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ECSP7002- Curriculum Development and Enhancement
The Impact of Philosophy for Children as a Means of Improving Oracy
Introduction
[bookmark: _GoBack]Throughout the entirety of this research paper, the impact of Philosophy for Children (P4C) as a means of improving pupils’ oracy attainment will be studied. Alongside this, pupils’ confidence and quality of oral contributions during classroom discussions shall be analysed. The class that will be undergoing the intervention are from an 11-16 community school with 482 pupils on roll. Slightly over 25% of pupils are entitled to free school meals, (eFSM) which is considerably higher than the national average of 17.4% (Estyn 2013). The school shall henceforth be referred to as School X, adhering to British Educational Research Association (BERA) guidelines (2011). Additionally, School X’s Estyn Report (2013:2) summarises that the school’s performance in key indicators throughout Key Stage 4 (KS4) such as English and Mathematics “compares favourably with that in similar schools.” Meanwhile, in terms of end of Key Stage 3 (KS3) attainment, 93.1% of pupils achieved their anticipated Level 5 in English at the conclusion of Year 9, which is slightly higher than the percentages of similar schools within the local authority (MyLocalSchool 2017). Therefore, the school seems to be performing well in the core subject of English.  
Similarly, in relation to literacy, and oracy in particular as the area of interest throughout the research, Estyn (2013:5) highlights pupils’ listening skills as an area of strength. Moreover, it was positively noted that “many pupils express their ideas clearly using a wide general and subject specific vocabulary.” However, a number of pupils are suggested to lack the required self-esteem to express themselves when prompted to contribute during whole class discussions.  This, alongside occasional difficulties in actively listening or pay “full and careful attention” to teachers or peers was evident to me during observation of numerous classes, particularly the class that will be participating in the intervention (Hoppe 2006:6). Consequently, my investigative research questions will revolve around aiming to improve oracy skills in general alongside the confidence of pupils participating in the P4C intervention. 
The class taking part in the series of lessons is an all-male KS4 Year 10 mixed ability class containing fourteen pupils in total. During observation and study of School X’s Estyn Report (2013), the attainment of boys in the key indicators including English and Maths is significantly less than both girls and boys attending similar schools. Estyn consequently recommended that the school place a strong emphasis on raising the standards achieved by boys in the level 2 threshold. Hence, the literature review will make discuss some national context in terms of boys’ attainment and any gender imbalances in oracy based achievement in Wales. 
I will now make clear references and links to established academic research literature alongside key policy and professional documents to provide the literary grounding for the research I am conducting. I shall compare and contrast the varying content debated in literature surrounding the pedagogical approaches of developing pupils’ oracy skills, P4C as a potentially successful teaching intervention as well as considering the national context regarding the attainment of boys.
Literature Review
Firstly, poor Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) test performance in 2015 has resulted in the widely known necessity for the improvement of all Welsh pupils’ general literacy skills, comprising of reading, writing and oracy which is at the forefront of my interest. As an example of the seemingly worrying statistics, Welsh Government (2015:3) explained that, in relation to reading assessment scores, “only 4 per cent of Wales’ pupils achieved PISA Level 5 or 6,” which is half of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) average. Consequently, the Welsh Government has agreed upon an overhaul of the National Curriculum in Wales following consultation with Professor Graham Donaldson. His review has led to the formation of the Successful Futures Curriculum, which is scheduled to be implemented throughout all schools in Wales from September 2022, covering the Foundation Phase for 3 to 7 year olds through to Key Stage 4. 
In terms of literacy, Donaldson (2015:40) insists that it is imperative for the teaching of writing, reading and oracy to be “Cross-curriculum Responsibilities for all teachers.”  Most relevant to my discussion throughout the paper, he argues that competency in pupils’ oral language must be regarded as playing a key role in the education of today’s pupils in all subjects due to the suggestion that oracy development can result in school wide improvement. Murris and Haynes (2000:85) bolster the claims made by Donaldson through their assertion that there should be “a high premium on the skill of communication,” hence the necessity for “the importance of making room for its practice across the whole curriculum.” Thus, irrespective of their area of expertise, all educators must take responsibility and consider themselves as practitioners who are capable and confident in their ability to operate as teachers of literacy (Driver and McMahon 2016). In addition, Donaldson (2015:48) has coined Languages, Literacy and Communication as one of the six Areas of Learning and Experience within the new curriculum. Oracy, defined as “the capacity to develop and express ideas through speech,” is again regarded as a central component of teaching and learning via the practice of critical life skills such as “being able to listen attentively and speak lucidly.”
