Anna Brychan
2020719
Module BMPF7100
Abstract
This review examines a range of literature looking at the enactment of Curriculum for Wales (CfW), which has been the statutory schools’ curriculum for 3-16 year-old learners in Wales in 2022. 
It draws on papers which focus on how this particular curriculum model is understood and realised at a school level. It will also consider findings which are pertinent to the work of the ‘middle tier’ in the Welsh education system. The ‘middle tier’ is comprised of bodies who, alongside schools, have a responsibility to support the implementation of the new curriculum. The ‘middle tier’ in this context is generally understood to include local authorities (who hold statutory responsibility for school standards),  regional education support services (formed of groups of local authorities working together to support schools), Estyn (the schools’ inspectorate), and Qualifications Wales (the independent regulator of non-degree qualifications in Wales). Some of the literature also looks at the contribution of the Welsh Government, responsible for devolved education policy.
The review also draws on a small selection of papers focussing on curriculum realisation in Finland, as that country’s approach involves significant collaboration between the Government and other agencies and classroom practitioners; the Finnish model can therefore offer potentially insightful interpretations of the challenges and benefits of a co-constructed approach which may prove helpful in a Welsh context where a similar developmental model has been adopted.
Achieving a common, system-wide understanding of how the curriculum works, the model it seeks to enact, and the support practitioners need to exercise their agency confidently are important aspects of curriculum realisation. This review seeks to identify key findings from Wales and more broadly to support successful implementation.
The articles were selected using the keywords: Curriculum for Wales and Areas of Learning and Experience (the key organising principle for the curriculum), Teacher Agency/Autonomy, Tensions in curriculum realisation. The initial searches identified more than a thousand articles (using the UWTSD library search function). This list was further refined to focus more exactly on two research questions: 
1. What are the experiences of teachers in Wales in becoming curriculum-makers; 
2. Are the ‘middle tier’ actors charged with supporting this change well-prepared to do so?

The search was further refined to focus on the experience of teachers in discrete areas. Two were identified via the database, namely Humanities and Physical Education. The focus on Finland is helpful in that it has, as a jurisdiction attempted a broadly similar approach, particularly in relation to teacher agency; two project reports were also identified which specifically relate to the ongoing implementation of  the Curriculum for Wales. 
I am taking a subjective, interpretative approach to these research questions.
Introduction and context
In common with many other education jurisdictions across the world, Wales has over the past decade looked again at its school curriculum and attempted to reimagine it in the light of the perceived requirements for learners in the 21st century. This shift is commonly described as a move away from a model which essentially requires all learners across a country to learn the same content and be assessed at a certain point against the same benchmark, to a curriculum which is more focussed on the development of an individual learner, and a focus on skills which may be applied across contexts in an inter-disciplinary model. (Hughes et al, 2020).
Wales’s journey towards a new curriculum began with the publication of  Successful Futures - Independent Review of Curriculum and Assessment Arrangements in Wales (Donaldson, 2015). This landmark document, commissioned by Huw Lewis, the then Minister for Education and Skills and written by Professor Graham Donaldson proposed a radical new curriculum for Wales, based around six Areas of Learning and Experience (AoLEs) rather than discrete subjects as previously, (although subject disciples are still recognised as important elements in all but one of the AOLEs – a fact that this clear in the curriculum documentation and guidance), and driven by four core purposes. These four purposes were designed to develop:
