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The Foundation Phase and Early Years Curricula
Section One- 
Donaldson’s (2015) curriculum reform ‘Successful Futures’ identified numerous areas of development within education. Donaldson (2015) set out the areas in which the curriculum would be changing, one concept changing will be the learning subjects, the changes range from literacy, numeracy and also digital competence. Donaldson (2015) explains that the need of a new curriculum is based on the concept of adapting to a forever changing world. Donaldson (2015) outlines the purposes that the curriculum should provide for all children, this includes creating ambitious capable learners, ethical informed citizens, healthy and confident individual’s and enterprising creative contributors. Wilson (2016) explains that the need for a curriculum change is based off the requirements to amend to individual children. Wilson (2016) further explains that amending the curriculum will allow further development and progression for each unique child. Work of McNaughton (2005) and Grishaber (2008) explain that the need for a new curriculum stems from the need of practitioners understanding children to their full potential, so that that they have the ability and responsibility to support them throughout education. Research conducted by Bonetti and Brown (2018) explained that the early years of education can play an important role with children tackling social disadvantages, as well as giving children the ability to boost their socio-emotional and cognitive development. Donaldson (2015) explains that each child should have the ability to benefit from the curriculum, therefore adjusting the current curriculum has the aim to ‘better equip’ children for their future lives. Sim, Belanger, Hocking, Dimova, Lakovidu, Janta and Teager (2018) describe that the early years in a child’s life is a ‘rapid period of profound change’. Expanding on this, Sim, Belanger, Hocking, Dimova, Lakovidu, Janta and Teager (2018) suggest that providing children with the opportunity to develop to their full potential early in life, will provide them with multiple opportunities later in life. The changes in the curriculum will challenge children to ‘the best they can be’ explains Donaldson (2015).The work of Guan and Meng (2007) and Shi and Liu (2004) explain that the introduction of the curriculum reform shows the aim of enhancing children’s well-being and development. Donaldson (2015) provides the understanding that this will be done by encouraging children to take responsibility for their own learning, allowing them to gain the highest benefits they have the ability too. Work of Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) identifies further implications surrounding the child-centred approach within the implementation period of the new curriculum produced by Donaldson (2015). Taylor (2015) explains that whereas Donaldson (2015) has supported and encouraged a child-led learning approach, key stakeholders argue that during child-centred development approaches, encouragement are being made to embark on a major programme of the reforms being specifically designed to raise the educational standards in Wales. Taylor, Rhys and Waldron (2019) explain that by making a radical departure from a formal, competency-based curriculum, advocates the use of a developmental, experiential, play-based teaching and learning curriculum and approach. This is supported by the work of the Learning Country: A Paving Document (NAFW 2001), that suggests the devolution of the curriculum will allow the amendments to adjust to gain ‘the best for Wales’. The NAFW (2003) argue that teachers introduce formal learning too soon for children in the early years, sometimes before the children are ready. IBID (2014) agree with this and state that introducing formal learning too soon can result in underachieving and lower standards. Taylor, Rhys and Waldron (2019) compare the different teaching and learning approaches from the Welsh Government, to Te Whariki and Reggio Emilia. Within the foundation phase of both Te Whariki and Reggio Emilia, it is underpinned by the constructivist theories of learning with a clear focus upon the unique child. Research conducted by Soler and Miller (2010) found that compared to Te Whariki and Reggio Emilia the current Foundation Phase in Wales catered to the ‘average child’, therefore was not effective for all children. Waters (2015) provides information that he stocktake (2013) of the current curriculum showed areas of development in addressing children with different needs, however, was not fully adhered to the individual child. Siraj (2014) suggest that the curriculum was moving in the ‘right direction’ during the implementation period however, possessed findings of a ‘watered down’ pedagogy of learning. Taylor, Rhys and Waldron (2019) expand and explain that this curriculum also highlights the socio-cultural ideas of play and empowerment in the child’s learning. This is supported by the work of Maynard (2013) who explains a play-based experimental, developmental approach allows the child the ability to engage in full teaching and learning. Waters (2015) and Brooker (2011) explains that the Foundation Phase framework (2008) obtains a commitment of play. Wood (2007) identifies and describes the shift from achievement on specific curriculum outcomes pedagogy, to a play-based approach with inherent tensions. Wood and Attfield (2005) address the tensions and explain that they centre around the ‘problematic nature’ of how play is understood. Whitebread (2012) explains the importance of high-quality early childhood education through play. Whitebread (2012) expands on this and states that there is a strong relation between play, cognitive development and emotional well-being. Whitebread (2012) states,
 ‘The mechanisms underlying these relationships appear to involve play’s role in the development of linguistic and other representational abilities, and its support for the development of metacognitive and self-regulatory abilities.’
