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Using the strategy of Philosophy for Children (P4C) to explore developing standards of writing of male learners within Key Stage 3.

Introduction 
School X is a relatively small secondary school with 406 pupils currently enrolled. The school has a considerably low FSM rate of 9.6% compared to the Welsh percentage with a difference of 7.4% (Welsh Government, no date). Since 2011, pupils at School X have consistently achieved at least Level 5 in English at Key Stage 3 (KS3). Such performance (in addition to other key indicators) placed School X ‘above the average for the family of schools’ for the first time in 2012 (Welsh Government, no date). That said, statistics indicate that just one year after this accomplishment, the attainment gap began to decrease and thus, the school failed to maintain its leading position over the family of schools. The latest figures demonstrate that School X, in 2017, outperformed the local authority, however by just 0.01% (Welsh Government, no date). Whilst it cannot be disputed that School X is still outperforming other schools, it also cannot be denied that there is a vast difference in KS3 achievement in English compared to the figures published six years previous. 
To this end, it is important to acknowledge the Estyn Inspection Report of 2013 as such a date marked the initial decline in the KS3 English academic performance at School X. This report stated that the school, at that time, did not offer ‘enough opportunities for pupils to develop their extended writing skills across the curriculum’ (Estyn, 2013, p.5). With writing a key component of the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) (Welsh Government, 2013), it could be argued that the lack of opportunities to write at length may have been influential to the plummeting percentages of those achieving Level 5 in English at KS3. Based on these findings, my initial focus for this research assignment had been decided; to investigate the development of writing for learners at KS3. 
Once the investigation topic had been established, it was then fundamental to refine my focus further to select the participants of the study. I referred to the 2013 Estyn Report once again for guidance. This report states that within KS3 an attainment gap between boys and girls existed with girls performing at a higher level than boys (Estyn, 2013). Therefore, this assignment will serve to investigate the developing writing standards of Year 7 male learners.
Britton (1983, p.11, cited in Fisher, Rothenberg and Frey, 2008, p.8) put forward the notion that ‘reading and writing float on a sea of talk’ and thus it can be argued that dialogue is fundamental to the success in other literacy strands. Furthermore, it would be important to consider Britton’s predecessor, Vygotsky (1978, cited in Bartlett and Burton, 2007), who stated that language is an essential component in the enablement of deep and meaningful thought. To this end, this project will focus on the oracy intervention of Philosophy for Children (P4C) to develop writing standards of male learners. Furthermore, it will determine whether P4C bears any influence on the use of accurate and effective vocabulary in written work and whether arguments can be sustained with the use of convincing evidence. 


