Conversely, The National Literacy and Numeracy Framework (Welsh Government 2013) provide a more in depth and detailed description of what is understood the oracy strand as one third of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF). In their case, oracy is split into speaking, listening alongside collaboration and discussion. Speaking is understood as the ability for pupils to communicate their thoughts in a variety of scenarios and listening as responding to their peers’ perspectives. Finally, collaboration and discussion can relate to school children being actively involved in presentations and group based discussions as a means of coming to a consensus within a school context. Concurrently, this is where the suitability the P4C intervention I am trialling fits into place, as the lessons will comprise of group discussions where pupils voice their own opinions and develop on the contributions of others. Meanwhile, the new WJEC GCSE English Language Curriculum, introduced in 2015, seemingly agrees with the LNF’s thoughts on the importance of oracy as a whole but also collaboration and discussion. This is evident in their decision to assess the oracy of candidates in the Unit 1 Assessment with an overall weighting of 20% (WJEC 2015). The two tasks candidates complete involve an individual presentation, aimed to assess the “higher-order oracy,” skills (Welsh Government 2012:2) as well as an oral group discussion which provides the opportunity for pupils to translate their thoughts and opinions into a group based scenario (Estyn 2010).
The 1989 Cox Report is a further historical example of a noteworthy document aiming to enforce the idea that teaching oracy is critical to pupils’ cross curricular progress. For example, the report reads that “The value of talk in all subjects as a means of promoting pupils' understanding, and of evaluating their progress, is now widely accepted” (Cox 1989:9). Meanwhile, Andrew Wilkinson, who coined the idea of oracy (1970), summarised that all teachers must pay particular attention to focusing as on oracy as a crucial component of pupils’ educational process.
Furthermore, academics including Cremin et al (2009) regard the development of oracy skills as underpinning the teaching of literacy as a whole. Neil Mercer, one of the primary protagonists of research behind teaching oracy has also supported this need for developing oracy within learners, arguing for “the centrality of talk for engaging students in learning,” (Mercer et al 2010:1), whilst Barnes’ (1976) widely acclaimed paper declares the view that teachers should consider setting out a designated time period in order to allow pupils to articulate their ideas, concepts and questions in sufficient detail with both their peers and teachers. This can in turn enhance the confidence and overall maturity of pupils in their oracy.
However, papers including that of Lambirth’s (2009) challenge the perspectives of the vast majority by discussing that educating pupils on how to talk and listen appropriately does not necessarily lead to a positive impact on the learning of children. He affirms that teachers do not necessarily need to be worried about disregarding oracy skills in the classroom environment.  
On the other hand, several researchers, such as Mercer and Littleton (2007:1) contest Lambirth’s discussion through their opinion that “classroom dialogue contributes to children’s intellectual development and their educational attainment.” Palmer secondly voices several concerns about the supposed disregard and lack of attention placed on the development of speaking and listening (2003). Meanwhile, Alexander (2012) reinforces the view of the majority relating to the importance of oracy during lessons, maintaining that classroom talk makes a significant contribution to pupils’ holistic development as literate individuals by allowing improvement in crucial skills which pupils will carry with them long after leaving the education system. In addition, Rose (2006:3) signals his desire for schools to continually reinforce the teaching of oracy in their planning as “prime communication skills” to educate learners in having the ability to “learn to listen attentively and speak clearly and confidently.” Also, Christine Goh, a researcher linked closely to oracy pedagogy, combines the arguments considered in an array of established literature through her summaries that oracy is “an important thinking and learning tool,” whilst teachers must remain motivated to provide pupils opportunities to “create new ideas and knowledge through talking with others such as their peers and teachers” (Mah 2016:400).
Finally, Mercer et al (2010) outlined significant findings in terms of the varying types of talk found in classrooms. These can be defined as exploratory talk, which "enables the speaker to try out ideas, to hear how they sound, to see what others make of them, to arrange information and ideas into different patterns.” (Mercer and Hodgkinson 2008:5). Secondly, disputational talk where there might be considerable disagreement between speaking partners during critical discussions (Mercer 2008), compared with the more positive cumulative talk scenario of speakers responding uncritically to others (Murphy et al 2010).
Therefore, if as Britton (1983:11) states “Reading and writing float on a sea of talk”, then pupils’ ability to speak and listen effectively could positively facilitate their competency in reading and sophisticated writing simultaneously (Frey et al 2013). Hence, talk must act as a key foundation for pupils’ education (Alexander 2012), to allow the “three social modes of thinking” to be evident throughout lessons (Wegerif and Mercer 1997:53). This is where the potential intervention of P4C must come into consideration. 
The Philosophy for Children (P4C) method was developed by Professor Matthew Lipman alongside colleagues at the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children (IAPC). P4C is designed to develop the willingness of children to think critically, simultaneously developing oracy skills by engaging in discussion based communication sessions.
Researchers including Gorard et al (2015) and Stanley (2007) believe that P4C can play a crucial role in enabling children to express understanding through argument construction. Also, they highlight the ability of P4C to enhance learners’ use of oral language by allowing participants to ask and discuss philosophical questions “regarding concepts they would like to discuss.” (Daniel 2007:138). This process is preceded by reading a specifically chosen text chosen by the teacher, who is less authoritative throughout the process and simply plays the role of a facilitator (Biesta 2012). Pupils’ learning and awareness of important curriculum topic matters may in turn develop through the extension of their oral repertoire and thinking skills ability. This could enable the conversations within the classroom environment to become more insightful and perceptive (Mercer & Littleton 2007; Howe et al 2005; Mercer 2010).
