THE CURRICULUM: PAST TO PRESENT
The word ‘curriculum’ can have many different meanings, depending on what view is taken. The dictionary defines a curriculum as ‘the subjects studied in a school’[footnoteRef:1], whereas Donaldson (2015) defines it as ‘all the learning and assessment that are planned with the aim of meeting the defined purposes of education’.  [1:  https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/curriculum ] 

The Haddow Report in 1926 ultimately set out what a curriculum translated to in school practice and historians and educations both agree that this report started the way we shape curriculums that we implement today. The report put forward notions of a change to the way education was delivered and the desertion of separate schools from the ages of 11 and the implementation of secondary modern schools for students age 11 and over. In 1931, a further report ‘The Primary School’ suggested further instruction of what a curriculum should look like. Haddow argued that 'the curriculum is to be thought of in terms of activity and experience rather than of knowledge to be acquired and facts to be stored' (Hadow 1931)                                                                                                                                 Butler’s 1944 Education Reform Act saw another significant change to the way the curriculum was delivered. Butler’s Act introduced compulsory education to the age of 15 which was free for everyone, opening schools to give girls and the working class a valuable education. The act created a new system whereby the schools were overseen by Local Education Authorities (LEAs). What was delivered in schools and how the curriculum was outlined was under Local Authority control. Moreover, the Act also implemented two different types of secondary education – grammar schools and secondary moderns. Grammar schools solely focused on more academic studies, with a controversial selective ethos, with the theory that their students would go on to higher education; and Secondary Modern schools, which were proposed for students who were essentially ‘less academic’ and would be likely to peruse routes into the trade industry and thus, their curriculum was taught though more vocational skills.
At present, schools set out their curriculum under guidelines from the Education Reform Act of 1988 introducing the idea of a National Curriculum for England, Wales and Northern Ireland. What is currently delivered on a day-to-day basis, is on times, very rigid and often, at a secondary school level, simply aimed at meeting requirements to pass external assessments such as GCSE and A’ Level qualifications. Whilst pupils study individual subjects and their topic matter, what knowledge is relevant to their current lives and the life they are yet to discover in the future is, in most cases, unquantifiable.  As previously noted, the knowledge taught and delivered by classroom practioners is in line with external exam pressures. This has led to the curriculum being a process underpinned, and one could argue ‘stifled’ by, the accountability which shadows many classroom practioners. Many schools, and more importantly many classroom practioners, have now moved away from being inventive and creative with their curriculum planning and design and have instead adopted a ‘tell us what to do’ attitude as they are subjected to performance levels in external settings (Priestley, 2016).                                                                             Most educators will have a simple definition of what a curriculum is. As Kelly (2009) suggests a curriculum should be a balanced combination of knowledge and the acquisition and development of skills. It is about building on prior knowledge and experience and developing such understanding to promote further growth amongst our learners. The debate on whether a curriculum should be knowledge led or skills based is a hot topic. Young (2011) speaks heavily about the need for subject based learning where knowledge is built on. To date, this is still very much a topic of professional debate by both governments and school educators.
Curriculum design and implementation has, for a long time, been at the forefront of professional dialogue. Prior to the National Curriculum (established in 1988) being implemented into school practice, schools had the freedom, opportunity and scope to deliver a curriculum that was best fit for current purpose, lending itself predominately to meeting the criteria of set examinations. As part of the Education Reform Act 1988, the National Curriculum was set up to ensure that “high standards and the creation of coherence in what is taught in schools”[footnoteRef:2] was being met across England and Wales. The curriculum set a defined list of what subjects would be taught across each key stage and what knowledge, skills and understanding were required from each subject.  The aim of the National Curriculum was underpinned by two main aims ‘to promote the spiritual, moral, cultural, mental and physical development of pupils and to prepare pupils for the opportunities, responsibilities and experiences of adult life’[footnoteRef:3]   [2:  https://www.oxfordowl.co.uk/welcome-back/for-school-back/pathways-page/pathwayslist/managing-and-implementing-the-national-curriculum-2014/background-questions-nc/content/what-are-the-aims-of-the-national-curriculum 
]  [3:  House of Commons Children, Schools and Families Committee Fourth Report 2008-2009 Volume 1] 