Literature Review
Over the past decade, literacy standards in Wales has received much publicity due to its disappointing academic performance when compared to other nations within Great Britain.  To provide past context, figures published in the Estyn Report (2012, p.1) indicate that in 2009 Wales were being outperformed by all ‘other home countries in the PISA survey and was ranked 38th out of the 67 countries taking part in the study’ (Estyn, 2012, p.1). Such disappointing statistics have continued; evidence from the most recent PISA survey of 2015 stated that in relation to reading, Wales has ‘fewer high achieving pupils’ in comparison to the OECD average with a 4% difference (UCL Institute of Education, 2016, p.85). 
That said, it must be acknowledged that the PISA results are not solely determined by reading ability; they provide an overview of academic performance of 15-year-olds based on a range of skills, such as: ‘science, mathematics, reading, collaborative problem solving and financial literacy’ (OECD, 2018). However, despite the contributing factors that aid the published PISA statistics, for the purpose of this research investigation, the concern lies with the literacy element and how this has been significant to the Government policies that underpin educational practice today.
With Reading categorised as a success indicator in the PISA surveys, it would come as no surprise that the universally accepted definition of literacy is the ability to be competent in both reading and writing (Goody, 1999, p.29, cited in Blake and Blake, 2002). The views of Filewych (2017, p.58) is in line with such a definition and argues further that their relationship is intertwined and that by reading, learners obtain an understanding of effective writing. Filewych (2017, p.58) states that ‘By listening to the work of good writers, we increase our vocabulary, intuitively learn rhythm, internalize the structures of language, and make meaning from text’ and thus it can be inferred that the success of writing effectively, and furthermore accurately, is largely dependent on the individual’s ability to process information through reading, both as an individual task and as a listening activity. 
Whilst the ability to read and write are fundamental to academic success and consequently places an individual within the category of literate, Maclure, Phillips and Wilkinson (1988, p.122) argues that knowledge is ‘something which is social and communicated, and not just the product of the thought and actions of individuals’. Furthermore, they argue that learners must be able to work collaboratively to explore ideas, as opposed to merely listening and passively accepting information (Maclure, Phillips and Wilkinson, 1988). Thus, if such suggestions are to be considered as certainties, the modern views of Filewych (2017, p.58) in that simply listening to good examples of literature will improve writing ability can be argued as somewhat flawed. To this end, to be literate requires far more than to be able to read and write; it involves communication and to do so ‘fluently, cogently and persuasively’ (Welsh Government, 2013, p.16). Moreover, learners need to feel that they are an active contributor to their own learning and that their views are considered whole-heartedly by their practitioner; their verbal contributions must be valued and furthermore challenged to provoke deeper thought, in order to instil confidence for academic progression. This is in line with the Bullock Report of 1975 which stated that: ‘the point to be emphasized is that the child’s language should be accepted’ (DES, 1975, p.143, cited in Coultas, 2007. p. 11). 
That said, it cannot be denied that there have been some remarkable breakthroughs in oral provision over the past few decades, notably with the inclusion of speaking and listening as a mandatory component of English at GCSE level (Davison and Daly, 2014). Making this the oracy strand compulsory within the GCSE English examination cemented the Government’s desire to make oracy a priority and thus can be considered as a move away from the 1979 Inspector of Schools report which discovered that speech was treated ‘as a means of teaching and learning and at no point considered the possibility of making it a goal of teaching itself’ (Maclure, Phillips and Wilkinson, 1988, p.45). However, it must also be acknowledged that the importance of oracy as a learning catalyst across all key stages, has in previous years, failed to attain a leading position on the policy agenda in Wales. Thus, the views of Frater (1988, p.36, cited in Corden, 2000, p.2) in response to the initial implementation of the GCSE oral examination, could be considered as somewhat premature as he stated that such an assessment would secure ‘an irreducible place for the spoken word in the English Curriculum’. To this end, it can be argued that the lack of effective oracy provision as a learning tool could have been a contributing factor to the disappointing scores Wales achieved in the PISA assessments of previous years, in relation to all assessment indicators. The published PISA data highlighted an urgency for educational reform and was in fact considered a ‘wake-up call to a complacent system’ by the former Education Minister, Leighton Andrews (Andrews, 2011, p.4 cited in Beauchamp et al, 2016, p.41).
Revised teaching and learning initiatives came into play as a result of Wales’ PISA performance; initiatives placed a clear emphasis on the importance of oracy as part of the learning journey across the curriculum as outlined in the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF), a statutory requirement (Welsh Government, 2013). However, it must be recognised that the importance of oracy is not a new phenomenon. This assignment has briefly acknowledged the views of Britton (1983, cited in Fisher, Rothenberg and Frey, 2008) and Vygotsky (1978, cited in Bartlett and Burton, 2007). However, the necessity to integrate oracy within teaching practice stems back as far as the 1960s. Wilkinson (1965, p. 58, cited in Edwards and Westgate, 1994, p.4) offers the viewpoint that ‘Oracy is not a “subject”—it is a condition of learning in all subjects; it is not a “frill” but a state of being in which the whole school must operate’. With such a viewpoint in existence prior to the establishment of the National Curriculum of 1988 (Bartlett and Burton, 2007), one may wonder why oracy provision across the curriculum did not materialise at that time. Nevertheless, this forty-year-old notion presented by Wilkinson now encompasses the current Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) in that such strategic framework aims to assist all teachers, irrespective of their subject, to ‘identify and provide opportunities’ for their learners to develop skills in both literacy and numeracy. (Welsh Government, 2013, p.4). Furthermore, with oracy as a key literacy focus within the LNF and the framework itself serving as ‘a curriculum planning tool’ (Welsh Government, 2013, p.4), it is a significant step in the right direction and advances previous literacy initiatives that were in place, such as the National Literacy Strategy Framework (DfEE, 1998b, cited in Corden, 2000, p.2). Whilst the National Literacy Strategy acknowledged the importance of oracy, it simultaneously failed to include speaking and listening as a reputable strand in the planning of literacy provision (Corden, 2000) and therefore it is not surprising that oracy failed to attain a respectable position within the literacy domain. 
Now, with the statutory requirement to embed oracy within daily teaching practice on a cross-curricular scale, it cannot be denied that its importance is being recognised by both governmental bodies and practitioners of all subjects. Furthermore, oracy plays a pivotal role within the four purposes of the fast-approaching new curriculum. Learners must be able to effectively communicate ideas within a range of settings in order to be ‘healthy, confident individuals’; they must be able to critically assess viewpoints and furthermore challenge ideas appropriately in order to be ‘ethical, informed citizens’; they must vary tone, pitch and formality of oral expression in order to develop as ‘enterprising, creative contributors’; and finally the successful implementation of the previous three purposes within a child’s learning repertoire will ultimately ensure that they become ‘ambitious and capable learners’. (Successful Futures, 2015, p.49). To this end, it can be argued that not only does oracy underpin educational achievement in all subjects, but moreover helps to prepare learners for life beyond school.
As mentioned previously, it is imperative that teaching professionals acknowledge and accept the language of their pupils. However, it can also be argued that it is fundamental that they too provide opportunities for learners to express ideas through speech with each other. This necessity – learner-driven talk – forms the very thesis of the oracy intervention Philosophy for Children (P4C); the teacher adopts the modern role of being ‘a guide on the side’ as opposed to ‘a sage on a stage’ (Sackstein, 2017 p. xii) in order for the learners to develop critical and creative thinking skills by partaking in ‘extended dialogue inquiring into a philosophical question’ (Gregory, Haynes and Murris, 2017, p.4). The removal of the teacher as a dominant presence in the classroom in turn removes the control over the nature of talk and allows flexible dialogue to flourish; learners are able to express and develop ideas with their own peers without being confined by the teacher-led constraints of usual classroom contexts. The freedom learners are given to express opinions, to experiment with criticality and to challenge the views of others links directly to one of the key priorities encompassing the new curriculum -  to become ‘informed and ethical citizens’ (Donaldson, 2015, p.49). Thus, it could be considered as a detriment to both learners’ academic achievements and practitioners’ professional development should the intervention fail to be utilised within all subjects. 
However, an area up for contention and one that should be noted as a limitation for this research investigation is that of the classroom dynamics required with the intervention of P4C. Notably, the fact that the learners are somewhat left to their own devices once the discussion has begun. Nietzche (1888, cited in Jones and Hodson, 2008, p.33) stated that: ‘Thinking has to be learned in the way dancing has to be learned’. It therefore could be inferred that the ability to think effectively is reliant on the instructions to do so. To this end, the fluid and open discussion that is expected with the intervention of P4C somewhat works against this as although the teacher establishes rules, they are not permitted to participate in the talk itself and therefore cannot influence the thinking of their pupils; the learners are essentially in control of what is discussed and ultimately the level of challenge. Therefore, it could be argued that there is potential for P4C to limit academic progression as the teacher is not in a position where they can develop thinking using higher-order questioning.
Despite this limitation, Biesta (2013, p.41) presented the notion that ‘teaching is not about the repetition of what is already there’ as would be the case with following an established Scheme of Work (SOW) year after year in order to meet pre-determined learning objectives, ‘but about bringing something new’. Such a view is in line with P4C in that learners are provided with the opportunity to engage with each other’s views in a learning environment that differs to that of the norm. With that said, this notion can also be extended further in that the learners, as well as the act of teaching, can also bring something new; the autonomy required in P4C (Lipman, 2003; Splinter and Sharp, 1995, cited in Bleazby, 2013) allows individualised and original ideas to be communicated. To this end, it could be argued that the learners themselves are working within the Constructivist domain where they are ‘learning-by-doing’ and by being involved in ‘authentic activities’ (Kritt, 2018, p.9). Moreover, Biesta (2013, p.41) suggests that teaching should be considered as a ‘gift’. However, with all the best intentions to create an alternative pupil-led environment that endorses freedom of expression, such an exercise may not have the desired effect for all learners within the class context. With that said, there needs to be an acknowledgement of those learners who will not, for a range of reasons, receive this gift.
Whilst P4C is learner-focused with a clear emphasis on the pupils’ ideas, the control they possess, and flexibility of discussion can also be considered a detriment to some learners in that they are provided with an opportunity to opt out. Thus, reluctant learners will ultimately accept their passive state and consequently take no responsibility for their learning (Lemov, 2015). In addition, there is evidence to suggest that male learners are more prone to dominant behaviours within the classroom, especially in relation to oracy-focused tasks. The tendency for boys to demand attention consequently results in female learners within the same learning context to experience feelings of intimidation which in turn leads to a lack of involvement (Sealey and Knight, 2007) and thus the desired effect of P4C would be at a loss with such individuals and consequently would affect the dynamics of the intervention as a whole.
The relationship between oral communication and writing is one that cannot be disputed; children learn to talk far earlier than they learn to write. Greenfield (2000, p.63, cited in Grainger, Goouch and Lambirth, 2005, p.43) asserted that, ‘as far as the brain is concerned, stimulation is provided by conversations, experiences and encounters’ and as such, it can be argued that in order to secure success in writing, learners need to be engaged prior to the writing task by being involved in oral-focused activities. After all, language is not something that is seamlessly engrained within an individual’s learning capacity; it is heavily dependent on the verbal interactions the individual has with others as stated by Bakhtin (1981, cited in Reilly, Gangi and Cohen, 2010). Linking such literature to writing, Corbett and Strong (2011, p.1) argue that: ‘It is impossible to write any text without being familiar with the language rhythms and patterns that it involves’. With that said, peer communication as asserted Bakhtin (1981, cited in Reilly, Gangi and Cohen, 2010) would aid individuals in transitioning their internal language to written expression. Furthermore, Barnes et al (1969, cited in Coultas, 2007) suggest that external talk allows scope for inner speech to develop and organise ideas. To this end, and for the purpose of this research project, there is potential for P4C to be used as a tool to hone in on learners’ current understanding of a topic and exposing it to peers, via dialogue, in order to develop thinking. As a result, there is capacity for such developed ideas to foster ‘long-term retention and transfer’ (Bjork, 1994, cited in Dunlosky and Tauber, 2016, p.2) which can ultimately be utilised in future writing exercises. 