(Whitebread, 2010)
Whereas this is in the current curriculum, Donaldson (2015) extends the use of a play-based approach, by allowing children to control their individual learning. From this, it will allow creativity and innovation skills to develop states Donaldson (2015). Walsh, McGuinness, Sproule and Trew (2010) provides the knowledge on the importance of a play-based curriculum, allowing children to use different skills such as imaginative skills and gain enjoyment while doing so.
Whereas the new curriculum is an essential change suggested by Donaldson (2015), the implantation has a number of challenges to face. Taylor, Rhys and Waldron (2019) explain that the implementation will have a wide range of impacts on maintained schools and also funded non-maintained settings. One challenge that comes within the implementation found by Taylor (2015) is the cost to Welsh Government. Taylor (2015) explains that the cost has grown with the measures to improve adult to child ratios within the foundation phase. Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) explain that the vast amount of additional costs associated within the new curriculum is to set out the improvements on recommendations surrounding the number of practitioners used within supporting children during this time. However, Taylor (2015) explains that during the period of implementation greater preoccupation during adult to child ratios occurred, rather than the expertise required in everyday settings and classrooms. The Welsh Government (2015) has explained that the implementation has also caused costs to exceed with the new needs of training and support for practitioners. the Welsh Government (2015) explain that the wide range of practitioner training has been extensive and primarily focused on particular pedagogy, therefore, further educational training will require more focus on the new curriculum. The Welsh Government (2015) state that with further training and support, practitioners will have the ability to further support children within the foundation phase during the implementation timeframe, providing effective guidance materials encouraging a smooth transition. Taylor (2015) explains that the introduction of the Foundation Phase has not only been based off the need for additional resources, but also an updated and effective curriculum for children. The Foundation Phase introduced seven new statutory areas of learning within, starting from Personal and Social Development and ranging to Knowledge and Understanding of the world. Aasen and Waters (2006) explain that central to these reforms are the Personal and Social Development, Well-being and Cultural Diversity area od learning. This area of learning described by Aasen and Waters (2006) has a strong focus on ‘pedagogical practice’, therefore the ability for a children to develop skills and motivations rather than competencies. Within the new curriculum introduced by Donaldson (2015) the central aspects are learning are carried on from Assen and Waters (2006), but with adjustments. The main adjustment being made to the central aspects is encouraging child-lead learning states Donaldson (2015). With the development of the new curriculum produced by Donaldson (2015), children have the ability to control their own learning. Where this is happening, children then have the opportunity to use social learning. Social learning is encouraged by Vygotsky’s (1978) theory based on social learning. Vygotsky (1978) states that during social learning, children have the opportunity to learn from their ‘more knowledgeable other’, therefore, allowing children to learn from their initiative. Within the current curriculum, Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) outlines the difference in pedagogical practice. Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) explain that practitioners believe the appropriate way for children to develop their literacy and numeracy skills is done by direct and often ‘didactic learning’. Whereas, Donaldson (2015) disagrees and states that children develop their skills the most effective way by exploring the subject and experimenting. The Foundation Phase was produced and intended to have a wide range of impacts on the children and their learning suggests Taylor (2015). Waldron (2014) explains that this was done including ‘attainment, attendance, classroom welling and involvement and perceived benefits amongst practitioners, parents and children themselves’. Taylor (2015) explained that the successful implementation of the Foundation Phase allowed the majority of children to take part and gain the most they could from the curriculum, however, Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) explain that the disadvantage to this curriculum was the focus being placed on common learning areas, such as Maths and English. Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) expand on this and suggest that with the upcoming implementation of the new curriculum produced by Donaldson (2015), the focus will be placed on the overall development on the child’s skills, not just focus areas.