Since the introduction and implementation of the National Curriculum in 1988, it has been under scrutiny from school leaders to classroom practioners, primarily because schools became an exam factory where lessons were planned and delivered to teach the test and possibly, not in line with meeting the main two aims that were initially set out.
From this, a series of reforms have been published. The most substantial change to the National Curriculum came in 1999 whereby the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA) took over the reform, overseeing much of the changes where aims and purposes of the curriculum were made more apparent to classroom practioners. From 1999 to 2005, there was little change. Although classroom practioners now had a firmer understanding of what curriculum needed to be delivered this still offered little scope for variation and classroom creativity. In 2005, the QCA again reviewed the National Curriculum, this time, specifically looking at Key Stage Three provision with the aim to reduce the level of prescribed content to enable classroom practioners to create a more varied curriculum, one that considered what content was paramount to creating individuals for the future and developing life skills as well as literacy and numeracy but more importantly allowing classroom practioners to tailor the curriculum to the  needs of individual pupils including differentiation and assessment.
As there has been no significant change since the introduction of the National Curriculum in 1988 (putting aside the Key Stage Three reforms of 2005), this undoubtedly poses questions on what makes a good curriculum and more importantly to what extent is our current curriculum fit for purpose to equip our learners to meet the 21st century challenges they will face.




Curriculum for Wales 2022
“The school curriculum is not simply a collection of subjects or experiences. In relation to the matters or activities which it covers, it is required to be balanced and broadly based and must promote the spiritual, moral, cultural, mental and physical development of pupils at school and of society and prepare pupils for the opportunities, responsibilities and experiences of adult life”[footnoteRef:4] (p1) [4:  https://beta.gov.wales/sites/default/files/publications/2018-03/11-the-curriculum.pdf (Chapter 11, p1) ] 


Curriculum reform is currently taking place around the world. The governments of many developed countries are moving towards reviewing current practices and evaluating performance data from international testing such as the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) tests, where European countries, and in particular Wales, significantly underperformed not only against our Asian counterparts but also England, Scotland and Northern Ireland too. In light of this, in 2012, the Welsh Government commissioned Professor Graham Donaldson to carry out an extensive review of the Welsh curriculum. In his report, ‘Successful Futures’ published in 2015, Professor Donaldson set out 68 recommendations, all of which were acknowledged and endorsed by the Welsh Government. Following this report, in September 2017, the Welsh Government published the document ‘Education in Wales: Our National Mission’[footnoteRef:5] which outlined their proposals and a strategic action plan for curriculum reform across Wales from 2017–2021. It is undoubtedly the most significant change to education Wales has seen to date.  [5:  Welsh Government (2017) Education in Wales: Our National Mission. © Crown Copyright 2017. https://beta.gov.wales/education-our-national-mission ] 

‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson 2015) aims to change the way education is delivered. Donaldson states ‘to compete in a modern world, pupils need the skills desired and required by 21st century employers, such as innovation, creativity and good interpersonal skills’[footnoteRef:6] Potentially, this creates the need for a curriculum which is more fit for purpose and probably takes away such questions posed by students such as ‘why are we doing this’ (Moore 2014) as the curriculum is more student centred. It could be argued however, that as Donaldson put such emphasis on skills, knowledge and understanding could take a back seat. Notably, such ideas of curriculum reform were put forward much earlier than Donaldson’s 2015 review. Giroux (1992) and Ross (2000) both put forward the notion of curriculum reform and suggested that design should not focus solely on the perceived needs of present, but should also consider the society we want to construct in the future. [6:  https://cdn.oxfordowl.co.uk/2018/11/01/11/28/11/594/bp_welsh_curriculum_change.pdf (page 5)] 

