‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) is significantly the most impactful innovation of curriculum development in Wales in the last century. It clearly challenges the national, historical and traditional paradigms of curricula design and pedagogy by engaging in a model appropriately complementing effective international curricula, such as that of New Zealand, Canada BC and Singapore (Priestley and Drew, 2016). The argument in support of change is unquestioned after an astounding period of political inertia for educational development in Wales.  As supported by evidence relating to PISA test scores in 2009 and 2012, Wales was ranked significantly behind their national and international counterparts with considerably lower scores than OECD averages (OECD, 2014). The OECD report which followed (OECD, 2014), clearly marked a transition to one of the most significant changes for Wales in Donaldson’s review of the education system (2015).
The Hadow Report (1926) clearly reflected an educational ideal by alluding to a need for education to create a balance between the economy’s needs and the individual’s needs ensuring that the curriculum avoided artificiality. Similarly, international educational ideals such as Michigan’s Gary Plan (1906) identified the need for pupils to have a realistic education whether that be specifically academic and subject specific in a secondary school or fitting the requirements of the social context to meet the needs of the economy and the desires of the future workforce.  This highlights that internationally, curricula were being constructed to meet the needs of the community and wider community (Cuban, 1998); exactly what ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) intends to address over a hundred years later. 
This initially raises questions regarding why it has taken so long for an appropriate reform for curriculum development in Wales. ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) provides a paradigm far removed from late twentieth century tradition so that the modern societal and economic needs of Wales are met by focussing on upskilling the next generation through a pedagogical focus on internationally promoted clear purposes of education. This reform is unequivocally essential for reasons previously highlighted, yet as a precaution, Gill and Thompson (2012) argue that the promotion of society’s economic needs and educational outcomes conflict with the notion that the individual’s development should be the main priority. (Gill and Thompson, 2012). This is a very idealised and simplistic belief since undoubtedly, the future development of the individual is reliant on opportunities for economic betterment as encouraged by Successful Futures (Donaldson, 2015). However, Biesta’s theory of the three purposes of education: qualification, socialisation and subjectification all connect to the development of the individual (Biesta, 2015) which combines both arguments and is arguably a more measured theory. 
It is undoubtedly concerning that after the positive introduction of free education for all in The Education Act (1944), in which Butler stated the need for a well-structured curriculum that promoted the development of advanced citizens, there should be forty years of inertia before The Education Act (1988) introduced the National Curriculum. Perhaps the action to admonish the control of local authorities and instead initiate full control to the Secretary of State then resulted in macro level disinterest in curricular and pedagogical advancements. It could be argued that this decision is primarily the reason why any valid teacher agency diminished in favour of a somewhat oppressive prescription of curricular content over the decades and why our national education is significantly behind some of the highest achieving nations in the world. (Wheater et al, 2013). However, to counter this, the purpose of the National Curriculum (1988) must be celebrated as an initiative that promoted equity thorough the delivery of a curriculum meeting the broader needs of the learner, although the highly prescribed Programmes of Study relating to a subject-centred approach clearly led to the view that knowledge was something to be delivered or transmitted which conflicts with modern paradigms that promote a process curriculum (Priestley and Humes, 2010). It must be considered that as a country, Wales has been largely educating young people with a curriculum which is inept and a world apart from the highly digital, fluid and complex society of the twenty first century. However, I believe that the main merit of the National Curriculum, even in its progressively less prescribed form in 2008, is the promotion of a consistent body of knowledge which although can be considered by some as stifling, at least promotes equality. This possibly conflicts with ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) which may promote a shift in teacher autonomy so great, that inconsistencies in different settings diminish the equality within the provision of education.