Whereas Donaldson (2015) created a new curriculum, implementation is also important. Work by Hord and Huling-Austin (1989) explains that central to a strong curriculum, is an effective implementation method. In the Foundation Phase Framework (2015) practitioners are encouraged to place an emphasis on the holistic development of the child. In the new curriculum created by Donaldson (2015) follows on from this concept, and also looks at the holistic development of a child by including skill-based learning. Gross, Giacunta and Bernstein (1992) and Bennie and Newstead (2005) discuss the implications that could rise during implementation, this can include the practitioner’s willingness to change their practice. Gross, Giacunta and Bernstein (1992) and Bennie and Newstead (2005) explain that practitioners could be less willing to change based on their confidence of teaching a new curriculum, or even that it goes against their underlying beliefs. Kotter and Schlesinger (date) describe this as a ‘resistance to change’. Kotter and Schlesinger (date) explain that this can occur due to implementation approaches, however, this can be overcome by further training. Taylor, Rhys and Walden (2019) identifies implications that practitioners may face. These implications are that the pace of change expected within the implementation period  does not give practitioners adequate time to experiment to use the new pedagogical approaches, but only to gain a superficial understanding of the Foundation Phase and the underlying theories that the practitioners may not understand fully without recognising the full importance. Whereas this is stated, Donaldson’s (2015) Successful Future framework would disagree as it outlines and explains the different changes that is to be made to practitioners training and understanding, therefore allowing practitioners the time to understand the new curriculum and theory to their full potential. 
Overall, there are different implications and advantages to the implementation of the new curriculum produced by Donaldson (2015), these implications range from cost increases to practitioners’ own beliefs and willingness. 

Section Two- 
[bookmark: _Hlk36476529]Within the Foundation Phase Framework (2017), there are a number of age-related norms that practitioners must use when aiding the development of children through education. Within the Foundation Phase Framework, age-related norms are described as behaviours and tasks that a child of the average age has the ability to reach. These age-related norms are recorded and evaluated in the Foundation Phase Child Development Assessment Profile (2011). The Welsh Government (2011) explain that the main purpose of this document is to assess children within the first six weeks of starting the foundation phase in order to produce a bassline for their future assessments. The Welsh Government (2011) set out the six areas in which this document will assess, these include, Personal, Social and Emotional, Speaking and Listening, Reading and Writing, Sort, Order and Number, Approach to Learning, Thinking and Reasoning and finally Physical development. Whereas this is in place currently, Settersten and Mayer (1997) and Freeburg and Workman (2009) Disagree with the use of these assessments. The work of both Settersten and Mayer (1997) and Freeburg and Workman (2009) suggests that ‘the measurement of age and ability testing has become a problematic course of life’ due to the fact that practitioners are working more towards the detailed analyses and explanations rather than the quality of learning children receive. The Welsh Government explain that carrying out different assessments on the children at this time will provide them with the developmental requirements of the age-related norms, allowing practitioners to identify if they are developing and learning to the appropriate age and if a child requires further support. The Welsh Government (2011) expands on this and states that the assessment is carried on either individually or within groups of children, the assessment is then achieved by practitioners observing children interacting with each other and resources provided for the children. Maynard (2012) states the practitioners have the role to understand the children’s abilities before they are able to further support them in their learning. Maynard (2012) explains that the use of age-related norms within the Foundation Phase is to raise the standards of children’s achievements and produce positive attitudes towards learning. Gasser, Grutter, Torchetti and Buholzer (2017) conducted an experiment finding that the use of norms within the Foundation Phase catered to a small average of children within the classroom, therefore only including the ‘average child’. Gasser, Grutter, Torchetti and Buholzer (2017) expand on this and suggest that once children have completed the assessments, children are grouped into ability therefore disallowing children to learn from their peers. Gasser, Grutter, Torchetti and Buholzer (2017) state that practitioners should encourage children to integrate and socialise with children of different abilities, so