In April 2019, the draft curriculum documents were published by the Welsh Government. The documents included all curriculum and progression framework documents including the Areas of Learning Experiences (AoLEs), What Matters Statements and Progression Frameworks.  Donaldson states clearly in the review that ‘no recommendations are being made regarding one pedagogical principle over another’[footnoteRef:7]. Considering such statement holds so much depth, on the one hand, this could be extremely positive for institutions and teachers, as the pedagogical approach taken can be decided by school leaders based entirely on the needs of the individual pupils they teach and decide on what context is best for pupils to achieve Donaldson’s view of the Four Core Purposes of individuals becoming ‘ambitious, capable learners; enterprising, creative contributors; healthy, confident individuals and ethical, informed citizens (Donaldson 2015). On the other hand, such freedom and such drive towards delivering a curriculum that is tailored made to the individuals they teach, could potentially create limited opportunities for pupils in Wales. Kelly (2009) suggests that  [7:  https://cdn.oxfordowl.co.uk/2018/11/01/11/28/11/594/bp_welsh_curriculum_change.pdf (page 4)] 

“if a child’s experience is to be limited to his or her own culture, his or her own environment, what he or she is already familiar with before he or she enters school, then there is a real risk that he or she will be trapped in that cultural environment and given little opportunity of transcending it or of gaining experience outside of it” (p.245)

Possibly the greatest change will come in the form of the introduction of the Areas of Learning Experience (AoLEs) and the What Matters statements. The old style of National Curriculum levels have been removed, with the What Matters statements being presented, creating what the Welsh Government will hope to be a more streamline approach through compulsory education. The idea of the AoLE brings forward collaboration between teachers of individual subjects under the AoLE framework in order to make ‘a distinct and strong contribution to developing the Four Core Purposes, whilst also making connections with the ‘What Matters’ statements it contains’ (How ‘Areas of Learning and Experience are being developed as a central element of the new curriculum, 2018[footnoteRef:8]). However, this is not necessarily a new idea. The Department of Education and Science and the Welsh Office (DES/WO) in 1981 put forward the ideas that ‘schools should plan their curriculum as a whole. The curriculum received by individual pupils, should not be simply a collection of separate subjects’ (p.12). Yet, due to the limitations put forward by a relatively rigid National Curriculum framework in the Education Reform Act of 1988 and the need for teachers to deliver a curriculum that was imposed upon them, and the reinforced demands of exam syllabuses, education became a process of development and essentially teaching to the test and thus, the taught curriculum was very different to the ideologies put forward in the DES document of 1981 and the Education Reform Act of 1988. [8:  https://curriculumforwales.gov.wales/2018/06/20/how-areas-of-learning-and-experience-are-being-developed-as-a-central-element-of-the-new-curriculum/ ] 

As previously noted, Donaldson has put forward no guidance on pedagogical approaches to be taken on board by schools and classroom practitioners. As curriculum design is essentially left to the school, in line with evaluating the needs of their learners, it raises questions about teacher agency and autonomy. Teacher autonomy ‘is commonly used to describe the degree to which teachers make independent curriculum decisions, especially in the context of sweeping societal change and government policy initiatives’ (Fleming, 1988 p.20).  Ross (2000) shares a similar view when considering curriculum design 
‘Once a policy maker grasps that the act of defining the curriculum is a conscious selection of which culture shall be transmitted to the next generation, then it becomes possible to reverse the process; to decide what form of culture (or society) will be desirable in the future, and to enable that it is this which is included in the curriculum’ (p.11)