1. Ambitious, capable learners ready to learn throughout their lives. 
2. Enterprising, creative contributors, ready to play a full part in life and work. 
3. Ethical, informed citizens of Wales and the world. 
4. Healthy, confident individuals, ready to lead fulfilling lives as valued members of society.

Every one of the report’s 68 recommendations were accepted by Welsh Government and the journey to enact the first ‘made in Wales’s curriculum ‘fit for the 21 century’ [footnoteRef:2], as the Minister out it, began.  [2:  https://www.wired-gov.net/wg/news.nsf/articles/New+curriculum+available+to+schools+by+2018+says+Minister+22102015153800?open] 


This was essentially a response to a range of concerns: that the Welsh curriculum was failing to deliver acceptable outcomes in terms of the OECD Pisa rankings (an international model looking at a range of education systems across the world and raking their success against defined criteria), and that Wales still suffered from a pernicious attainment gap, with learners from financially poorer backgrounds performing considerably less well that their peers in more affluent communities. Some of the blame for this was sited in the 1988 National Curriculum which was still in place in 2015, albeit with some refinements that had been introduced along the way. It was considered insufficiently flexible to meet the needs of learners, particularly the most vulnerable, nor engaging and authentic enough for learners more broadly. It was too complex and overcrowded and lacked space for creativity, and, perhaps most importantly, it had failed to keep pace with the reality of social change and dramatic shifts in how knowledge is generated, used and understood.  Donaldson pointed out that the 1988 National Curriculum had been forged in a time before  the worldwide web, Artificial Intelligence, an understanding of climate change and a whole range of other factors which are important for learners in schools today.
The way in which the new curriculum would be developed was also new. Curriculum for Wales would be a simultaneous ‘bottom up’ and ‘top down’ approach, acknowledging that previously mandated ‘top down’, essentially Government-mandated curricula tended to be implemented unevenly in any event (Attila, 2022). The ‘bottom up’ curriculum work was intended to give teachers vastly greater influence over what they taught and when; teachers were essentially invited to become curriculum-makers in their own classrooms and schools.
A process of selection was used to identify 120 pioneer schools (of a total number of 1536 schools in Wales) to drive the design and implementation of the new Curriculum for Wales. These were tasked with developing an action plan for the curriculum and a timeline was established looking forward to the statutory introduction of the new curriculum in 2021 (later adjusted to 2022 to acknowledge the impact of Covid on all aspects of education planning and delivery).
This paper is organised around three perspectives – the perspective of teachers, international curriculum research, and academic engagement with CfW specifically. The paper looks in detail at nine papers. Of these, seven are peer-reviewed journal articles, and two are reports from a Government-commissioned research project. All the papers draw on qualitive data and conform to a subjectivist ontology, an interpretive epistemology and an inductive approach. I deal more fully with the papers’ research methods below.
Curriculum Realisation – the teacher perspective
I looked at three papers in relation to the teacher perspective of curriculum-making. While all three focus on classroom practitioners’ experience, they also touch on wider systemic influences which are also relevant to the second question, i.e. how well prepared the middle tier is to support this co-constructed approach to curriculum-making.
In examining tensions in curriculum reform and the development of teachers’ professional autonomy (Hughes & Lewis, 2020), the researchers examine the use of an ‘off the peg’ mindfulness programme in a number of primary schools. This is a particularly revealing as ‘mindfulness’ is most appropriately understood as part of the Health and Wellbeing Area of Learning and Experience (one of the six AoLEs that form the organisational structure of CfW as noted above). Health and Wellbeing (HWB) is uniquely interesting in the context of CfW as it is the only AoLE not associated with any of the traditional subject areas [footnoteRef:3] (Gatley, 2020), apart from, arguably, Physical Education (PE). Unlike the other AoLEs therefore, it cannot draw on very extensive subject content and practice to inform the work of building the new curriculum. Given the autonomy ostensibly offered by the new curriculum, the ability to build an AoLE from the ground up without having to navigate competing subject-specific content could be considered an advantage, but certainly at this point in 2020, the researchers find that while professional autonomy is perceived to be attractive, there is at the same time professional nervousness at taking on the daunting complexity of ‘bottom-up’ curriculum making. [3:  Health and Wellbeing AoLE: (PE)
Humanities AoLE: (Geography; History; Religion, Business Studies)
Expressive Arts AoLE (Art, Drama, Music.)