 







School Policy and Practice
Whilst there is no policy in place in relation to P4C, it cannot be disputed that School X recognises the importance of oracy as a catalyst to enhance further learning, especially in relation to writing. This was evident during the initial observation weeks. The English Department have established an assessment routine that has been coined ‘The Writing Process’. This consists of eight steps of which oracy is the fourth. Once learners have received a model answer in line with their assessment, have generated success criteria and have planned what they intend to write about, learners then participate in an oral task. During this step, learners use speaking frames to ‘move on from restricted patterns of spoken language to the more complex patterns of written language’ (Palmer, 2004, p.1). By reading sentence starters out aloud, it is hoped, that such patterns will be retained by the learners and will be used within their writing task. 
This assessment routine is implemented by English practitioners at School X from the very first assessment in Year 7. Therefore, with the inclusion of oracy as an engrained activity within respected assessment lessons, learners start to appreciate the importance of talk as a necessity to secure writing success. Thomas Jefferson (cited in Palmer, 2004, p.3) asserted that: ‘Style, in writing or speaking, is formed very early in life, when the imagination is warm and impressions are permanent’. To this end, with such a process established as soon as learners enter KS3, it can be argued that School X is providing provision, and thus opportunity, for such ‘style’ to flourish. However, whilst School X’s efforts to embed oracy as part of the assessment routine is indeed commendable, writing frames do not necessarily fit within the criteria or have the same effect as the fluid and learner-operated intervention of P4C, the predominant focus of this research investigation. Therefore, it would be important to explore other areas of practice at School X that utilise oracy as a communication tool as opposed to a rehearsal tool, as is the case with the speaking frames. 
School X seamlessly incorporates oracy within established Schemes of Work for learners to publicly communicate opinions on a relevant topic. As part of the Year 8 SOW entitled ‘Shakespeare and Elizabethan Context’, an oracy-focused lesson was devised. The Year 8 class were required to use their prior knowledge of previous lessons to debate either for or against arranged marriages. Once the groups had been established and the instructions had been clearly provided, the teacher adopted the role of ‘guide on the side’ (Sackstein, 2017 p. xii), an expectation within a P4C lesson. Such an activity presented learners with the opportunity to independently develop their critical thinking skills to challenge the views of others. However, unlike P4C, there needs to be an acknowledgement that learners were grouped as per the teacher’s intentions and thus it cannot be definitively concluded that the opinions expressed were their own; learners may have had to adapt their opinions to fit the side of the argument they had been placed. To this end, whilst such an oracy-focused task requires autonomy, it could be suggested that the dialogue is merely performance-based for the purpose of the task as opposed to a vehicle to express personal and unsolicited views. 
Nevertheless, in spite of the perceived constraints of a debate task in that opinions are somewhat predetermined by the practitioner, there is no doubt that the oral communication between peers during this activity proved to be instrumental in learners’ written expression. It could also be argued further that the scaffolding available to learners during this task – a visual aid comprising of comparative and contrasting connectives - were in fact speaking frames that learners could use to aid the fluency of both their oral and written style. In the follow-up lesson, learners had the opportunity to showcase their understanding of the reasons for and against arranged marriages by completing work that had been developed in line with the argumentation question set about in the GCSE language paper. With that said, perhaps it could be suggested that such a lesson links with the views of Corbett and Strong (2011), mentioned previously, in that the teacher had provided learners with the opportunity to be familiar with the language of the written task before attempting it. 
