Whilst this is invaluable in trusting the profession, it presents issues of who makes the correct decision on what is best to be taught. With no prescription, and schools ultimately creating their own curriculum (albeit in line with the guidance), Counsell (2018) poses important questions of ‘Whose knowledge?’ and ‘Who decides on “best”?’[footnoteRef:9]. Counsell (2018) goes on to note that preparing for the 21st century comes down to ‘perception and relevance’ and how there is a clear difference between ‘substantive and disciplinary knowledge’, where substantive being content that is established fact, compared to disciplinary knowledge being what students actually learn and infer from the established knowledge. And so, can we in Wales, really develop and deliver a curriculum that is fit for purpose in an ‘ever-shifting now’? Further to this, with ‘Progression steps’ and the ‘What Matters’ statements being the only formal level of prescribed content when it comes to assessment for Curriculum for Wales (CfW), is it a worrying prospect that the new curriculum might risk equipping students with even less knowledge than before? Myatt (2018) discusses the idea that when a curriculum ‘lacks coherence’ the level of teaching is impacted and thus, makes it harder for students to ‘locate and place their new knowledge’. In addition, Myatt explores the idea that students will make ill use of knowledge unless it is ‘made explicit’, they are ‘expected to learn it, are tested on it… and have the chance to produce something which gives an indication of the extent to which they have mastered the knowledge’ (p.26). It could be argued, that with the introduction of AoLE’s a certain level of subject knowledge could be lost, then Myatt (2018) puts forward an important view of the quality of the learning that a student participates in and how this may equate to performance at an international level especially if such concerns about subject knowledge being lost becomes reality. [9:  https://impact.chartered.college/article/taking-curriculum-seriously/ ] 

INTERNATIONAL COMPARISONS
International Study [1] – Finland
Finland has consistently ranked high in the PISA testing which is why it is considered to be one of the best education systems in the world attracting ‘extraordinary attention of the many countries all over the world’ (Ustun, & Eryilmaz 2018 p.94).                                                                Finland, similar to many other developed nations have recently reviewed their education curriculum and teaching of the new curricula began in 2016 as the government believed that the previous reform in 2004 meant that subject based learning was too unattached, did not meet the learning standards and levels required to compete on an international level, nor supported future challenges. The aims of the reform were simple; to build on the already successful education policies as well as prepare Finnish learners to ‘meet the challenges of a rapidly changing and complex world’ (Halinen, 2018 p.75). Resembling many aspects of the CfW document, Finland’s reform also strives to make the purpose of education to ‘promote life-long and life-wide learning, holistic development and well-being of all learning, as well as to improve their skills for living in a sustainable way’ (Halinen, 2018 p.75). Similar comparisons can be made between the Finnish idea and the view of how the Four Core Purposes will be implemented in the Welsh education.                                                                                                                            The 2016 Finnish education reform saw two significant changes; the impact of globlisation and the need to reshape what was delivered and secondly, decentralisation.  Firstly, as we move towards a future that is technology driven, with uncertainties of what jobs and skills will even exist, the Finnish government realised there needed to be a shift towards a more flexible and relevant curriculum to the needs of the 21st Century. 
“The increased need for transversal competences arises from changes in the surrounding world. In order to meet the challenges of the future, there will be much focus on transversal (cross-curricular) competences and work across school subjects. As structures and challenges of doing, knowing and being are changing essentially in our society, it requires us to have comprehensive knowledge and ability. Competences include a vision of the desirable future and the development of both society and education”. (Halinen, Harmanen, & Mattila 2015, p.139)