In terms of policy, ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) reflects many facets of the Scottish curriculum design focussing on competencies and the development of a skills-based curriculum with pupils at the centre, adopting a more active approach to learning. However, this raises the conflict between policy and practice (Supovitz, 2008; Priestley and Minty, 2013) and how this restricts the effectiveness of the teacher in executing the change effectively. It highlights an extreme irony that such an innovative curriculum should conflict so greatly. Considering Priestley and Humes’ (2010) qualitative, document-based research on the structural contradictions in Scotland’s Curriculum for Excellence (….), it can be argued that its flawed structure relates to the lack of evaluation of archetypal paradigms which consequently affects the clarity of the philosophy it has been created on; thus, the transition from policy into practice is consequently affected most negatively (Priestley and Humes, 2010). In support of the suggestion that historical curriculum development should be evaluated in the development of new curricula, Beane argues that even in America in the 1930’s it was deduced that the separate subject approach was an inappropriate structure (Beane, 1995) yet we have pursued this exact paradigm in Wales for a century which implies a lack of effective curriculum evaluation. 
Priestley and Humes (2010) clarify the significance of the three models of curriculum planning: with the more traditional and now archaic model being that of ‘curriculum as content and education as transmission’ (Priestley and Humes, 2010: p.4) which has dramatically shifted to ‘curriculum as product and education as development’ (Priestley and Humes 2010: p.10). Priestley and Minty (2013) highlight the significance of the shift stating that a less prescriptive curriculum adheres to worldwide curricula development which is significantly an indicator that the paradigm for Wales needs an extensive change. However, the other significant observation made from research findings was that initial documents were highlighting content as outcomes focussing on process theory and that a focus on assessment outcomes could hinder the development of a more innovative pedagogy.  Priestley and Humes (2010) and Leat (2014) allude to Scottish and English educational policy still inadvertently promoting a teaching to the test; hence an outcome-focused model, which clearly reflects the current paradigm in Wales and highlights a more prescriptivist approach in England. It is my firm belief that this leaves policy destined for potential failure and that performativity intensely conflicts with the philosophy of the Four Capacities in Scotland’s ‘CfE’ (…) and potentially the four capabilities of ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015).
Priestley and Minty’s (2013) empirical research focusing on the transition of curriculum policy into practice and how teachers, as agents of change (Fullan, 2003), make sense of the CfE, highlights issues concerning the first and second order engagement by practitioners based on their values. Their qualitative findings indicated that Scottish teachers were hindered by the vagueness of the policy which meant that although their first order engagement with the policy was positive, their second order engagement was problematic with interpretations of the intended recommendations lost in translation (Priestly and Minty, 2013). This is further developed by the argument that the curriculum has amalgamated features of different curriculum designs that are at conflict: the four capacities versus experiences and outcomes which leads to a compliance with the previous system (Priestley and Humes, 2010). This hints at the disastrous potential for the existing curriculum to merely charade as something new and innovative. 
This argument is further supported by the suggestion that teachers do not possess the language of educational policy, hence re-labelling of current policies dominates practice (Swann and Brown, 1997; Cuban, 1998; Priestley and Drew, 2016). Beane’s observation that the learnification of language does not currently support teachers (Beane, 1995), reveals issues of the gulf between policy and practice; the engagement with principles in effect (Priestley and Drew, 2016) which is one that could hinder the effective implementation of ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015). I believe that if the principles of ‘Successful Futures’ are decoded in different ways by practitioners, then the enactment of policy will not be effective due to inconsistencies in approaches.
Furthermore, Priestley and Minty’s (2013) qualitative data, collected through a range of interviews is useful in that the opinions evaluated clearly highlight a significant level of vulnerability of practitioners which I think emphasises the core issue: a lack of support in place to guide, inspire and motivate teachers to have the self-belief to implement change. There does seem to be a bias towards primary data research with one sample from one Local Authority which can only intensify concerns from a secondary practitioner perspective where the shift in pedagogy and beliefs is potentially far greater: hence the need for unfaltering senior leadership is established.
The imperative role of teachers influencing school improvement is internationally clear. (OECD, 2005). The shift from government directed prescription to teacher led curriculum development in Wales, is both a welcomed yet terrifying shift in paradigm for practitioners. There has been a gradual shift in the way curricula are defined so that teachers are more empowered (Leat, 2014; Priestly and Drew, 2016). Their argument, however, is further extended to highlight that the skillset necessary for teachers to be efficient school curriculum developers has been lost due to the inertia created by the rigid, prescribed content of the National Curriculum (1998). However, going from extreme prescriptiveness to complete autonomy is not helpful and there needs to be a clear framework for support (Priestley, Biesta and Robinson, 2015). These are undoubtedly cautionary elements that must be addressed in the implementation of Welsh policy.