Methodology and Ethics 

With any research project, meticulous planning is mandatory. Every stage of the investigation requires thorough preparation to ensure the project does not fall victim to researcher error. Such planning begins with how the researcher is intending to conduct the research. David and Sutton (2004, p.6) suggest that the researcher must ‘develop the identification process [of the issue] from an idea to a practical activity’ for a decision to be made as to the most suitable research method to be utilised. However, to transition an idea to an activity, literature must be reviewed, and the researcher must aim to ‘identify any gaps’ (Houser, 2015, p.144); such gaps then form the basis of the investigation and allows the researcher to consider various solutions. The gap of oracy inclusion within past educational practice and policies was highlighted within the literature examined for this study and consequently allowed me to further investigate various oracy interventions as a means to enhance learning. Thus, the review of literature in addition to the learner context at School X allowed me to change the ‘idea’ of oracy as a tool to aid writing performance into the ‘activity’ of P4C.
With such research aims, it was then paramount that an appropriate research design was applied. With this research investigation focusing on the use of P4C to explore developing standards of writing, a ‘correlation’ design was deemed the most suitable as the relationship between the two literacy strands were the focus of investigation; oracy being the ‘independent variable’ and writing being the ‘dependent variable’ (Walliman, 2011, p.10). Furthermore, the causal relationship between spoken dialogue and written expression would serve to investigate the sub-questions of this assignment, influenced by the writing expectations for KS3 set about in the Curriculum for Wales English Programme (Welsh Government, 2016): 
1. Do oracy-focused lessons impact the use of accurate and effective vocabulary in written work?
2. Can learners sustain arguments and offer convincing evidence in support of their views?

With the research design established, it was then fundamental to choose a suitable data collection method that would work in line with the Year 7 SOW established. To provide context, this SOW had been developed for learners to write a persuasive speech on their hero. Previous lesson observations at School X highlighted that cold tasks were often embedded within lessons to aid the practitioner’s understanding of their learners’ raw ability. Thus, I concluded that collating data via pre-testing and post-testing would be appropriate. The pre-test was provided to learners prior to the P4C intervention using their knowledge to date, they then took part in the P4C intervention and sat the final assessment in the lesson post-intervention. In addition to the pre-test being an expected task within the English lessons at School X, the post-test too adhered to the dynamics of School X’s assessment process in that all learners would undertake an assessment once the SOW had been completed and this would be used to generate a summative grade. However, Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007, p.432) draw upon areas for consideration in relation to pre and post testing and states that ‘the level of difficulty must be the same in both tests’. With that said, it is important to note that I ensured that the design of the ‘tests’ did not differ; learners sat the exact same test with the only difference being the P4C lesson in between. As such, I was able to obtain two sets of data from the same sample in order to determine if the oracy intervention had been influential in the writing attainment levels. With that said, there needs to be consideration of the potential limitations, specifically in relation to the validity of results in that it cannot definitively be confirmed that the results of the post-test were solely due to the oracy intervention (Muijs, 2011, p.16).
Despite the intervention of P4C itself being somewhat qualitative in nature in that the flexibility of discussion creates a semi-structured environment and scope for ‘rich, telling narratives’ (Polit and Beck, 2012, cited in Rutberg and Bouikidis, 2018, p.210) to develop, the design of this research method (with pre and post testing) falls under the category of quantitative as the data collected can then ‘be used to determine relationships between variables and outcomes’ (Rutberg and Bouikidis, 2018, p.211). As asserted by Goertzen (2017, p.12) studies of the quantitative nature ‘provides a baseline for future evaluation’ and therefore a benefit of such a study could be that it has potential to act as somewhat of a catalyst towards classroom reform in relation to oracy at School X. However, there needs to be an acknowledgement of potential limitations to such a study; Goertzen (2017, p.13) argues further that studies of a quantitative nature requires ‘data collection over long periods of time’. As such, with this research study being somewhat compacted into several lessons, it consequently could be argued that it fails to offer longitudinal insight into the effects of P4C on writing standards. On the contrary, the relatively short duration of the study could in fact lend itself to reliability. As the study was unable to take place over an extended period, it consequently does not allow scope for change to take place, as would be the case with a long-term project. Smeyers and Smith (2014, p.114) state that due to the ‘unavoidably historical nature of social research’ by the time the results are published, the learner context may have altered. Thus, it could be argued that the results are not representative of the sample itself, let alone the wider population. The short-term design of this study therefore eliminates this issue. 
In addition to the design of the study and the research methods being carefully considered, with any educational research it is imperative that the researcher also takes into consideration the ethical implications. Small (2001, p.405, cited in Brooks, Riele and Maguire, p.26) states that 'it is everyone’s responsibility to ensure that educational research is ethical research’ and therefore I referred to the British Educational Research Association (BERA, 2011) to ensure that the decisions made within this project adhered to all ethical guidelines. 
The learning environment in which the research took place comprised of both learners of the sample and students that ‘are part of the context but not the subjects of a teacher’s research’ (BERA, 2011, p.5). Such dynamics reduced the potential for learners of the sample to feel ostracized in any way. Despite all learners being involved in the lesson as part of their learning journey, their ‘building blocks’ so to speak ‘towards medium and long-term aims’ (Allison and Tharby, 2015, p. 36), those learners who I had chosen as the sample were required to give ‘voluntary informed consent’ (BERA, 2011, p.5) in order for me to use their anonymised data within this research study. To this end, letters of consent were provided to the learners of the sample using language they would understand; learners were made aware of the process as a whole, why their participation was required, how their data will be utilised and how it will be reported (BERA, 2011) (Appendix 1). As well as participation consent, letters were sent home also to further cement the information provided to the learners (Appendix 2). Furthermore, Bridges (2009, p.4-5, cited in Brooks, Riele and Maguire p.19) state that, ‘It is only through talking through rules and situations that we become clearer about how these inter-relate…’. Therefore, in addition to the letters home to parents, I also ensured that I verbally communicated clearly with the sample to confirm that they understood the research project and that, should they feel comfortable to provide permission to share their data, their identity would be protected. In response to this, out of the twenty male learners in the class, thirteen provided their voluntary consent by completing the consent forms. Those learners had letters sent home and all parents provided permission for their child’s anonymous data to be used. 