As Halinen, Harmanen, & Mattila (2015) suggest there is a need for ideas and knowledge to be linked and shared, with a thread of purpose running through all that is delivered by classroom practitioners. Halinen (2018) suggests the 2016 curriculum allowed for an integrative approach to both teaching and learning and facilitated students to see and understand the bigger picture of what was being taught and what they were learning. This approach allowed students to ‘link the knowledge and skills from different disciplines, to structure their learning into meaningful entities, come up with new questions as well as to create new knowledge by working together’ (Halinen, 2018 p.84). This idea is not too dissimilar to what Donaldson puts forward in the CfW document. The idea of AoLE’s, collaborative teaching and a deeper understanding of the bigger questions and issues our students will face today and in the future. Furthermore, Lähdemäki (2018) upholds the view that the biggest change to education for teachers would be the shift away from traditional teaching with the focus on the learning of ‘transversal competencies’ (the learning of skills, disciplines and expertise for both life and employment).                                                             The 2016 curriculum reform moves towards teaching of knowledge, skills, values and attitudes being seen more holistically and essentially all have a fundamental impact of student learning. One way Finland has focused their practice on transversal competencies is using project-based learning. Through projects, Finnish students study real life situations and issues as well as learning subject specific skills as they work through such projects. Again, this is not to dissimilar to the idea of the thematic approach through the AoLEs posed by Donaldson for CfW. Although, Lähdemäki (2018) goes on to note that if not prepared effectively, project based learning and forcing ideas through that may be unattached, creates an artificial learning experience for students and does not ‘prepare children to both face and deal with real-world challenges’[footnoteRef:10] (p.405).  Whilst thematic learning can, and does have significant advantages, whereby students are able to see the bigger picture when it comes to issues such as climate change (where subjects such as geography, science and design technology could work together) Lähdemäki poses the issue of thematic learning or project-based learning not necessarily preparing learners for everyday situations and how different ideas interlink with one another. For Wales, it depends what we mean by thematic learning and how this actually articulates into day-to-day learning. The data suggests (in this case Finland’s consistently high performance in PISA results) that project-based learning is driving student attainment and as Bhagi (2017) suggests, project-based learning ‘enables student to face real world situations, greatly impacts the development of interpersonal skills as well as develops greater depth of understanding of the concepts than in traditional classroom-based learning and results in improved levels of student’s creativity’ all of which feed into the Four Core Purposes put forward by Donaldson in the CfW document. However, who decides what is the best, most effective project for students to study? Finland, during the design stage of its 2016 reform, heavily involved student views on what the value of education is and in some cases even involved students in the redrafts of the curriculum. Primarily, this was to improve students’ joy of learning and their learning experience as well as giving them a level of active agency.  Because of this, the curriculum was designed in order to have a significant impact on experience as well as motivation towards learning. Whilst this could be the same for Wales, it is unlikely to be. Students have not been involved in the curriculum reform drafts and with the ownership of what and how to teach being put predominantly on individual school and classroom practitioners, are adults best equipped to decide what project to teach? As Perkins (2010) argues just because projects are interesting and worthwhile and something that adults find interesting, it does not necessarily mean that students feel the same way. With students being involved in the education reform purpose, it brings the importance of education and learning forward, however it is naïve to believe that students, with limited educational experiences as well as real-life experiences know what they need to learn to prepare them for future needs.                                                                               Due to there being a lack of intrinsic instruction of delivery of the new curriculum, Welsh schools may have the tendency to fall back into the trap of teaching what is more familiar to them and essentially teach the old curriculum which fundamentally results in the reform not being fully implemented to its full intent. The second biggest change in the Finnish 2016 education reform came in the form of decentralisation. From this point, Finnish teachers were given more autonomy over how they teach, played a central role in the curriculum and to a certain extent had control over what they taught on a day-to-day basis (Crehan 2018). Based on this, Finnish teachers have flexibility rather than a rigid guided policy, which allowed there to be a greater importance put on delivering a depth of knowledge and allowing individual growth (Hautamaki and Karjalainen, 2009). Again, it is likely that Donaldson shares a similar view when he proposed the unstructured CfW document which has a distinct lack of explicit instruction of what needs to be taught at all levels.                                                                                            Finland’s view on assessment is clear and simple – the main purpose of assessment is to improve learning through ‘encouraging and supportive by nature’ (Hendrickson, 2012).                                                                                                                                              More significantly, Finnish students do not undertake any standardised testing until they start secondary school and do have any national tests between the ages of 7 and 16 years. Kupianinen et al. (2009) suggest that Finland’s high scores on the PISA are due to this lack of high-stakes testing. Instead, the assessment throughout the curriculum is merely a development of skills, knowledge and understanding. Through this, teachers are given a level of autonomy that is unheard of in many countries around the world. Teachers are ‘recognised as academic professionals who can plan the curriculum, assess student learning outcomes and collaborate together’[footnoteRef:11] and with no external inspections in Finland (external inspections being abolished in the early 1990s) , teachers are trusted along with other education professionals to provide a quality of education suitable for 21st century learning and to maintain the country’s high performance at an international level.                                   It is therefore interesting to explore how CfW will actually evolve. The government have outlined the desire (and need) for schools to develop a curriculum that is fit for purpose for the students they teach. In doing so, a level of autonomy should be presented to teachers in Wales. Yet, with uncertainty about how the assessment process of external examinations at the age of 16 in Wales will look, there is a nervousness around how trusted teachers will be to make the ‘correct’ decisions when it comes to designing and delivering the new curriculum.  [10:  J. W. Cook, Sustainability, Human Well-Being, and the Future  of Education 2019]  [11:  https://www.teachers.org.uk/files/7.-curriculum-and-assessment.pdf ] 


