terms of the invalidity of the data gathering process, this ‘one shot’ approach has led to limited tangible results and findings that cannot be fully substantiated. Other than the invalid data that has been presented, I am merely left with anecdotal evidence that is less than useless when attempting to prove or disprove a hypothesis. As such, any future developments I make with regards to utilising Philosophy for Children to improve writing or oracy must be tested with multiple classes to avoid ‘one shot’ research. By testing multiple classes and collecting quantitative data I can build a bigger picture that could be considered to ‘reflect the overall population’ and would also allow for ‘statistical validity’ (Vanderstoep & Johnston, 2008, p. 7). This would help me to adjust my teaching practices across multiple classes. However, by doing this I would not then be able to tailor the experiment to individual classes if I were to compare the data. If the approach is different within the experiment it cannot be comparable. Without focused instruction with regards to the fundamental writing skills i.e. spelling, punctuation and grammar, the students cannot be expected to learn that purely through speech. There needs to be other forms of instruction to build this. For those students whose fundamental writing skills are secure, Philosophy for Children may help them to reach those higher levels that this class were exhibiting but unable to attain. At present, I am running a fundamental writing skills surgery with these students every Thursday for one hour to ensure that the ‘cost/benefit ratio’ (Cohen, et al., 2013) has not been unduly irrationalised, in an attempt to bring their Writing skills up to par with their Critical Thinking skills in terms of achievement.
	Also, after taking into account the Additional Learning Need of the students in this class, the timing was an issue. I think that shorter timings for discussing big questions would likely be more beneficial to these students as their focus may not be sustained – as exhibited in this intervention – on the question at hand and any deviation from the question for too prolonged a period of time may be detrimental to their engagement with it – again, as exhibited in this intervention.
	Additionally, when conducting Philosophy for Children, the lack of the teacher’s input prevents the ability to change the language that is being used. This could then have a knock on effect on their writing, hence these particular students referring to homeless people as ‘scabby’ when drafting their essays and the need to adjust that later once the language has already be learnt and associated – the wiring in the brain has already been made. 
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Literacy Focus Weighting for Years 8, 9 and 10 in the Second Half of the Spring Term at School X

8	reading	writing	oracy	3	8	4	9	reading	writing	oracy	6	5	3	10	reading	writing	oracy	20	15	0	Literacy Focus of each Year Group (8, 9 and 10).


Number of Focussed Lessons