Science and Technology AoLE (Biology, Chemistry, Computer Science, Design and Technology, and Physics)
Mathematics and Numeracy AoLE: Mathematics
Languages, Literacy and Communication AoLE: English/Welsh
] 

The teachers exercised their new agency’ only to decide when rather than if or how to use the materials. The researchers find no appetite to adapt the programme content to the teachers’ own school context, and certainly no confidence in the idea that they might build a learning experience around mindfulness themselves. This is particularly revealing given that the participating schools were pioneer schools, drawn from among the relatively small group of schools explicitly tasked with developing elements of CfW.  
This was a very small-scale study and therefore is limited in terms of offering strong system messages, but it is a useful indicator of professional confidence at a point in time. A later report (Fuller et al, 2024) argues that ‘off the peg’ solutions such as the mindfulness package described here are not well aligned with the CfW curriculum model in any event. At this point in 2020 however, the teachers questioned clearly felt that using a commercial package, rather than developing their own practice and pedagogy around mindfulness, offered them a level of confidence that they would not otherwise have felt feel in delivering such content.
This indicates a need for considerably strengthened mechanisms and time to enable teachers to become increasingly confident in exercising their professional judgment and new autonomy. It also suggests that the wider system has some distance to travel in terms of understanding the progress of learners in this new context so that teachers and wider stakeholders are confident that what they are doing is having a genuinely positive developmental impact on pupils’ learning which will equip them to meet the four core purposes of the curriculum. In terms of understanding the trajectory of teacher confidence in curriculum-making, it would be helpful to return to this group of teachers to see whether their views on the appropriateness of using commercial packages in the context of CfW, and their own capacity to instigate curriculum change has developed over time. 
Understanding learner progression is a key consideration in terms of the realisation of CfW. If the levels against which cohort progress was traditionally measured are no longer in place and a developmental leaner-centred model which values and records individual progression has to be facilitated and understood in a different way, how are teachers to understand and share learner progression?  
Another 2020 paper looks at learning progression in the Humanities, and identifies tensions related to articulating progression (Hughes et al, 2020). This paper examines the relationship between disciplines (these being more clearly defined for the Humanities AoLE compared to HWB for example) and the balance between knowledge and skills.
This is a conceptual paper which sets out to identify and review the tensions which became evident in the early stages of articulating learner progression in the Humanities AoLE. ‘Progression’ in learning in the context of CfW is a complex area and arguably one which is still not consistently understood and articulated across the education system (Fuller et al, 2024). In the context of this paper, the researchers sought to understand how progression could be organised and recognised at the required five progression ‘steps’ within the Humanities AoLE. These ‘steps’ are conceived as a move away from standards and levels and constitute instead reference points to provide a ‘road map’ for each individual child, essentially recording the developing sophistication of an individual learner’s understanding of concepts and skills .(Hughes et al, 2020). Professor Donaldson himself describes this approach as a system which ‘conceptualises learning as akin to an expedition. (Donaldson, 2015, p.114).
The researchers articulated four main tensions in terms of progression in the Humanities: i. The relationship between disciplines and how these might be navigated to support a multidisciplinary approach; ii. the balance between knowledge, skills and values; iii. how practitioners understand progression in a world without levels; and, crucially iv. how to support teachers to become curriculum developers and have a clear understanding of progression. The paper also draws on international comparisons and concludes that there is insufficient research and a lack of curriculum models comparable to that being introduced in Wales to offer helpful insights. The paper does however propose a conceptual integrity model around which to build this understanding on an all-Wales basis, It is therefore somewhat sobering that a more recent report (Fuller et al, 2024) identifies a continuing lack of shared understanding around articulating and recording learner progression.
The third paper that I examined in detail looked at the experiences of teachers of  physical education secondary schools in Wales (Aldous et al, 2022). The researchers in this case conducted a small-scale study including the delivery of a series of workshops to practitioners designed to support participants to begin to interpret and translate CfW into their teaching practice. The study then looked at how this work might support them to re-imagine PE provision. The workshops were followed by semi-structured interviews to examine the extent to which the workshops had in fact impacted practitioners’ views in any way. 