they have the opportunity to learn from their ‘More Knowledgeable Other’ which is supported by the work of Vygotsky (1978). The welsh Government (2017) explains that children will enter the Foundation Phase at different ages and stages within their development, as this is the case, it is advised that the practitioner is to utilise the assessment provided within each developmental area to fit the children appropriately. Once the developmental areas are explored and observed, the Welsh Government (2011) explains the use of the Record Wheel, in which the results of the observations will be recorded allowing room for adjustments where needed. The Welsh Government (2017) discusses the adjustments made to this process for children with Additional Learning Needs. The Welsh Government (2017) expands and states that if any additional resources are used to support the children with Additional Learning Needs then they are required to be recorded within the Record Wheel. The Welsh Government (2011) states that the informal observational and spontaneous sprit that is used in the process of assessment must be maintained throughout, practitioners have the role to continue to support the different children’s development, encourage engagement and also reinforce a positive sense of achievement in each activity. Within the work of Antonio and John (2017) it is noted that working towards the different age-related norms may not be effective for all children. Antonio and John (2017) explain this is due to the fact that each child is different and that the ‘norms’ may be educationally outdated, therefore not an effective way to assess children on their abilities. Gasser, Grutter, Torchetti and Buholzer (2017) agree with this statement and suggest that with practitioners working towards the use of norms could affect classroom education as the ‘individual competitive attitudes on children's exclusion of hypothetical peers with behaviour or academic difficulties.’ Therefore, it is not an effective course of education to follow. The work of Kanjee and Mthembu (2015) found that when conducting research, practitioners conducting assessments were unfamiliar with formative assessment, but conducted summative assessment within their work. From this, Kanjee and Mthembu (2015) argue that because of this, assessments may not be accurate to the child’s development as they are not able to full assess the child in different ways.  When looking at the new curriculum produced by Donaldson (2015), age related norms will take a different approach as they look at the average child. However, Donaldson (2015) has created a curriculum where it encourages the development of all children, therefore these norms will not be an effective learning approach. This is also supported by the work of Soler and Miller (2010) who encourages the practitioners to support each child individually.
[bookmark: _Hlk36663915]The work of Soler and Miller (2010) outlines the different use of practice within the Foundation Phase from Wales to Te Whariki and Reggio Emilia curriculum. Blaiklock (2009) expands on this and suggests that the work of assessment within Te Whariki receives much praise as it does not just focus on one aspect but takes the holistic integrated nature of the curriculum into consideration when assessing children on their abilities. The work of Soler and Miller (2010) and also Carr, May and Podmore (1998) describe the process of assessment within Te Whariki, known as the Project for Assessing Children’s Experiences (PACE). Soler and Miller (2010) and also Carr, May and Podmore (1998) explain that this process is completed over three phases, the first phase establishing the framework, the second phase, trailing the framework in five different settings and then finally phase three developing a video package for the practitioners. Soler and Miller (2010) and also Carr, May and Podmore (1998) suggest that the outcome of assessment based on children’s learning outcomes are displayed in two ways, ‘working theories’ and ‘dispositions.’ Soler and Miller (2010) and also Carr, May and Podmore (1998) explain that within this framework, dispositions appear within working theories. The work of Luff (2012) discuss further the impact and the process of assessment within Te Whariki. Carr (2001) explains that including communication, well-being, belonging and contribution into the assessment process, it will allow practitioners to identify the child’s development as a whole, not just the key learning areas that is used in the Welsh Government (2017) assessment areas. The New Zealand Ministry of Education (2004) states that ‘Assessments don’t just describe learning; they also construct and foster it’. In Te Whariki Luff (2012) explains that children take part in their own assessment process, this is typically done through the work of learning stories. Luff (2012) extends on this and explains that this is typically achieved by the practitioner taking note of what the child states they have achieved along with a drawing or photograph, contributed by the child. Therefore, children have the ability to take a hands-on approach to learning and