Following the provision of the chosen stimulus material and agreement of appropriate philosophical question, Lipman believes that the third step within a P4C lesson is where “A true "community of inquiry" is manifested,” (Daniel 2007:139). The community of inquiry is understood as an area where exploratory, disputational and cumulative talk can occur, supporting the arguments of Weregrif and Mercer. Glaser (2007:222) seconds this viewpoint, discussing the community of inquiry as “a public sphere,” where “students vie and join together as they seek to make sense of their experience and understanding,” in an environment centred on the integral knowledge that “all members are recognized as having the capacity and entitlement to generate something new.” Therefore, P4C is an increasingly inclusive intervention, where all pupils are encouraged to contribute. Thus, this could lend effectively into the teaching of pupils with Additional Learning Needs (ALN) or Special Educational Needs (SEN), who the National Assembly for Wales (Dauncey 2015) state that schools must provide the highest possible standard of education for every pupil. P4C should consequently be considered as a potential means of raising lower achieving pupils’ self-esteem and desire to contribute in oral activities (Trickey and Topping 2007), supported by Murris and Haynes (2000:85) who believe that “special needs pupils often shine in philosophical enquiry.” This can result in raised standards of speaking and listening competency. 
Examples of the successes P4C can offer pupils have been exemplified by studies including Trickey and Topping (2007:285). Through the implementation of one hour of P4C based teaching per week, results concluded that participants achieved “significant positive effects,” in relation to their verbal and non-verbal abilities. In addition, Colom et al (2014: 51) summarised that as a result of undergoing a P4C programme, pupils “were rated as showing more curiosity, greater orientation towards their tasks,” and became “more considerate of one another.” Similarly, Gorard et al (2015) conducted a study in association with the Education Endowment Foundation and Durham University. During the process, over a time period of a year within 48 schools, it was stated that P4C based interventions did cause a positive impact on pupils’ attainment, Additionally, regarding one of my research questions based on the confidence of participants, the study “reported that P4C had a positive influence on wider outcomes such as pupils’ confidence to speak, listening skills, and self-esteem,” (Gorard et al 2015:32).
However, the time scale of Gorard et al’s research was suggested to be one of the primary limitations of the study in terms of any impact the researchers wished to witness, despite the seemingly substantial year-long intervention. Therefore, this is definitely a key factor I will be required to take into consideration when firstly implementing the intervention and secondly studying the data gathered, as I do not have a large room for error with reference to letting the process develop fully.
On the other hand, despite the supposedly successful empirical evidence I have just discussed, several researchers have argued against the suitability of P4C in enhancing the oracy skills of secondary school pupils. For instance, Colom (2014) insists that the findings of his study must be acknowledged with a certain level of uncertainty and hesitation. He accepts this because of the trepidation that, despite positive results, even after a period of receiving a P4C intervention, the pupils’ progress in oracy may eventually dwindle. Meanwhile, Murris (2016:63) has criticised the P4C curriculum as attempting to “form children into the ideal ‘abnormal’ child, the thinking child—the adult philosopher’s child.” In addition, Gregory (2011) highlights several doubts of P4C in increasing the oracy skills of pupils. He refers to a multitude of views from educational psychologists believing that 6-16 year old children are not yet mature enough and consequently have not had sufficient life experiences to be able to cope effectively with the demands that P4C places on individuals. Therefore, I have taken into account the varying perspectives discussed and will consider them whilst conducting my own research. 
In reference to discussions taking place regarding the attainment of boys in isolation, a significant amount of research relates closely to the study I am undertaking. Estyn (2008) produced a report focusing on various inspection outcomes from over 600 primary and secondary schools, alongside 23 school inspections that were said to be achieving positive gains in their attempts to raise boys’ attainment. In the report, it was discussed that the most important factor linked to girls coping better with teaching and learning throughout the secondary curriculum is that many boys do not possess the substantial level of literacy skills required to succeed at school in comparison to girls. Consequently, as I have discussed in reference to established literature, “literacy is crucial for educational success at school,” (Estyn 2008:4). It was also highlighted that some schools are not succeeding in providing texts and materials which are suitable for male pupils as individual learners. Similarly, Moss (2007) discusses the lack of success in boys’ literacy development, which has been increasingly evident over the last decade. She also considers that this poor performance leads to a detrimental trend of underachievement in the literacy rich core subject of English, which is where my particular area of interest lies throughout the paper. 