The researchers acknowledged that the HWB AoLE represented an opportunity to extend the reach of the PE discipline much more widely, beyond the previous focus on discrete activity areas and into supporting whole-school health and wellbeing.
This study does have limitations in that it was very small – only five practitioners completed all the elements. I selected it because it provides a granular close-to-practice examination of practitioners working through the possibilities of CfW in the context of the HWB AoLE, arguably the AoLE least likely to be constrained by past, discipline-specific practice for the reasons outlined above. The research team’s analysis found indications that the workshops had supported practitioners to make connections with health and physical activity stakeholders beyond PE - a valuable indication of the inter-disciplinary possibilities of this way of constructing curriculum, and that the same practitioners had begun to translate ideas into context-specific practice in their school. This raises intriguing avenues for further enquiry: would it be possible to encourage other AoLE leads to consider curriculum-making without using their discipline background as a starting point, with all the historical constraints that this can bring? Conversely, might there be a danger of developing practice around HWB which focusses on deepening cross-disciplinary skills and experiences and failing to recognise the place of domain-specific knowledge and concepts which are important in PE?
This study is too small to draw any firm conclusions but taken together these three papers suggest that there may be value in looking at ways of working in the HWB AoLE as distinct from the other five Areas; that progression across the entire curriculum and the lack of common language around it is an impediment to curriculum realisation as envisaged by the original Successful Futures report; and that teacher ‘agency’ and practitioner confidence in exercising that agency is not a quality that can easily be summoned and immediately applied. Long exposure to a much more directive approach since the introduction of the National Curriculum in 1988, and residual uncertainty about whether the wider accountability system in Wales (Government, Estyn, Local Authorities) is aligned to this view of curriculum-making (and therefore likely to endorse teachers’ new pedagogical, context-specific decisions) is a barrier to the realisation of CfW.
Curriculum reform – the international perspective
CfW is relatively new and, as Huw Lewis, the then Education Minister, said when he accepted the report in 2015, it marks ‘a radical departure from the curriculum of the last century.’ [footnoteRef:4]  [4:  https://www.gov.wales/written-statement-update-publication-professor-donaldsons-report-successful-futures] 

A very different curriculum in the Welsh context therefore, and while a similar approach has been adopted in Scotland, the CfW is markedly different to that in place in England and Northern Ireland. I therefore felt it would be helpful to seek out international practice and research. Finland featured prominently in my initial search since it too is developing ideas around teacher autonomy and agency, and considering how other levels of the system (their ‘middle tier’ – see above) is supporting the work.
Interestingly, given that data from the Welsh context indicate a lack of confidence, uncertainty and some anxiety among many teachers in exercising their autonomy, Finnish academics have been looking at the ‘emotional landscape’ of curriculum making (Anttilla et al, 2022). This paper examines the importance of shared ‘sensemaking’ in curriculum development – building a shared understanding across classroom practitioners and regional and national bodies in terms of what should be changed, and how that change should happen. The paper argues however that the what/how sensemaking process is not of itself sufficient to support curriculum change; the questioning of individual beliefs, practices and knowledge is a key precondition for effective working in this area too. 
This is difficult territory in that it goes to the heart of the professional identify of education professionals. The study collected data from 12 focus groups conducted with ‘reform steering groups’ from across the country. Steering group membership in Finland comprises teachers and other education stakeholders including, always, the Director of Education for the district. In the Welsh context, this would represent a combined school and middle tier group, less common here in detailed work on curriculum making. There are limitations in the approach – the researchers themselves acknowledge that the focus group model allowed some strong  voices to dominate, a particularly limiting factor when difficult and unsettling emotional responses are being discussed perhaps. However, it is interesting from a Welsh point of view that emotional responses are considered important in other jurisdictions in terms of curriculum making. 