International Study [2] – Scotland 
Scotland’s education reform was, for some, the start of international governments considering the quality of their own education curriculums. The 'National Debate on Education' which was commissioned by the Scottish government in 2002. Following this debate, a Curriculum Review Group was established in 2003 to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the current curriculum and recognise the key areas that needed to be reformed. In doing so, in 2004, ‘A Curriculum for Excellence’ was published. The document puts forward a more holistic approach stating the curriculum is ‘the totality of all that is planned for children and young people throughout their education[footnoteRef:12]’ (Scottish Government, 2008). On the document, the Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) noted: [12:  https://www2.gov.scot/Publications/2008/06/06104407/5 ] 

“Curriculum for Excellence represents an ambitious departure seeking to develop a coherent 3-18 curriculum around capacities and learning, rather than school subjects, with a different approach to assessment from that in place before. It is complex as it is organised around four capacities (covering 12 attributes and 24 capabilities across the four); five levels, from early to senior; seven principles, six entitlements, ten aims, and four contexts for learning; eight curriculum areas and three interdisciplinary areas; and several hundreds of Experiences and Outcomes.”

The document set out plans intended to ‘help children and young people gain the knowledge, skills and attributes needed for life in the 21st century, including skills for learning, life and work’[footnoteRef:13]. Equally, in the CfW, there is a focus of equipping students with skills for 21st century work and life. The Curriculum for Excellence (CfE) was designed to make education in Scotland a more enriched curriculum from age 3 to 18 as well as allowing the curriculum to be more coherent and more flexible than the previous curriculum. Again, CfW draws comparisons with education not being just subject based knowledge but enriching student lives and futures.                                                                                                                                   The CfE sets out its document under curriculum areas and subjects where experiences and outcomes are drawn upon. The Scottish government have been clear with how this should look at an institutional level – that these curriculum areas are not for school timetabling but a way of schools and practitioners to have flexibility to creatively construct learning that meets the outcomes set, the needs of the students as well as sustaining learning. Similar to the plans for CfW (and the Finnish curriculum), Scotland’s curriculum was designed to allow students to learn beyond the typical subject boundaries to enable students to make connections and draw experiences from them. By using this style of inter-disciplinary learning, school practitioners revisit concepts and skills from a range of perspectives so it ‘deepens understanding and can also make the curriculum more coherent and meaningful from the learner’s point of view’[footnoteRef:14].                                                                   However, the stark difference is that the Scottish government have made explicit commentaries regarding the need for subject specialism and knowledge to very much remain at the forefront of learning experiences. With CfW using the ‘What Matters’ statements, there is potentially a move away from subject specialism teaching and the possibility that the What Matters statements become somewhat of a checklist of learning, therefore limiting the creativity that classroom practitioners may envisage of trying to make learning more relevant.                                                                            In terms of assessment, the CfE put forward that this should be seen as a ‘way that achieves coherence across experiences and outcomes, learning and teaching and assessment practice’.[footnoteRef:15]. The CfE defines five levels of learning. The first four levels are described in the ‘Experiences and Outcomes’, which is then followed by qualifications from external examination in the senior phase. This streamline approach adopted in the first four levels through ‘experiences and outcomes’ enables there to be flexibility as students move through levels as well as making the transition between primary and secondary school smoother. However, as with many other aspects of the CfE, there was limited instruction on how assessment should be implemented at a classroom level as well as how assessment should be monitored and moderated across different disciplines, as well as across different schools. Accordingly, due to this lack of formal instruction, the expected standards of what the CfE hoped for and embedded into the ‘experiences and outcomes’ were not met. In review, Education Scotland ‘published new Benchmarks for Achievement of CfE levels in literacy and numeracy in August 2016 in order to provide a more explicit and clear statement of standards’.[footnoteRef:16] [13:  https://education.gov.scot/scottish-education-system/policy-for-scottish-education/policy-drivers/cfe-(building-from-the-statement-appendix-incl-btc1-5)/What%20is%20Curriculum%20for%20Excellence ]  [14:  Curriculum for Excellence: Building the curriculum 3. The Scottish Government, Edinburgh 2008 p.21]  [15:  Curriculum for excellence: Building the curriculum 5. A framework for assessment 2011 p.18]  [16:  https://www.gov.scot/publications/achievement-curriculum-excellence-cfe-levels/pages/2/ ] 