Consequently, throughout my research, I shall be attempting to provide texts and initial syllabus materials that cater to the interests of the class undergoing the research in order for them to perform to the best of their ability. In terms of boys’ achievements after undergoing an intervention in P4C, Trickey and Topping’s study (2007) resulted in the knowledge that boys showed better development than girls to a moderate extent, although findings must be accepted with some caution due to the gender representation imbalance amongst the participants. However, despite these somewhat encouraging statistics, Hutchinson (2004) has confirmed the understanding of the majority that girls do tend to outperform boys at school. Although, he questions the evidence by affirming that the trend does not apply to every male pupil in secondary education, nor does it relate to an imbalance of attainment in every subject. I will now proceed to make reference to the whole school policy of School X’s approach to developing oracy alongside the English departmental strategies by utilising the school’s key documentation. 
School Policy and Practice
Firstly, following my review of School X’s most recent Key Stage 4 Scheme of Work (SOW) or Programme of Learning (POL), it is clear that a central importance is placed on the development of oracy skills within the English department. This conclusion has been reached as within each of the topic areas studied, a breakdown of the oracy skills required are listed alongside an explanation as to how this will benefit pupils’ performance in their final assessments. For example, these include the necessity for pupils to contribute effectively to whole class discussions, explain their thoughts in detail and vary sentence structures to achieve a particular effect depending on audience and purpose. The preceding criteria link closely to the mark scheme of the GCSE Unit 1 Group Discussion which shall be discussed in the methodology section of the paper. Consequently, as highlighted in the literature review, awareness of oracy and “the spoken word is being given much greater prominence in educational thinking and planning,” (Howe 1993: 39). 
However, as has been acknowledged by researchers such as Millard and Menzies (2016), factors like time pressures and the prioritisation of reading and written literacy prevents oracy from being given the same attention levels in the planning and lesson content of teachers. This seems to remain highly evident within the SOW the majority of focus is still placed on the reading and writing skills required for our learners to succeed. On the other hand, Millard and Menzies (2016) do refer to the importance of teaching oracy skills as underpinning pupils’ progress across the secondary curriculum. 
In addition, following Estyn’s 2014-15 Annual Report alongside national and local suggestions, School X pinpointed raising literacy levels as priority two within their most recent School Development Plan (2015: Appendix A). This outlines the need for whole school improvement in raising the standard of literacy amongst both staff and pupils, which is monitored by the English department each half term. Subsequently, further interventions including ALN literacy lessons and delivery of literacy rich classroom activities were suggested as extra strategies to further drive standards forward and ensure that all pupils are “offered full access to a broad, balanced and relevant” school experience in regards of literacy support (National Assembly for Wales 2015:4). The priority also lists targeted staff literacy training as an approach to improving school wide teaching and learning of literacy. This appears to match Education through Regional Working’s (ERW 2015) desire to mature teachers as excellent practitioners who have are confident in increasing provision of literacy skills on a cross curricular basis, thus being regarded as teachers of literacy, irrespective of their subject specialism. 
Meanwhile, within the English department’s Subject Attainment Improvement Plan (2017: Appendix B), the GCSE Unit 1 speaking and listening tasks are highlighted as one of the main areas of enhancement required across the department. In relation to a Key Stage 4 Year 10 class, the department’s policy of working on the pupils’ group discussion skills is supported by Welsh Government (2015:32) who suggest that in year 10, learners should be able to “engage and respond in thoughtful ways to increasingly challenging topics and written texts.” 
However, neither improvement plan explicitly references interventions which may directly improve oracy such as P4C. This appears surprising at first due to a wide variety of established research highlighting the need for attention to be placed on oracy across the curriculum. P4C follows each of the oracy principles and attainment targets suggested in the Welsh Government Programme of Study (2015) across Key Stages 3 and 4, requiring participants to study and reflect on topics collaboratively in a critical but caring environment (Sapere 2015). Therefore, this reinforces why it clearly has the potential to be implemented as a possible intervention across the English department in particular and perhaps the whole school where appropriate.
I will now explore my selection of methodology and research tools, explaining why I have chosen these methods to examine various investigative questions. I also aim to identify various potential benefits and limitations of these methodologies.
Methodology and Ethics
Throughout the process of deciding on the research methods to use in order to explore my chosen intervention in great detail, I kept an awareness of my aim to answer the three following investigative research questions which form the basis of my evaluation. 
1. Does P4C improve pupils’ oracy attainment in line with the GCSE English Language Unit 1 Group Discussion mark scheme?
2. Does P4C increase the confidence of pupils to present their ideas within a collaborative structured group discussion?
3. Does P4C aid the quality of contributions of all pupils in the class or just those with high self-esteem?
In relation to protecting the rights of the pupils participating in the investigation, prior to conducting the study, it was ensured that various ethical procedures were undertaken appropriately.  Firstly, it was made certain that the research closely adhered to the Ethical Guides and Practice of the University, the Data Protection Act as well as the British Educational Research Association’s guidelines, which strives to “enable educational researchers to weigh up all aspects of the process of conducting educational research,” whilst ensuring that all research undertaken is “considered justifiable and sound,” (BERA 2011:4).