development through the process of assessment. Whereas Learning Stories are in place in Te Whariki, Luff (2012) explains that there is a strong parental engagement in both Te Whariki and Wales. However, Luff (2012) discusses the need for Wales to adapt to a similar approach where the child has the opportunity to take a hands-on approach and control their own learning. Linking this to Donaldson (2015), within the new curriculum, children will have the opportunity to engage more within their own assessments as now children are encouraged to take control of their own learning, therefore allowing them to participate further in assessment processes. From looking at the framework produced by the Welsh Government (2017) and the framework produced in Te Whariki (2010) there are a number of different approaches in use. The first difference, looking at the Welsh Government (2017), the practitioners play a larger role within the process of assessment as they have the responsibility to complete different tasks to identify the child’s learning ability. Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) outline the different process that the assessment period faces in Reggio Emilia. Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) states that this assessment process surrounds a philosophy of communication, participation and participation of family. Rindaldi (2006) and Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) suggest that within the Reggio Emilia process, the child is views as an active, capable protagonist during the assessment period. Rindaldi (2006) explains that within the assessment process the practitioner has a role to guide, facilitate and also encourage children to engage with their learning. Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) explain that the task is to produce a collaborative partnership between themselves and children in order to work towards the key principles. The key principles are outlined by Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) which explains they are community-based, relational, learning and teaching approaches. During the period, practitioners have the role of researchers and have the duty to record evidence of the learning process as it occurs and support evidence with the child’s development. Like Te Whariki, Papatheodorou and Moyles (2012) explain that in Reggio Emilia assessments, children take an active role and are encouraged to produce their own evidence to support the assessment, such as drawings or photographs. These are both different to the assessment process in Wales as the Welsh Government (2017) encourage practitioners to be the active individual with guiding the process. Holmes (2007) and Beels (2004) set out an example of how assessments within Reggio Emilia and Wales search similar approaches. The approach is explained by Holmes (2007) where both the child and practitioner work effectively together on an arts-bases project including the preparation and discussion of the documentation process. Whereas this approach have similar initiatives and are admired by Holmes (2008), it is not always integrated into the curriculum effectively. Holmes (2008) expands on this and states that practitioners in Reggio Emilia encourage group projects of documentation, rather than the enquiry of individual assessments that takes place within the Welsh Government approaches (2018). Holmes (2008) expands on this and suggested that the focus is also different in both approaches as the process is as important to the Welsh Government (2018), whereas in Reggio Emilia, the outcomes are vastly important. Rinaldi (2005) adds to this and explains that this may be the result of different values and principles of the philosophy from the different pedagogical practices, including observation and documentation. Work of Dubiel (2010) explain that in both Te Whariki and Reggio Emilia, the purpose in education and assessment is to produce active and powerful learning experiences for children during education. Dubiel (2010) expands on this and suggested that where this is the case, Wales are now working towards the same aim, however, these results may be affected by an attempt to achieve both instrumental and progressive aims.
Overall, within the Foundation Phase in Wales to identify the age-related norms, assessments within a 6-week period must be conducted, states the Welsh Government (2017). However, in Te Whariki (2010), assessment takes a different approach with children taking part with their own assessment.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Section Three- Outdoors within the Curriculum
Outdoor Learning was defined by Zink and Burrows (2008) as ‘that which is beyond the walls of the indoors’. Zink and Burrows (2008) expands on this and states that outdoor learning is believed to provide more memorable and also stimulating learning experiences for children within the foundation phase. 
‘As social, economic and environmental issues have become more prominent in the 21st century, there has been increased critical scrutiny into the ways that outdoor learning interacts with sustainability issues and concepts.’ 