The study concludes that collaboration in curriculum making provides a significant source of support and is therefore desirable; they also find however, that groups can increase the likelihood of what the authors describe as ‘emotional contagion’ (Anttilla et al, 2022). They recommend therefore that those engaging in collaborative work in this field are also helped to understand the emotional nature of the work, to manage intense emotions and the possible disruption of professional identities. They argue that these emotions are  a feature of this level of systemic change. The Welsh system too is approaching curriculum reform in a collaborative model and is also now focussing on sensemaking (Fuller et al. 2024) but there has been little or no focus on the emotional aspects to date. 
Another paper, focusing this time on teacher autonomy and collaboration (Haapaniemi et al, 2020) provides other useful insights. This looked at how integrative teaching (an approach which supports learners to bring together prior knowledge and experiences to support new learning) might be a useful starting point for extending teacher autonomy and collaboration. The paper argues essentially that an integrative, multidisciplinary approach to teaching is not simply a matter of selecting a curriculum model for a particular country/system, rather it is a necessary approach given the need to support learners to navigate and critically engage with a previously imaginable range of information that is now readily available to them. Teachers can no longer curate a canon or a body of knowledge and present this as the source from which students can draw out everything they need to succeed in their schooling.
Instructively, from a Welsh point of view, the authors note that arriving at this point has been a decades’-long endeavour in the Finnish system.  The same is not true of Wales, where the more subject/discipline-based 1988 National Curriculum largely held sway until the publication of Successful Futures. (Donaldson, 2015).
This study looks at teacher autonomy and collaboration in the context of integrative teaching. Again the approach involved semi-structured interviews with a small number of teachers (five in this case) along with separate interviews with three school principals to give some broader background data. This is again a limited dataset therefore,  which cautions against its applicability more generally. In broad terms, the teachers questioned valued the collaborative approach to developing integrative teaching. As in Wales however (Fuller et al, 2024), the teachers identified barriers to approaching curriculum making and teaching in this way: time and a lack of structure in terms of templates or instructions to support the process. This concern echoes the earlier paper (Hughes and Lewis, 2020) where teachers had opted for a commercial teaching package to offer confidence around which they would exercise some limited professional agency, clearly not feeling that their own professional knowledge was sufficient.
The paper also looked at collaboration and integrative teaching in terms of the opportunities it offered for teachers’ own self-directed professional development, and recorded their view that working in this way not only served to widen learners’ perspectives by introducing an interdisciplinary approach; it also offered teachers an avenue to develop their own practice too. This finding drew in other systemic factors, the teachers stating for example that they saw a role for the school principal in enabling more opportunities for collaborative working, and that the curriculum in Finland mandates minimum levels of resources to be allocated to multidisciplinary learning. This is interesting given that the study also found a continuing concern amongst those interviewed about their ability to balance integrative teaching and requirements around subject/discipline/specific content.
The study essentially argues that integrative teaching and a collaborative structure to support its development is a useful starting point for curriculum reform. From a Welsh context, perhaps the most instructive finding is that multidisciplinary curriculum reform is a decades’-long developmental process in Finland; this paper refers to a ‘starting point’ in terms of this particular phase of reform. Given that the newest iteration of curriculum reform was introduced in 2014 and the paper noting the beginnings of change was published in 2020, this indicates comfort with a lengthy timeframe that would be very unfamiliar in a Welsh context.
The third paper offers a wider, system-level approach (Salonen-Hakomaki & Soini, 2023) It again looks at participation in curriculum reform but seeks also to examine how to achieve coherence form a complex process. This makes the case for participation from the premise that ‘top down’ more directive reforms are not well understood or implemented; those charged with carrying them out (in this case, teachers) may not understand or approve of them and will therefore not implement the directive model in full, do so in a piecemeal fashion or not at all, resulting in policy failure overall. A participative approach, which recognises curriculum reform as a translation rather than implementation process, the paper argues, offers a way to sustainable educational reform. The researchers interviewed 13 members of a curriculum steering group (in Finland, membership of curriculum steering groups includes teachers and others education system leaders). The research team used Callon’s translation theory  (Callon, 1980) to describe the process of translation:
i. Problematizing (building a network of actors and agreeing what it will aim to do).
ii. Interessement (a complex phase where actors apply their own ideas and preconceptions on the work of the network).
iii. Enrolment (actors finding their place in the network and commit to its work).
iv. Mobilisation (where the network’s principles are applied to a wider system).