Priestley, Biesta and Robinson’s (2015) research which promotes the ecological approach to teacher agency, highlights the problem of defining teacher agency and the confusion associated with teacher autonomy; the latter merely suggesting a lack of constraint. Policy makers assume that building capacity allows for agency when in fact it is the consideration of what they refer to as the cultural and structural domains which impact the most. This is supported by Priestley and Minty (2013) which consequently highlights the need for clearly defined structures of support to eradicate any potential for misinterpretation. This is certainly a potential problem in a school environment where reliance on a strong vertical hierarchy leads to more limited horizontal relationships (Coburn and Russell, 2008). I agree that structures that encourage more horizontal relationships should lead to a more effective policy implementation since it promotes the collaborative ethos of ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) and supports a shared vision which aids the avoidance of policy misinterpretation. 
Reeves and Drew’s (2013) empirical research based on teachers embarking on a Master of Education programme to achieve standard chartered teacher status established the complexities of improving good practice through the promotion of lifelong learning. They argue that evidence-based research is what is needed to secure transformation in pedagogy that adopts a developmental or constructivist approach to curriculum development and that it is not just classroom-based practice but more of a focus on improving teaching conditions for professional learning (OECD, 2005). Previous reviews suggest that four processes for supporting the professional growth of teachers are: reflection on practice; experiential learning; cognitive challenge; supportive social engagement, which should enhance the professional status of teachers who are actively engaged in decision processes (Sachs, 2003). This again establishes the need for the profession’s status to be enhanced so that practitioners endeavour to commit to professional learning from the outset which, in turn, supports effective teacher agency. However, it could be argued that without tenacious, well researched guidance, the shift is too great and could ultimately lead to a further demise of teaching as a profession, even if Furlong’s (2014) counter argument does elaborate on the promotion of teaching as a master level accredited profession.
Assessment and accountability inevitably create one of the most significant challenges for the implementation of ‘Successful Futures’ with Donaldson’s acknowledgement that the current arrangements are, as highlighted by OECD, unsatisfactory (OECD, 2014; Donaldson, 2015). It is a positive that Donaldson showcases the potential for reduced bureaucracy and a clear correlation between assessment and learning purposes and that the main principle is that assessment in relation to curriculum design and teacher capacity is manageable, yet research suggests that the contemporary development of national curricula design still focuses heavily on performativity which intensifies pressure on classroom practitioners thus restricting teacher agency (Priestley and Minty, 2013; Leat, 2014; Priestley, Biesta and Robinson, 2015). Priestley and Humes (2010) argue that that early documents relating to Scotland’s ‘CfE’ (2010) were implicitly promoting process theory and that assessment outcomes could still lead to teaching the test. This argument can clearly be supported since there has not yet been any change in the outcomes of education at the end of key stages which means that pioneer schools attempting to adapt pedagogy are in direct conflict with old paradigms. 
Leat (2014) argues that curriculum reform in England raises questions about how an input ethos can be successful if the output performance culture of external examination does not complement the pedagogical development immediately. Likewise, Priestly and Drew (2016) highlight key issues surrounding accountability that impact on the autonomy of teachers.  This is supported by Priestley and Minty (2013), who through empirical research funded by the Scottish Government in 2011, highlight practitioners’ concerns that the ‘CfE’ (2010) had been designed back to front end thus placing assessment as a secondary consideration. Priestley and Minty (2013) also highlight that the central features of accountability, such as in-house monitoring and data tracking are features of the old curriculum that lead to a performativity culture (Cowie, Taylor and Croxford, 2007) which further validates the argument. This is the key threat for the effective implementation of ‘Successful Futures’ if the accountability/assessment process is not addressed effectively early in the curriculum transition. 