Therefore, one of the primary forms of ethical procedures followed up on was to make certain that all participants gave informed consent to take part in the intervention. Informed consent has been defined by Banks (2010) as the process where a researcher fully explains any possible details and overall reasoning behind the completion of the research or intervention. BERA (2011:5) develop on the interpretation as “the condition in which participants understand and agree to their participation without any duress,” prior to the study taking place, thus giving them an awareness of who will be studying their data, why it is being used and how it shall be stored. Chandler and Munday (2011) also refer to the requirement of the researcher to describe and inform participants of any further consequences arising from the research being carried out, whilst requesting participants to fill out an informed consent form before any of their data is collated or analysed. Finally, Hopkins (2014) develops on the necessity of informed consent, insisting that subjects must be made aware of any potential risks are involved throughout their contribution to the study. 
Consequently, prior to the outset of the research, the pupils were made fully aware of any information relating to the P4C intervention. Meanwhile, the informed consent procedure was arranged through partnership school procedures. It was obtained as a regular aspect of partnership practices as part of the memorandum of understanding. Participants were also reassured that they would be given the right to withdraw their results from the reporting of the data if they so wished “for any or no reason,” (BERA 2011:6). Cohen (2013:80) argues that participants have to be given a reasonable time period to process and consider their involvement in research, whilst “the choice on whether or not to participate must be genuinely free, with no negative repercussions for not taking part,” However, they would still be required to play a full part in the intervention as the P4C lessons were part of timetabled everyday teaching and learning school practice. 
Following the informed consent procedures, all fourteen pupils from the research class gave their consent to remain as fully fledged participants within the intervention.  The anonymity and confidentiality of participant data was additionally ensured before research commenced. As a result, all the pupils’ names and any identifying information have been anonymised in the assignment and data sets. Pupils’ names were redacted from raw data, whilst only myself and the class’ regular teacher had access to it. Data was also kept on an encrypted USB and remained securely stored.
Additionally, prior to assessing the success of the intervention, much research suggests the requirement to pre-test the participants in order to compare their progress once the series of P4C sessions were completed. Simkins and Allen (2000: 102) regard a pre-test as “useful information,” which provides teachers “early feedback on the need for assistance while there is time to take corrective action.” Similarly to the majority of testing and assessment within school, the intervention will conclude in a post-test where the content does not differ significantly and level of challenge and difficulty remains the same in the two tests. These tests are both delivered in the form of a summative assessment. This is primarily conducted at the conclusion of a course or topic and analyses the progress or achievement of the pupils involved in the research (Wallace 2009; Cohen 2013). 
The tests I conducted were assessed and marked in conjunction with the WJEC GCSE English Language Unit 1 responding and interacting based group discussion mark scheme. I decided to only focus on the pupils’ content and organisation during the testing as the criteria for this section of the assessment are more suited towards research question 1 relating to attainment and the P4C intervention being followed. The maximum number of marks potentially awarded to the highest achieving pupils was 20, as opposed to the final GCSE assessment which is marked out of 40, with the remaining 20 marks being linked to the pupils’ register, grammatical accuracy and sentence structures (WJEC 2014).
Subsequently, in terms of the scope of my data gathering, the pre and post tests would allow me to analyse quantitative as opposed to qualitative data. Mujis (2011) implies that quantitative research comprises of the ability to collect numerical or statistical data on a large scale. Vanderstoep and Johnson (2008) second the suggestion that quantitative research can be carried out easily on a large scale. On the other hand, my sample only contains fourteen pupils; so the conclusions gained from the assessment marks are particularly difficult to generalise and confirm quantitatively.
As a result, alongside the quantitative analysis, I additionally implemented a number of qualitative data research methods including my own participant observation in the form of reflective diary notes composed whilst the P4C lessons were taking place. Bryman (1995) acknowledges that observing participants is the most well-known and effective qualitative method. This allows me to produce a well-rounded, in depth description of the responses produced throughout the entirety of the intervention (Vanderstoep and Johnson 2008). The qualitative nature of my analysis links closely to research questions 2 and 3 in terms of pupils’ confidence and the quality of their contributions throughout the post-test and P4C sessions in comparison to the pre-test.
Evaluation
I decided to start the intervention about a fortnight after beginning to teach the class, hence being able to gain an initial awareness of the class’ ability and introduce the new topic to the pupils entitled ‘Contact Sport in Schools’. This allowed me to activate the prior knowledge of the pupils as well as understanding some of their excising individual opinions on the topic area in detail. This initiated the pupils’ abilities to “develop and justify their ideas, develop reasoned arguments and recognise changes of view,” one of the primary principles behind a P4C curriculum in accordance with Stanley (2007:173). Meanwhile, as previously noted, the class completing the intervention is an all-male group. On that account, the topic chosen for the P4C sessions, whilst remaining relevant to the GCSE English Language syllabus, would hopefully arouse the interest of the class (Boyd 2008). The overall aim was to provide content that pupils would be motivated and willing to enquire about in detail, hence “converting the classroom into a community of enquiry,” throughout the intervention (Lipman 1991:15).