(Hill, 2013)
Davies and Hamilton (2018) explain the use of outdoor learning through practice and the importance it is. Davis and Hamilton (2018) state that outdoor learning is a new prospect of learning within the curriculum with many practitioners becoming aware of the benefits the outdoors provide for children. Over centuries theorists such as Froebel (), Steiner (  ) and also the MacMillan Sisters (  ) support and encourage the introduction of outdoor learning into the curriculum with the vast amount of opportunities and experiences present. Waite (2011) argues that the outdoors provide such significant areas of development, indoor based education is not enough for the developing child. Waite and Davis (2007) and also Stroli and Hagen (2010) suggest that outdoor environment has wide potential for promoting both child’s cognitive and physical development within the Foundation Phase. Waite and Davis (2007) and also Stroli and Hagen (2010) expand on this and explains that the outdoors also provides areas for communication, social and emotional development. Whereas, Knight (2009) and Eloquin and Hutchinson (2011) argues that it also provides children with a socio-cultural identity. Aasen, Grindheim and Waters (2009) adds to this and states that when using the outdoors within education, a child’s level of concentration and also motivation to learn increases. Waters (2013) states that children are more likely to initiate interaction and engage in shared thinking with other children and practitioners within the outdoors. According to Dolan (2015) the process of outdoor learning provides children with multiple opportunities to experiences the ‘interdisciplinary’ nature surrounding the real world through different interactions with other children and also different aspects of the future. However, with this statement in place Gill (2007) suggests that children are spending less time outdoors and missing vital learning outcomes. Bruce (2012) explains that the curriculum theory and philosophy was produced with a child-centred learning approach, pioneered with play and also outdoor play. Bruce (2012) expands on this and states that this key information was produced from the theory and work of Steiner, Frobel and Montessori, who all argued that outdoor experiences were vital in the development and education of children. Ofsted (2011) support this statement by explaining that the use of outdoors as a substantial resource has been underappreciated. As the outside is not being used to the full potential by practitioners, one concern of this is documented by Louv (2010). Louv (2010) explains the concerns that children’s current and also future relationships with the environment are under research. Louv (2010) extends on this and suggests the term ‘Nature-Deficit Disorder’ which describes the children’s alienation from nature, including physical and also emotional illness.
According to Waite, Rutter, Fowle and Edwards-Jones (2015) there as been a considerable growth of interest and also concern of the lack of outdoor learning and nature interaction within the current curriculum for children within the foundation phase. Louv (2008), Knight (2009) and Moss (2012) explain that as a response to this, practitioners are discovering new ways to embed outdoor learning into classroom settings and trail a number of different approaches to adapt the features of the outdoors within learning, one approach is Forest Schools. The work of Harris (2017) found that the majority of Forest schools take place within primary schools over the UK, these forest schools allow children to engage in different repeated opportunities to learn about and within an outdoor setting. Whereas outdoor education provides multiple benefits for children within their education, many of these benefits have influences early years curriculum policy and pedagogy states Davies and Hamilton (2018). The work of Waite, Bolling and Bentsen (2015) explain that where outdoor learning is being used in a number of countries, the underpinning outcomes and approaches to using the outdoors are based on the philosophic and practical understanding of the cultural traditions and ethos. This is supported by the work of Passy (2013) who argues that different approaches strain from the respective countries and their own ethos. Kelly (2013) expand on this and states the expansion and challenges in terms of outdoor learning may vary in mainstream educational practice. Whereas Davies and Hamilton (2018) argue that all outdoor interaction is a positive outcome for children, Waite and Pratt (2011) states that some forms of outdoor education can ‘permeate experiences in complex unacknowledged ways’, being outsides therefore does not automatically have educational outcomes. However, Chawla and Cushing (2007) and Dowdell, Grey and Malone (2011) explain that as well as outdoor learning allows children to extend their knowledge of the outdoors and physical development, outdoor learning also provides the opportunity for a child to develop their imaginative play and also positive relationships. Stevens (2013) explains that where practitioners are trained and educated on the knowledge surrounding forest schools, there is still a lack of usage within the settings. Stevens (2013) expands on this and states that this is due to the practitioners not fully being aware of the philosophy surrounding forest schooling and the importance that outdoor learning provides. Andkjear (2012) and Gurholt (2014) explain that whereas this philosophy of outdoor learning is carried out throughout the world, outdoor education is practised in multiple different ways depending on culture. Therefore, Andkjear (2012) and Gurholt (2014) explain that this may be the cause of uncertainty within practitioners when encouraging outdoor learning to children in the foundation phase.
Overall, multiple research conducted has found the use of outdoor learning as an effective and mandatory aspect of learning within the foundation phase, suggested by Davies and Hamilton (2018), but is not always provided effectively to children state Ofsted (2011). 
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