This clear conflict certainly contradicts the active learning principles promoted by Lewin (1946) and thus the foundation upon which Successful Futures is constructed.  A narrow-minded focus and game playing neither enables pupils to develop a growth mindset (Dweck, 2012) nor forges the resilience that is essential for the successful addressing of four capabilities. This is an issue of imperative importance at micro level, highlighting that essential front to back end design must be considered to prevent a potential conflict during the implementation of policy in Wales. 
Leat (2014) argues that a dialogue through an Enquiry Based Curriculum (EBC) can challenge the conflict created by the input/output collision of ideals. This is clearly the approach that Donaldson suggests will need to be utilised in ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015). Although this is clearly one way of attempting to ease the problem, I think that tackling the output culture directly needs to be addressed as a priority. Indeed, even a confusion relating to the different expectations regarding summative and formative assessment suggests that the Scottish policy is not transparent (Priestley and Minty, 2013). Perhaps this suggests that the same issues could be prioritised in the development and implementation of ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015).
Donaldson’s first statement in ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) references the futility of a subject against skills debate in relation to an evaluation of the new curriculum’s pedagogical ethos. This is supported by Beane (1995), who argues that knowledge must be authentic rather than supporting the artificiality of disciplinary knowledge. However, this conflicts with the views of Priestley and Sinnema (2014) whose research supports the argument that the CfE (2010) in Scotland downgrades knowledge. Through their empirical research based on the Scottish and New Zealand curricula, they explore the confusion relating to the shift in beliefs relating to knowledge (Priestley and Sinnema, 2014). Traditionally, it is knowledge that has empowered individuals, hence the transmissionist view that education is delivery of knowledge. The conflicts with the theory of active learning and modern pedagogical promotion of contructivist approaches to knowledge acquisition is a convincing argument reflecting the culture of performativity already considered. Priestley and Sinnema (2014) reinforce this through their exploration of the criticism from social realists who champion traditional paradigms in favour of the downgraded knowledge of new curricula (Priestley and Sinnema, 2014). Hence, the conflict is evident.
Achieving this knowledge/skills balance is undoubtedly one of the most significant challenges for any micro setting and perhaps Donaldson (2015) has naively under-estimated the level of intellectual and moral conflict this could generate, most specifically for specialist secondary school practitioners. As Priestley and Minty’s (2013) empirical research highlights, teachers can have a traditional transmissionist view of learning which is embedded whether the subject is separate or integrated. This clearly highlights another key issue raised by Priestley and Minty (2013), in that there is possibly too much focus on the process of learning rather than what is learnt and the motives for it. This clear conflict between transmissionist and constructivist views, especially in secondary schools, is a key challenge. Significantly, Priestley and Minty (2013) state that data did not show evidence of how teachers understood disciplinarity. This complements Beane’s notion that integration has become confused with interdisciplinary arrangements in which these themes are found inside the existing subjects (Beane, 1995) which again, highlights this debate as a potential challenge for practitioners implementing ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015).
A key observation is the failure for policy documents to define what is meant by knowledge with the lack of consistency in the way knowledge is addressed across curriculum documents with lessened clarity (Priestley and Minty, 2013). This inconsistency in New Zealand’s Curriculum (….) is also evident in the standards; in CfE knowledge it is mentioned and then omitted from key areas. These research findings suggest that knowledge is potentially downgraded yet a valid counter argument is that it upgrades teacher agency. Consequently, this is another conflict in curriculum development which may hinder the progress of ‘Successful Futures’.
This is a major ethical concern based on the philosophy of new curricula since it raises the question about who decides what is learnt since there is a difference between what really needs to be known and what someone thinks ought to be known (Beane, 1995). This links directly with the philosophy behind ‘Successful Futures’—indeed, it is the teachers who will decide what knowledge will suit their educational setting, yet this clearly raises ethical questions relating to consistency across settings. This is an issue that clearly needs addressing. Priestley and Sinnema (2014) also state a clear issue in that knowledge could be dictated by outcomes such as exam assessments: output is again a stumbling block to curriculum development.
In summary, the historical, contemporary, national and international paradigms of curriculum development reinforce several positive opportunities arising from ‘Successful Futures’ although these are inevitably counterbalanced by challenges, as reinforced by a contextual study.