As insisted by Cohen (2013), before the class underwent the P4C lessons, a pre-test was conducted to discover the pupils’ baseline ability (Simkins and Allen 2000), following the GCSE Responding and Interacting Group Discussion mark scheme. The content of the discussion revolved around an article arguing for contact rugby to be banned in schools. This article would act as the initial stimulus which formed the basis of the first P4C session, thus ensuring that the content of the pre-test and opening intervention lesson remained similar (Cohen 2013). The pre-test discussion lesson could be described as a slightly unstructured group conversation with fairly limited rules or protocols put in place. This will be highlighted by the quantitative marks out of 20 which shall be analysed later in the paper. The lesson was observed by my subject mentor who is the class’ regular teacher, who agreed that “This discussion without many rules demonstrated why there is a need for strict parameters for their discussion,” (Kelleher, pers.comm., March 2018). 
Despite confidence slowly rising amongst a number of pupils as the pre-test progressed and a variety of opinions being developed on and explained in detail, there were a number of issues noted in my reflective diary notes throughout the session. These included the problem that there were a large amount of interruptions and pupils talking over each other, hence preventing pupils from being able to “communicate in our turn – fluently, cogently and persuasively,” (Welsh Government 2013:16). The supposed lack of attentive listening skills (WJEC 2014) resulted in a lot of participants not being confident enough to air their views or contribute any questions they had regarding the text. Lipman (1998) regards this as a detrimental effect of regular classroom discussions, as teachers worry that discussions are troublesome to manage. This may be down to the fact that pupils are reluctant to get involved because of certain dominant, perhaps judgemental learners becoming the protagonist of the conversation.
Consequently, the aforementioned first P4C session began with the pupils considering the principles of P4C and setting the group discussion rules that would remain prevalent throughout all of the subsequent intervention lessons. This is similar to the P4C implementation of Stanley (2007), where the class code of conduct is established early on, whilst pupils know the basic structure and expectations of a P4C style discussion. In brief, the conclusion reached was that throughout the intervention we would be required to abide by the rules of turn taking, whilst simultaneously respecting and welcoming the perspectives of others. It was also ensured that despite potential critical disagreements occurring, the P4C environment must remain creative, caring and collaborative (Council for Education in World Citizenship 2018).
Then, the class were required to re-read the same article provided to them for the pre-test group discussion. The text, as required in Lipman’s idealistic P4C classroom, was particularly challenging for a class of this ability, in order to provide “difficult work that causes students to think deeply and engage in healthy struggle” (Allison and Tharby 2015:14).  According to Daniel (2007:138), the reading of the text itself forms the “first level of verbal exchange” between participants out of the three processes required to work through after giving the class the initial stimulus material. That in turn lead into the pupils being instructed to “ask questions regarding concepts they would like to discuss” relating to the article’s content. The class subsequently proposed a variety of discussion topics or questions which formed the basis of the session (Lipman 1998). The five philosophical questions generated by the pupils were:
1. Should contact rugby be banned?
2. What impact would contact rugby being banned in schools have on us?
3. What are the advantages of stopping contact rugby at “school X”?
4. What problems will not being allowed to play rugby at school cause pupils?
5. How can we persuade people that not allowing contact rugby at school is a bad idea?
The higher order questions produced by the participants are argued by Säre et al (2016) to assist in forming their point of view prior to the discussion itself being initiated. The final question the class came to the consensus of discussing in detail was “2. What impact would contact rugby being banned in schools have on us?” In terms of conclusions drawn from this session, the increased criteria resulted in an extremely well-structured discussion, where the rules were comprehended and adhered to by the participants. In this case, there were far less interruptions and all pupils were able to confidently interact whilst producing sensitive, caring interrogation of the viewpoints of others when there were differing viewpoints. 
The learners remained on topic and engaged with the question throughout the conversation, whilst those who perhaps lacked the required confidence in the opening discussion desired to air their creative views and questions on this occasion. This allowed the philosophical conversation to “advance through cooperation and dialogue” (Cam 2014:1208). These findings can also be supported by a plethora of well-established literature linking to P4C studies. For example, Säre et al (2016) acknowledged that P4C aims to allow children to gain courage in terms of expressing themselves, thinking critically and portraying their own interpretations of the resources or texts relating to the world around them. Finally, the opening philosophical discussion resulted in the vast majority of opinions being respected despite the presence of some caringly negotiated disagreement, which clearly allowed the more reserved participants to have their points of view heard, discussed and most importantly respected (Lipman 1998).