As such similarities are drawn between Scotland’s CfE and CfW, it is important to recognise the high levels of criticism the Scottish reforms have faced. The majority of the criticism has been since Scotland’s decline in PISA performance since 2009.[footnoteRef:17]. One of the most notable criticisms is the distinct lack of knowledge that is being imparted through the use of cross-curricular learning, even though the Scottish Government placed huge importance on the need for knowledge during its implementation stage of the curriculum. The argument that subject disciplines are actually limiting and refining knowledge that past students, in previous curriculums built up over time. In addition, a further argument that is posed by critics is the widening gap presented due to cultural and societal differences. In review of this, Lindsay Paterson, a Professor of Education Policy at the University of Edinburgh outlines the issue of the widening gap through limited knowledge being taught in schools. He states that ‘if schools stop teaching structured knowledge, then inequality of access to knowledge will widen, because the children of the well-educated and the wealthy will get it in other ways’[footnoteRef:18]. Such concerns have ultimately resulted in many teachers imploring with the Governments to revert back to a more prescriptive curriculum where they are ‘told what to teach’. It is important to note, that the CfW draws many similarities to Scotland’s CfE. Hence, does Wales fall into a similar trap of an uncertain curriculum whereby students actually end up performing to a level that is worse than before the reforms?  [17:  https://gregashman.wordpress.com/2017/03/22/learning-lessons-from-the-failure-of-scotlands-curriculum-for-excellence/ ]  [18:  https://blogs.lse.ac.uk/politicsandpolicy/curriculum-for-excellence/ ] 

FINAL SUMMARY 
It is clear from the evidence identified, that the curriculum reform implemented in Finland is successful. Finland’s curriculum, in essence, follows similar principles that Donaldson has adopted for CfW, however there it should be noted that the success of such reform should not just be based on the policy itself, but the success should also consider alongside social, economic and cultural factors in Finland, which could essentially skew their PISA results. Conversely, in Scotland, the evidence of the CfE is not so successful. Whilst the policy is still relatively new, with ongoing amendments, reasons for this lack of success are identified as lack of guidance and the opportunity to ‘get it wrong’, reverting many teachers to abandon the CfE. In addition, ultimately, recent PISA results have not shown the expected success Scotland hoped for.                                                                                                                   If the curriculum reform in Wales is to be successful, best practice from Finland and other successful education reforms around the world should be identified and where possible tailored to fit Wales. More importantly, the lack of guidance and support given by the CfE in Scotland needs to be addressed prior to implementation in Wales. Furthermore, there needs to be a ‘by-in’ from school leaders and educators nationally before full implementation, with clear guidelines, as after implementation will inevitably lead to failure. Further to more guidance, it is clear that time, more financial support, high quality resources and staff training will also lead to the CfW being more of a success than sceptics are perceiving.
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