Learning visits took place over the space of a week to three different settings. School A is a secondary school with over one thousand pupils on roll and is positioned in the suburbs of a city. As a pioneer school, funding has been allocated to support the structural and pedagogical development of ‘Successful Futures’ in the setting and their current position is positive. School B is a city-based secondary school with over a thousand pupils and is addressing some of the features of the new curriculum. School C is a pioneer school in which the Area of Learning and Experience for Languages, Literacy and Communication is leading pedagogical development so that Donaldson’s philosophy is adopted. School D is my setting, a secondary school on the suburbs of a deprived valley town with one thousand pupils where a foundation for future curriculum development has been created. 

Developing a firm foundation for curriculum development in a school is possibly the first key challenge identified. School A had implemented a skills-based curriculum in 2005 which, like a lot of educational developments, became out of fashion; however, it did enable a skills base to become embedded in their curriculum with Literacy and Numeracy Framework and Digital Competency Framework currently reinforcing this. The promotion of skills in ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) suggests that non-pioneer schools need to ensure a solid skills-based foundation is created within the setting before ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015) is initiated. This has been addressed through the LNF and DCF which augurs well in Schools B, C and D. 

Teacher agency is undoubtedly a significant essential factor to Donaldson’s philosophy being realised. Teachers at School A clearly appreciated Donaldson’s concept of the continuum of education with the eradication of key stages to promote a more fluid and effective education for pupils. Interestingly, in school A, the initial skills-based philosophy was initiated because it was recognized how traumatic transition could be for eleven to twelve year olds with up to seventeen teachers in secondary school. The setting had forward-thinking teachers who had already addressed the issue of artificiality in the learning content of the curriculum and were prepared to be innovative in their pedagogical approaches. Teachers had been given more autonomy in this setting which reflects clear leadership and an ethos based on trust. This is currently what School D needs to address.

Similarly, School C practitioners had spent time in a primary school setting to both gauge how they could address the continuum effectively and inject the excitement and creative learning approaches that primary practitioners sustain with skills-based activities. Certainly, it could be argued that secondary practitioners lose this creative flair due to oppressive accountability measures and the pressure of an outcomes-based curriculum (Priestley and Humes, 2010; Leat, 2014).

‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015), with its proposed Areas of Learning and Experience, make it essential for re-structuring to take place in secondary settings. In School A, restructuring occurred so that Learning Managers for each of the Areas of Learning and Experience were appointed. Remaining TLR holders were appointed as Lead Practitioners in AoLE with a primary focus of developing the pedagogy for ‘Successful Futures’ (Donaldson, 2015).  School D has almost completed this process with the impact creating an unsettled atmosphere where staff morale has understandably been affected with the loss of TLRs for many. The development of Lead Practitioner roles may be a recommended consideration. It is obvious that the current context could negatively affect a staff’s first and second order engagement with policy (Priestley and Minty, 2013); hence another challenge is created that could impact on teacher agency (Fullan, 2003; Priestley and Minty, 2013).

In school A, early collaborative whole school discussions led to a holistic approach in terms of engaging with and interpreting the policy which secured the foundation for successful second order engagement (Priestley and Minty, 2013). First Order engagement with the policy appeared to address the staff’s motivational needs in School A, since, as supported by Leat (2014), low morale of teachers caused by the political agenda can stifle the success of new policy implementation. The four purposes was shared with staff (Donaldson: 2015) and they had their opportunity to have a collaborative discussion about the challenges and opportunities created by the new curriculum, so that both the philosophy and anxieties could be shared in a supportive environment. This approach clearly facilitates the avoidance of the potential misinterpretation of a vague policy by practitioners, as argued by Priestley and Minty (2013). Additionally, this highlights the avoidance of hierarchal structures creating hostility because managers sometimes respond negatively to teacher initiative (Reeves and Drew, 2012). This showcases effective leadership since there is a realistic engagement with negativity clearly caused by an understandable feeling of vulnerability by some. It was an open discussion at a different location which made staff feel that their concerns and ideas were genuinely valued. In School D, the key challenge will be the financial and structural support which, if not in place, will hinder the development of practitiomer collaboration of this standard. 