The paper argues that a genuinely participative approach to curriculum reform must recognise these phases (and the fact that they are not linear) in order that contributions are meaningful and effective.
In Finland, as in Wales, the approach to curriculum reform is  participative. What is arguably less clear in a Welsh context is that the structures that supported the participation (particularly the pioneer school phase) did not fully recognise the complexity of what was being asked, and that participants’ unfamiliarity with this level of agency and confidence in grappling with non-linear change processes may have impeded achieving the ‘mobilisation’ phase where wider system sharing occurs.
Analysis of the interview data in this paper also indicate tensions familiar to the Welsh context – that on the one hand, too little national direction left participants with no route to mobilization; on the other the fear that too much prescription would limit teacher agency and a feeling of ownership of the curriculum. This was resolved by the steering group assuming a role in resolving the tensions and applying the Callon translation model to achieve a balance between them. The paper notes that this was not an universally successful solution; some participants withdrew form the process.
Although again a small dataset, this paper did focus on a group of curriculum-makers at more than one level in the system and drew out ways of synthesising the views of participants with a range of responsibilities and expertise, and then mapped the process against a change model which itself placed a value on meaningful engagement and exploration of differences.
Curriculum for Wales – the academic perspective
In this section, I have examined one academic paper and two research reports presented to Welsh Government looking in detail at learning progression in the context of CfW.
The first paper asks baldly whether the new Welsh curriculum (CfW) is capable of being realised (Gatley, 2020) in the way it is conceived in Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015). The researcher draws on research on curriculum, the aims of education and the philosophy of education to examine whether the CfW model is coherent and deliverable. Her thesis looks in particular at the extent to which it is possible to unite AoLEs and the four purposes to create a coherent curriculum. The four purposes, designed to encapsulate the aims of the education system in Wales are difficult to reconcile, she argues, with the continuing importance of subject knowledge repackaged in large part into AoLEs. Both are described as equally important in the curriculum documentation. She questions however whether leaving it to teachers to determine how to reconcile these twin aims really can lead to a coherent and unified curriculum; she argues rather that an account of how the AoLEs contribute to the four purposes is needed to justify their place in the curriculum – simply teaching the broad and balanced curriculum is not of itself sufficient to create learners who are ambitious, enterprising, ethical and healthy. 
Similarly,  the four purposes could be better supported and developed outside the curricular constraints the AoLEs. The author is willing to concede that a well-designed broad and balanced curriculum may well be a prerequisite for meeting the four purposes, that journey would have to be supplemented by other purposeful activities. The paper essentially posits that there is an irreconcilable tension at the heart of Curriculum for Wales which, given the collaborative approach in place to enact it could condemn those engaged in the work to remain trapped indefinitely in the interessement stage of translation described by the earlier paper (Salonen-Hakomaki & Soini, 2023). While this paper is theoretically persuasive, the lack of engagement with practitioners involved in the process or any recent literature on interdisciplinary approaches to curriculum design undermines its value in a specifically Welsh context. 
The final two papers I examined are reports produced by a  Welsh Government-commissioned research project, Camau i’r Dyfodol (Steps to the Future). The Camau project is designed to support educational professionals to co-construct a shared understanding of learning progression for CfW. In this case the professionals involved include teachers, and representatives of the ‘middle tier’, all of whom are described as participants in the project with an equal voice.
The project’s phase 1 report (Fuller et al, 2023) looked in detail at co-construction in relation to CfW and the way on which the relationship between curriculum, assessment, pedagogy and progression was understood by actors involved in the work of curriculum realisation. Data was collected across a series of events and workshops with key participants – teachers, middle tier representatives and Welsh Government – and analysed thematically to draw out messages to inform the design of subsequent phases of the project.