Evaluation
As aforementioned, it was concluded that a pre-test and post-test would fit seamlessly within the Year 7 SOW and would adhere to all learners’ expectations. Therefore, I had to ensure that learners were provided with stimulus within the P4C task that would work in line with both the SOW of ‘Superheroes’ and allow them to develop their critical thinking skills by responding to a philosophical question (Gregory, Haynes and Murris, 2017). Learners were shown a video on the Iran and Iraq war; the class learnt that a solider from Iran had saved the life of a solider from Iraq, despite being commanded to kill those of the opposing side. Thus, I concluded that such stimulus would feed into the topic of heroes. Based on the stimulus, learners were instructed to independently think of a philosophical question they would like to discuss with their peers. However, it could be argued that asking for a philosophical question could be considered within the domain of ‘ill-defined’ (Kalyuga, 2015, p.117) and a difficult task for 11 to 12-year olds to undertake. Therefore, it was crucial that if the oracy intervention was to be worthwhile, learners needed to grasp an understanding of what a philosophical question would be and therefore I provided the model question of, ‘How can you define a hero?’. By employing a how question which was ‘challenging, open-ended and uncluttered with extraneous information’ (Wang and Ong, 2003, cited in Zepeda, 2009, p.55) I hoped that in turn, this would encourage deeper thought and would be a solid foundation for learners to create their own higher-order questions. 
Whilst I had high expectations based on the higher-order question I had modelled, the results of some learner-designed questions failed to meet the philosophical criteria. For example, one question provided was, “What happened next?”. Nevertheless, the question chosen by learners was, “Can a hero be a bad person?”. Therefore, it can be argued that such a question falls under the umbrella of ‘Application’ in that students are required to apply previously obtained information in order ‘to produce an end product’ (Zepeda, 2009, p.56); the end product in this context being a conclusion as to whether a hero can also be a bad person. 
During the early planning stages of this research project, I had considered the potential impact I could have on learners’ academic performance and the potential impact of the intervention itself. Therefore, it was important that I firstly became a constant in the classroom and that the learners were familiar with me as their teacher. Secondly, it was fundamental that type of research activities conducted ensured that the learners’ performance remained intact and not subject to change in any way by the design of the research. As such, it can be argued that the ability of the Year 7 male learners to write persuasively would be representative of all Year 7 male learners as precautions had been taken to ensure that ‘the conditions of the experiment [were] representative of the conditions in the natural world’; the natural world within this context being that of other Year 7 English lessons (du Plooy, 2001, p.168). Consideration then needed to be taken as to when it was appropriate to embed the tests and the P4C lesson. As with all strategic planning, the summative assessments form the latter lessons within a SOW and thus I concluded that by embedding the research lessons towards the end of the sequence of lessons, it would allow time for learners to adjust to me as a practitioner and furthermore, work within School X’s established assessment routine. 
Despite this, it needs to be acknowledged that the methods utilised could be somewhat flawed. As stated previously, Muijs (2011, p.16) presented the view that post-test results are not always a direct consequence of the ‘treatment’, the treatment in this case being the P4C lesson. Thus, it could be argued that learners’ knowledge in relation to persuasion would have developed naturally as a direct result of the day-to-day lessons leading up to the tests. In order to combat this, I aimed to ensure that the ‘teaching’, so to speak, was reduced between the pre and post-test, with three consecutive lessons comprising of the pre-test, the following being the P4C task and the last lesson being the post-test. As such, the learner-centred approach of P4C allowed me to take on the role as the facilitator or ‘guide on the side’ (Sackstein, 2017 p. xii) as previously noted and thus the learning that took place between both tests were a result of the peer interaction and collaboration that occurred, as opposed to me further cementing the knowledge of how to use and the effect of persuasive devices. However, Lyman (2016, p.62) suggests that ‘distributed, or spaced-learning, practice’ can offer a higher probability that learners will remember more in the future. As such, it could also be argued further that by providing the class with the pre and post-test within a short amount of time, I consequently failed to give them a fair opportunity to retain information to use and improve upon in the second post-test. 
As previously discussed, male learners have the tendency to dominate classroom discussion compared to their female counterparts; this was certainly the case with the P4C lesson of this research study. Once the P4C task had commenced, male learners were first to contribute their opinions and ideas, even those learners whose attainment levels were significantly lower than the norm within the class and who lacked confidence when given targeted questions during usual classroom situations. With my role now transitioned to a facilitator, I was unable to intervene or encourage others to share ideas and as such the learners performed as they saw fit. Whilst the boys’ contribution to leading discussion was indeed commendable, it too raises concerns as to the extent of the knowledge obtained. In relation to the use of persuasive devices within the P4C task (which too underpins the written pre and post-test), it was clear that some learners were able to appreciate the effect of persuasive devices used and thus ‘magpie’ ideas in order to sustain their argument. For example, it was noted that during the discussion, as soon as one male learner asked a rhetorical question starting with “Did you know…” (a sentence starter taught previously in the SOW), two other learners (one male and one female) were able to imitate this to create their own rhetorical question. At that time, I initially considered this as hopeful for the written post-test as said learner was showing clear oral evidence that he could sustain arguments and offer convincing evidence in support of his views (meeting the criteria of a sub-question within this study). However, reviewed literature has since highlighted how this performance, so to speak, may not necessarily be an indicator of learning and that mere performance will ultimately fail to transfer to the learners’ long-term memory (Lyman, 2016). This was evident in the post-test results of this specific male learner; post-test results revealed a decrease in his attainment grade by one sub-level to the pre-test (from 4c to 3a). Therefore, it could be argued that said learner’s oral performance within the P4C task was a result of peer imitation and not evidence of the knowledge obtained in using persuasive devices effectively within writing. 
To this end, it would be important to note here the results obtained of the male-learner sample overall. Using the Curriculum for Wales English Programme (Welsh Government, 2016), I marked the pre-test and post-test. The results of this study revealed that 69.2% (9 pupils) of the thirteen male learners within the Year 7 sample made progress in the second post-test in comparison to the original pre-test, with a model attainment level of 5a. Out of those nine pupils, 44.4% (4 pupils) increased by one sub-level, 33.3% (3 pupils) increased by two sub-levels and 22.2% (2 pupils) by a remarkable four sub-levels, demonstrated below:


Therefore, it can be confirmed that for over half of the sample, there was development in attainment grades in the post-test after the P4C lesson and thus it can be argued that that the insightful contributions and use of persuasive devices in oral communication did have a positive impact on learners’ writing ability. 
Out of the original sample of thirteen learners, 15.4% (2 pupils) produced exactly the same results remaining on the level they had achieved in the pre-intervention test and again 15.4% (2 pupils) did worse in the post-intervention. To this end, it would be important to consider potential reasons as to why a proportion of the sample did not progress from the pre-test to the post-test. As mentioned within the Literature Review of this assignment, the fluid and learner-controlled approach of P4C does indeed offer learners with the freedom to express ideas without teacher direction. However, whilst this can indeed be considered a positive, it too poses limitations in that it offers some learners with the option to ‘opt out’ – a choice they do not usually have as there is an expectation that they must have a go and that it is not acceptable to not try (Lemov, 2010). Thus, it can be concluded that whilst discussion continued for the allocated time of 25 minutes, it was dominated by some learners and therefore those who chose to not contribute may not have been fully engaged in the task and consequently could not apply ideas and persuasive devices into their writing. 
For some learners, it could also be argued that a case ‘extraneous cognitive load’ was experienced in that the learning task of P4C and the information presented may have exceeded the ‘learner’s available working memory capacity’ (Kalyuga, 2015, p.111). The lack of teacher instruction or guidance may have contributed to this as learners were somewhat bombarded with learner-driven information and were consequently not supported by a teacher to work towards one pre-determined goal as per the Learning Objectives of usual lessons. The results obtained from this study seemed to correlate with the potential for some learners to have experienced this abundance of information. The 31% who made no progression in the post-test were those of the mixed-ability learner context who had originally achieved the lower attainment levels in comparison to their counterparts within the same sample. 
Despite this, the insightful contributions to class discussion based on the chosen philosophical question allowed original ideas to be shared and therefore links directly with the notion presented by Biesta in that teaching is about ‘bringing something new’ (2013, p.41). As the discussion of this task was ‘populated – overpopulated – with the intentions of others’ (Reilly, Gangi, and Cohen, 2010, p.19), I presented the view that this notion of bringing something new could be extended to the teaching exerted from learners themselves. To provide context of such a view, one male learner contributed the idea that every person has their own definition of a hero and that, for example, vigilantes could be considered as an enemy of the Police but a hero of the people. This was significant for the discussion as a whole as this authentic and mature response activated the prior knowledge of others who then linked their contribution to the discussion to Martin Luther King, the Civil Rights Movement and his ‘I have a dream’ speech, taught previously to show the impact of persuasive speeches. 
The pre and post-test requirements involved learners to write a persuasive speech to try and convince their peers that their hero should be everyone’s hero. Whilst it cannot be denied that the content of their speech would differ greatly to the ideas explored in the P4C task, the P4C task did offer learners with an opportunity to be critical of other viewpoints and further persuade their peers to agree with their contribution. Thus, it could be argued that such an exercise allows scope for learners to develop as ‘ethical, informed citizens’ (Successful Futures, 2015, p.49).  In addition to this, the connective phrases used to link ideas together in the oral task was then evident within written expression and thus the use of effective and accurate vocabulary aided the fluidity of the post-test; linking to the first sub-question of this assignment. For example, one learner used ideas discussed previously in the discussion to inform his own opinion and linked it clearly for peers to identify the connection by saying, “Going back to Student X’s point made earlier…”. This learner then used a similar phrase within his writing to conclude his persuasive speech and as such his writing levels increased by one sub-level as his work was ‘organised appropriately for the purpose and reader’ which consequently allowed his work to enter the Level 4 domain (Welsh Government, 2016, p.16).




