Following a number of lessons with a reading and writing focus studying the same topic of “contact sport in schools”, the pupils participated in their second P4C session. The initial stimulus material was carefully chosen in order to deliver varied, detailed and insightful responses from the pupils. I also found it crucial to take the topic being delivered into account (Murris and Haynes 2000). The material used was a debate aired on ITV’s Good Morning Britain between a Professor who was campaigning for contact rugby to be banned and the host of the show who believes strongly in contact rugby being included as an integral part of the physical education school curriculum. It was seen as critical that the debate highlighted both sides of the argument, reinforcing the important idea that the pupils were not influence into the questions they asked or stance they took into their conversation. The concept behind deciding on using a video or film to form the basis of the philosophical discussion can be supported by Leong and Tan (2008), who suggest that they can engage the pupils by allowing them to relate to the arguments being delivered by the protagonists of the video. Also, this video clearly contributed to students being able to “grasp philosophical issues and debates which could be difficult to understand,” (Leong and Tan 2008:40). 
The final question democratically voted on by the participants for this session‘s conversation was “Why do people believe that contact rugby should be banned at school?” The question clearly demonstrates that the pupils had quickly grasped the necessity to think philosophically by asking an open ended question that would result in an in depth discussion. In terms of the conversation itself, the pupils produced a wide ranging and perceptive dialogue which, unlike the opening P4C lesson only required a minimal level of teacher probing and questioning (Murris and Haynes 2000).  The differing arguments were put across in a caring and reflective manner with the conversation moving forward at a consistent pace, where pupils were keen to use information from the initial stimulus alongside activating their prior knowledge from previous lessons.  On occasions, pupils utilised phrases such as “In response to pupil X’s point.” This demonstrates the mature development regarding moving the discussion forward by skilfully reacting to the contributions of others (WJEC 2014). Perhaps most positively, returning to the following qualitative based research questions:
2. Does P4C increase the confidence of pupils to present their ideas within a collaborative structured group discussion?
3. Does P4C aid the quality of contributions of all pupils in the class or just those with high self-esteem?
On the basis of the first two P4C sessions evaluated, the pupils who in the pre-test were seemingly lacking in the required self-esteem to discuss their personal viewpoints were confident to express themselves and critically develop on points. This was despite several pupils holding the viewpoint seen as the minority amongst the consensus of the intervention group. This was highlighted by the closing of the session, where all participants had one final chance to conclude or expand on what had been said during the conversation. All participants summarised their ideas concisely and were aware of where the discussion could expand to should another P4C lesson be held.
Following two additional P4C sessions, the pupils underwent a post-test with a similar stimulus to the pre-test of an article relating to the debate of banning contact sport in schools. In response to my opening research question:
1. Does P4C improve pupils’ oracy attainment in line with the GCSE English Language Unit 1 Group Discussion mark scheme?
The results in the two figures below are able to go some way to answering this question.
Figure 1: A table displaying pupils’ results out of 20 in both the pre and post-tests:
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[image: ]Figure 2: A Column chart displaying pupils’ results out of 20 in both the pre and post-tests: 
In comparison to one of the well-renowned P4C studies discussed in the literature review of this paper by Trickey and Topping (2007:271), my results could be seen as successful in supporting their conclusions that “Intervention pupils showed significant standardized gains,” following a period of P4C lessons. This can be seen by the fact that out of the 14 participants, exactly half (50%) of the pupils made progress with their content and organisation in accordance with the GCSE Responding and Interacting Group Discussion mark scheme (WJEC 2014). Several pupils were judged to have improved greatly enough to have improved their overall banding, such as Pupil H, who, despite being a protagonist in the pre-test group discussion, did not display the empathy to respond well to other’s opinions. However, by the conclusion of the intervention, they had developed the ability to listen carefully and thoughtfully respond to his peers’ views within his own answers, thus improving from a Band 3 to Band 4.
In addition, it was particularly noticeable that a number of the least confidence pupils within the class, Pupils G, K and N made the most considerable improvement in their marks from the pre-test to the post-tests. This also seems to confirm some conclusions to my second and third research questions:
2. Does P4C increase the confidence of pupils to present their ideas within a collaborative structured group discussion?
3. Does P4C aid the quality of contributions of all pupils in the class or just those with high self-esteem?
Consequently, the pupils seemingly lacking confidence prior to the intervention were encouraged and supported through the use of a P4C programme to increase their desire to contribute to a collaborative group discussion. These are examples of pupils who previously might have been extremely reluctant or nervous to actively participate, emphasising that a variety of children can “benefit from collaborative enquiry,” given the appropriate stimuli and framework (Trickey and Topping 2007:286).