Many of the findings echo those of the earlier papers – the need for more time for practitioners to work together, and a lack of a consistent understanding of CfW across the system for example.  While noting these, the report goes further in recommending that Welsh Government be more explicit in articulating its tolerance for a range of understandings across the system. 
In broad terms, the report finds that while teachers are moving towards shared priorities in relation to CfW, shared understanding of learner progression and assessment are still being developed. This seems to be entirely in keeping with the process described in the Finnish context in terms of the painstaking slowness of the work (decades in the making in Finland). 
The authors of the Camau report also found that practitioners felt the range and extent of material and documentation produced by Welsh Government and others to support them was excessive and sometimes confusing. There seemed not to be the  intermediary curation and agreement about what might be helpful such as that described in the Finnish example. This is difficult territory for teachers to navigate therefore although the report also notes teachers’ continuing positivity for the work, albeit tempered by concern about how the wider accountability system (notably the inspectorate, Estyn) will evaluate their work, and how to reconcile the learner-centred approaches to teaching and learning that they are developing with the terminal examinations for learners at aged 16 which were not perceived to have changed sufficiently in line with the more developmental CfW model.
The Camau i’r Dyfodol phase 2 report (Fuller et al, 2024) built on the same methods as those deployed in the first phase in that data was gathered from practioner events and workshops. Observation notes were  taken by the research team at each event and supplemented with wider group feedback. A participative and iterative approach to knowledge building was employed and ongoing analysis was used to help inform subsequent events (and additional inputs provided to participants based on that ongoing analysis).
The signal finding from the phase two report, building on the data analysis from phase one was the recognition that there was still no common agreement about the curriculum model with which CfW is most closely aligned. As explored in some of the earlier papers, such uncertainty can contribute to continuing tensions and complicates the collaborative, co-constructed approach to curriculum-making that many jurisdictions consider appropriate for the complexity of 21st century schooling. Working with the project participants in the knowledge building model that was adopted by the project, the team concluded that CfW is a process oriented, purpose driven curriculum. Agreement around this point, the report argues, will facilitate a greater level of consistent agreement across the system which other studies have identified as lacking to date. 
The paper argues that this will go some way to resolving the different ways in which actors across the system are interpreting and implementing CfW currently. This curriculum orientation also challenges the value of ‘off the shelf’ curriculum resources because the process-oriented approach demands the active engagement of each teacher in facilitating the individual progress of their learners; making this model fit a prescribed commercial training package would be ineffective. 
The paper persuasively argues therefore that there is a privileged place for co-construction in CfW; that essentially teachers in the classroom are the only people who can enact it, and only by enacting it can learning be noticed and acknowledged. This does however leave open the question of how ‘middle tier’ actors (the second focus of my research questions) can be supported to achieve the system level understanding of the quality of the educational experience using a curriculum with a profoundly practice-based focus.
Conclusion
Curriculum realisation clearly remains a contested area although most of the literature I examined drew on research which suggested that a multi-disciplinary approach was a more appropriate model in a period when access to information is plentiful, an advantage that comes with an imperative to prepare learners to understand and engage critically with it.
My research also pointed to the value of teachers as curriculum-makers, in part because top-down curriculum reform is rarely implemented as intended (and sometimes fails entirely) without the active agreement of the teachers delivering at a classroom level. Some of the research, notably the Camau project, also pointed to a new role for teachers as facilitators of learning who themselves had to become more knowledgeable about noticing and recording learners’ progression without recourse to the ‘one size fits all’ level descriptors of previous curriculum models.
Some areas for further work were indicated: the role of the ‘middle tier’ and how, and to what extent it should support and structure the teacher-led curriculum enactment is still too little explored.
A greater understanding of the phases of change would be beneficial in a Welsh context too. Curriculum reform in Wales has been ongoing since 2015, a timeframe that might be considered very short in a Finnish context for example.
Teachers are now curriculum-makers in Wales and while many of those interviewed indicated that this was an opportunity they relished, a lack of confidence was also evident. Some further research is needed into the kind of professional development that would be effective in this specific context.
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