Conclusion
In conclusion, this research investigation served to identify a causal relationship between oracy and writing of male learners within Year 7 (Key Stage 3). It explored such a relationship by using the activity of Philosophy for Children (P4C). Whilst the results obtained indicated that 31% of the sample made no progress with the use of the P4C intervention, the vast majority did with 69% increasing their attainment summative grade by at least one sub-level. Therefore, it most certainly can be argued that this oracy intervention is a credible task that can be used to aid writing performance of pupils within the subject of English, but furthermore on a cross-curricular scale. 
With the three strands of writing, reading and oracy esteemed with the same status in the Literacy and Numeracy Framework (LNF) (Welsh Government, 2013), and the framework itself serving to ‘support all teachers to see themselves as having an important role in developing literacy and numeracy skills of their learners’, it is fundamental that an engaging activity, such as P4C, is embedded seamlessly within all departments at School X. The Successful Futures Curriculum (2015, p.18) states that literacy (and numeracy) are ‘essential foundations of education’ and therefore practitioners should be working together and sharing ideas to ensure that learners receive a continuum of support to develop these key skills. 
School X currently demonstrates commendable practice in relation to sharing of expertise; book scrutiny exercises are carried out regularly where all ‘Areas of Learning and Experience’ (Successful Futures, 2015, p.38), known as ‘clusters’ at School X, identify good practice in relation to teacher-marking and thus practitioners are able to magpie ideas to improve their individual summative feedback. Using the dynamics of this exercise, practitioners at School X could attempt to embed P4C within their daily teaching processes, when appropriate, and thus come together to share ideas in relation to how it has the potential to impact other strands of the LNF (Welsh Government, 2013). The sharing of trials and tribulations in relation to P4C would ultimately develop expertise with its utilisation and, as this study suggests, could drastically improve writing attainment. Literacy strands such as oracy and writing underpin the assessments of all subjects; oral expression is encouraged by practitioners during Assessment for Learning activities to clarify understanding and written expression is used to formulate a summative grade at the end of a SOW. Therefore, it is vital to our learners’ overall academic development that practitioners can foster the skill and confidence to embed P4C effectively within their lessons. To this end, the inclusion of P4C on a cross-curricular scale could provide scope for learners to ‘access the breadth of the curriculum and the wealth of opportunities and choices it offers’ (Welsh Government, 2016, p.2). 
This study highlighted that a minority of students made no progression from the pre-test to the post-test. I explored potential reasons as to why there was no improvement for some within the Evaluation section of this assignment and concluded learner participation could have been an influencing factor as some learners were unable to apply their knowledge to their writing as they had decided to opt out of the oral activity (Lemov, 2015). To this end, it would be important to note how the consistent use of P4C within all subjects could reduce the stigmatism and potential embarrassment of speaking out aloud in front of peers. Therefore, if practitioners at School X are willing to try P4C within their own discipline and share their experiences, this could therefore be used as a solid foundation of which to build upon as teachers who feel confident with its effectiveness could train others to embed it seamlessly. As a result, the practitioners at School X would be offering a continuum of support across individual subjects and learners will start to develop as ‘healthy, confident individuals’ due to increased ‘enjoyment and personal satisfaction from creative expression’ (Success Futures, 2015, p.44). Moreover, the consistent use of P4C within all subjects will remove the creation of a philosophical question from the domain of ‘ill-defined’ (Kalyuga, 2015, p.117) to the well-defined as learners become more familiar with the conventions. Results of this study highlighted that, despite showing the learners a model question, some learners failed to use this as guidance to create their own philosophical question and instead were more concerned with what happened next in the video as opposed to what questions could be generated from the stimulus. Thus, it could be suggested that the more P4C is engrained within the curriculum, the more acquainted learners will become with the expectations. 
Within the activity of P4C, learners are required to divulge in critical thinking by listening to their peers’ responses. As such they are able to ‘analyse and understand situations and develop responses and solutions’ (Successful Futures, 2015, p. 42). Moreover, the ability to play with criticality in a safe and inclusive environment lends itself to one of Donaldson’s key purposes – to develop our learners into ‘informed and ethical citizens’ (Successful Futures, 2015, p.49) acknowledging that other view points exist and that they can use such to inform their own decisions. Moreover, it could also be argued that the leaner-centred approach advocated in P4C with the teacher adopting a facilitator role gives pupils ownership of the direction in which the discussion takes. As such, there is potential for learners to work towards another of Donaldson’s purposes in that they develop as ‘ambitious, capable learners’. (Successful Futures, 2015, p.44). The lack of practitioner guidance allows learners to explore new challenges; the challenges within the P4C context would be the differing of opinions and ideas of peers. 