Conclusions
To conclude, this research study was conducted in order to study the impact of P4C on the oracy skills of a group of 14 male Year 10 pupils. My findings have found that despite only half of the participants making quantitative progress in terms of their speaking and listening attainment following post-testing, all pupils made significant steps forward regarding their confidence to contribute regularly and effectively in collaborative group discussion scenarios. These findings have fallen in line with the majority of similar studies which have been conducted and discussed in the literature review of the paper. The progress of the participants should be regarded as even more impressive due to the fact that the research was only carried out over a particularly short time period, thus suggesting that a more consistent implementation of P4C might have the ability to encourage and result in significant oracy improvement amongst the all-male cohort who conducted the study. Consequently, continued focus on quality philosophical conversation should be given strong consideration amongst the aforementioned class, in order to allow the potential for additional group discussion competence alongside the hope of their numerical speaking and listening marks increasing further. In addition, in relation to the development of P4C within the school in question, School X might consider implementing P4C more formally as a primarily pupil led activity. This could be considered throughout not only the programmes of learning within the school’s English department as a means of raising attainment in the GCSE English Language Unit 1 non-examination assessment, but also cross curricularly. The suggestion of P4C being integral to raising pupils oracy skills can be supported by Professor Graham Donaldson’s insistence that children need to be given regular and relevant opportunities to “explore and discuss ideas and use language skills at an appropriate level,” (2015:40). P4C can also play a central role in meeting Donaldson’s desire for all pupils to develop as ambitious and capable learners, which forms one of the four purposes of his Successful Futures Curriculum for Wales report. Meanwhile, relating to my own future practice and professional development, I can certainly see the benefits of utilising P4C as a regular teaching and learning resource within my own work. The results of this study alongside the established literature has found that regular P4C sessions within schemes of work across KS3 and KS4 can positively correlate with pupils demonstrating their ability to produce quality, in depth philosophical and critical contributions relating to a varying number of topics and contexts (Trickey and Topping 2007).
Limitations and future development
Following an in depth study of the positive aspects drawn from the P4C intervention, it is also particularly important to identify the limitations of the research, a reflection which might enhance and support my professional and personal development with any future P4C use in the classroom. Firstly, the study was only carried out with one individual class over a total of just six one hour lessons, including both the pre and post-test discussions. This appears to be a particularly important and meaningful limitation because, as highlighted by Daniel (2007:146) in her own research relating to the impact of P4C in improving oracy and critical thinking skills, acknowledges that “the community of inquiry can take up to seven months to develop.” Subsequently, the time period of the study would have to be extended longitudinally to substantiate the findings discussed in the evaluation. 
Also, research would need to be extended across various classes in relation to both ability and year group in order to fully confirm and generalise the results gathered. These issues link to the need for external validity in educational research, as it was not possible to witness whether the “estimated impact would be similar if the program were replicated in another location, at a different time, or targeting a different group of students” (Schanzenbach 2012:225). In addition, throughout previous studies such as Trickey and Topping’s longitudinal research (2007), a control group of pupils who were matched to the experimental group were selected to compare the effects P4C had to students not completing the intervention. In my research, it would have proven particularly challenging to select a baseline control group similar in ability to the intervention pupils taking part in the pre and post-testing. Hence, this type of study could be regarded as a one shot approach. This again calls the validity of the research into question, as there is no means of examining whether it was in fact the P4C intervention that caused the development of oracy levels or whether the improvement would have been shown regardless of the intervention. 
Next, the majority of my focus throughout the study was linked to pupils improving their numerical speaking and listening marks alongside my own perception of the pupils’ confidence in group discussion. In reference to future practice, it may have been beneficial to have qualitative data based conversations with the participants about their views. This would allow me to ask open ended questions which could gauge the pupils’ opinions on how they would reflect on the intervention, perhaps simultaneously increasing the quality of teacher-student talk amongst the cohort (Mercer et al 2010).
Moreover, as a result of the process involving participants having to give their informed consent prior to the research taking place, the pupils were notified on the aims of the research. Consequently, there was a chance that the results may have been skewed or regarded as biased due to the experimental group knowing that they were being observed. This is widely renowned as the Hawthorne Effect, where pupils might “exert extra effort because they know their outcomes will be measured” (Schanzenbach 2012:226). Another possible limitation derived from the research is the topic that was focused on throughout the group discussions. Contact sport in school was the area of interest throughout the scheme of work and the 14 pupils all had prior interest, differing opinions and a seemingly significant level of knowledge on the topic. 
As a result, their contributions in the group discussion might have been influenced by their prior knowledge, rather than being generated by the initial stimulus material. This was evident to me throughout some of the P4C discussions, as at times some pupils were guilty of straying off to talk about their own personal experiences linked to the topic as opposed to remaining focused on the philosophical question agreed upon by the group. Lipman (1998) regards the questioning process as a critical aspect of P4C sessions, so the pupils drifting away from this could have had a detrimental impact on the quality of the philosophical discussion being observed.
Finally, I was unfortunately only able to introduce the pupils to P4C over a time period of three months, which caused a low potential to witness long term development. Consequently, I would reflect on this experience by arguing that P4C would be optimised when starting to introduce pupils to the concept of philosophical inquiry in KS3 or during their transition into secondary school. This would allow progress to be made over a more longitudinal time period in my own classroom practice. Additionally, if P4C was to begin when pupils enter the school, there would be a larger potential for follow up and more extensive focus on their oracy progress through substantial P4C implementation. This would not be possible amongst my experimental group as they will shortly be entering Year 11 where the focus is on gaining their GCSE qualifications. 
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