Limitations and future development 
Throughout this assignment, I have briefly touched upon the limitations associated with this research investigation. Here I will attempt to delve deeper into these limitations and how such will inform my pedagogical decisions going forward. 
Previously, I drew upon the views of Smeyers and Smith (2014) who asserted the notion that within social research, often the longitudinal design means that once the research has been carried out and the results collated, so much time has passed that the results are somewhat void in terms of generalizability of the wider population. I thus stated that this research study, with it being very short in nature, would not fall victim to such an issue. However, despite this perceived positive, the fact that the research took place over the course of just three lessons does in fact pose limitations to the study as a whole and one that should be considered in the future. Whilst this study relied on quantitative data that could be used to determine the relationship between two variables (oracy and writing), the causal relationship was only investigated within one Scheme of Work and whilst the variable of writing was in fact positively impacted by the variable of oracy, that does not necessarily confirm that the relationship would be in existence within other teaching and learning contexts and further does not confirm that the ‘treatment’ of P4C (Muijs,2011, p.16) was instrumental in any way. Therefore, to definitively confirm that this research study and the sample were representative of all Year 7 male learners, should time have allowed, the effects of P4C and writing standards should have continued to be explored within other Schemes of Work with the same sample and moreover, within other lessons where extended writing is measured such as History. 
Another limitation that requires consideration is the structure, or lack of, within the task of P4C. I have already touched upon the fact that learners have the choice to be passive and opt out within this oral activity due to the removal of a teacher guiding responses and that this contradicts usual classroom dynamics where there is an expectation that learners try (Lemov, 2010). Whilst the focus was on the male learners, the success of the intervention of P4C was largely dependent on the whole-class context. As stated previously, Sealey and Knight (2007) present the view that the typical male domination within classroom contexts in turn has the potential for others, specifically their female counterparts, to abstain from involvement altogether. This study correlated with such a view as the male learners were the first to put forward their ideas and collaborate with others. Whilst such dynamics played into the research’s hands, so to speak, as I was able to witness the insightful and mature oral responses be translated into written expression, it too could be argued that the level of critical thinking was limited in that learners were not challenged by views of all others in the classroom and thus it could be suggested that the male learners who were contributing ideas regularly were not working within their ‘struggle zone’ (Tharby, 2017, p.127).  
Within my own pedagogical practice going forward, I will continue to utilise the intervention of Philosophy for Children as a tool to aid writing performance. Most of the male learners within this study were engaged by the non-traditional lesson dynamics and thus some were willing to contribute ideas. However, I would ensure that in order for learners to feel fully comfortable with the activity, that I embed the intervention more regularly within my lessons and would encourage colleagues of other subjects to do the same. An idea would be to use P4C itself as a pre and post-test, so to speak. By using oral provision this way, learners will be able to witness their initial ideas transform into developed ideas in the second P4C session. If learners were to engage in discussion on a topic based on current knowledge at the beginning of a SOW and then again at the end of the SOW, before the written summative assessment, there is scope for responses to be more informed and insightful using their initial ideas as a solid foundation of which to build upon. 
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Appendix 1:  Letter of Consent (pupil version)
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CONSENT FORM
PROJECT TITLE: Using the strategy of Philosophy for Children (P4C) to explore developing standards of writing of male learners within Key Stage 3.

Name of Researcher:	 E.Tamilia

In our normal lessons, you have been developing your skills at writing persuasively (hero speech). As part of this Scheme of Work, we have carried out a P4C task (Philosophy for Learning) where we had to sit in a circle and discuss a question chosen by you and your peers. This was included within your normal English lessons as part of everyday teaching. The research investigation aims to find out if the involvement of P4C within our normal lessons had any impact on your writing. 

									         	
Please initial box

1.	I confirm that I have read and understand the information sheet dated for the above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had these answered satisfactorily.


2.	I understand that my participation in the study is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without giving any reason.


3.  I understand that any information given by me may be used in future reports, articles or presentations by the research team.


4.  I understand that my name will not appear in any reports, articles or presentations.


5.	I agree to take part in the above study.


________________________	________________________________
Name of Participant	Date	Signature


E. Tamilia				8th May 2018
_________________________	________________________________
Researcher	Date		Signature

You may decline to participate in this study. You may end your participation in this study at any time. All information (including identity and related work) will remain anonymous; maintaining your anonymity will be a priority and every practical precaution will be taken to disguise your identity. All materials generated from this or any interview will remain confidential.

When completed, please return. One copy will be given to the participant and the original to be kept in the file of the research team at:
School X


NAME & ADDRESS OF RESEARCHER:
E.Tamilia
SWWCTE
Faculty of Education and Communities
University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Townhill Campus
Townhill road
Swansea
SA2 0UT
Appendix 2: Letter of Consent (Parents/Carers) 
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PROJECT TITLE: Using the strategy of Philosophy for Children (P4C) to explore developing standards of writing of male learners within Key Stage 3.

Dear Parent/Carer,  
[bookmark: _GoBack]I am currently studying to be an English teacher at the South West Wales Centre for Teacher Education, Faculty of Education and Communities. I am in my second placement at School X. 

As part of my PGCE course, I have been teaching your child in English. The Scheme of Work we have been studying has been based on ‘Superheroes’. As part of this Scheme of Work, a P4C lesson took place (Philosophy for Children). This involved the class watching a video stimulus and deciding on a philosophical question which was discussed as a class. This task was included within the Scheme of Work, as part of everyday teaching, in order to determine if there is a causal relationship between oracy-focused tasks and learners’ writing ability. The whole class took part as per their normal English lessons, however the focus of my study is to determine if the P4C task had any impact on the writing levels of male learners.

As part of my research study, I would like to ask for your child’s data. All work / evidence will be kept strictly confidential to the researchers involved and at NO time will individual work be released to the general public. All data will be handled, in a confidential and anonymous format. However, the inclusion of your child’s (anonymous) data in this study is completely voluntary and therefore it is important that should you wish to not disclose any data, their information will not be included within the research investigation. Please be aware that this investigation will not impact your child’s lessons or learning. 

After careful and precise analysis of the data obtained from this study, I will be happy to provide you with a copy of the findings at your request. The results of this research will enhance my understanding of the relationship between oracy and writing and the importance therein. The results of the research will be fed back to the University of Wales Trinity Saint David Swansea and the school. 

Should you wish to not grant permission to use your child’s anonymous data as part of this study, please sign the below and return by this Friday (11th May). However, if you are happy for the inclusion of the data, there is no need to sign and return and I will therefore take this as confirmation that you have given your permission. 

Name of pupil: __________________
Signed by: _____________________

If any questions do arise, feel free to contact me at your convenience. 

Yours Sincerely
E. Tamilia.
University of Wales Trinity Saint David Swansea


Increase in writing attainment level from pre-test to post-test


Increased by one-sub level 	Increased by two sub-levels 	Increased by three sub-levels 	Increased by four sub-levels	0.44400000000000001	0.33300000000000002	0	0.222	
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