Professional Learning is well developed in School A which has labelled itself a research school with five members of staff currently working to reduced timetables so that contextual research can be conducted on Donaldson’s twelve pedagogical principles (Donaldson, 2015). Partnership working with a local university has enhanced the effectiveness of this, as suggested by Reeves and Drew (2012). This clearly supports Priestley and Minty’s (2013) empirical research based on Critical Collaborative Professional Enquiry, suggesting that the process of enquiry enhanced teachers’ ability to engage with policy with one questionnaire response reiterating the importance of academic research and reading. The concept that all teachers can influence curriculum change is a positive outcome, along with the compulsory participation of the senior team in the process. As supported by Stenhouse (1975), the development of teachers is critical to overall progress. The removal of the hierarchy in this process is promising—I think it promotes trust and improves communication. Additionally, research was clearly something being conducted in School C based on the trialling of pedagogy in the AoLE observed but this does not currently reflect the level of enquiry based at School D based on the fact that it is not a pioneer school and is therefore still very much oppressed by accountability measures, an issue suggested by both Reeves and Drew (2012) and Priestley and Minty (2013) who additionally add the significance of the role of advisory services in supporting transition. This raises a key issue for non-pioneer schools, such as School D who are prepared to make transitionary steps yet patiently await structured guidance from the advisory service and feedback from pioneer schools.
Research has suggested that one of the key challenges in the implementation of policy is the treatment of knowledge in the curriculum.  In School A, phase 1 of implementation utilised gain time with cover, so that teachers of all AofLEs could map out ideas for Year 7; the initial risk was taken with the lowest stakes group. It was acknowledged early on that there were concerns regarding the place of knowledge in the new curriculum, yet School A had not altered the approach to content too much since teachers and management agreed that specialist knowledge is imperative in providing young people with an equality of opportunity to progress (Young, 2014). School D’s attitude towards knowledge is similar, hence there should not be an unmanageable shift regarding knowledge in this setting. The key will be collaboratively deciding what knowledge is relevant to the setting.

In School A, there has been a shift in pedagogy more than anything else, which is what facilitates the real change. In support of Beane’s (1995) suggestion, teachers worked primarily and generally on their theme and their subject specialism became a secondary factor. It was accepted that different subject specialisms would be at the forefront of the topic at different times and teachers appeared to be comfortable with this, possibly because skills were so firmly embedded in their practice, hence supporting Donaldson’s (2015) claim that skills and knowledge should complement each other. It would appear that the collaborative nature of of the curriculum development for Year 7 led to a sincere engagement by staff who were enthusiastic and keen to make the learning experiences for their students authentic and avoiding artificiality. This clearly reflects that mutual trust between teachers and management was well estabilished: collaboration is key to success (Reeves and Drew, 2012).

Lewin’s (1948) principles of active learning have clearly developed post 2000 with a shift towards the learner as central and the teacher as a facilitator (Sinnema and Aitken, 2013;  Priestley and Sinnema, 2014; Priestley and Drew, 2016). I think there needs to be an overall, holistic balance in approach since if a pupil does not develop individual needs then their willingness to contribute to society may be significantly hindered. In School A, there are great opportunities for learners but also for a positive shift in the way teachers and pupils work together. Initially though, one drawback was that some early developmental ideas became abstract and cerebral, yet this was addressed mostly by pupils who have become contributors to what they want to learn about in relation to what is actually relevant to their lives. For example, designing a computer game has led to not only maths skills application but the ethical debate about gaming—highly relevant to a large percentage of society and certainly supporting Donaldson‘s philosophy and Lewin‘s theory that engagement in the process is essential (Lewin, 1948).
Biesta (2015) states that many researchers acknowledge that the teacher is the most important factor in the educational process, but almost as passive entities rather than as autonomous professionals with the ability to make sound judgements. In this sense, the approach of School B potentially conflicts with the ideal presented by School A. Although there is not an integrated or embedded approach of ‘Successful Futures’ at this setting, the philosophy of intermittent topic-based learning that is both active with a balance of skills is a positive shift in pedagogy with independence and creativity initiated through termly drop-down weeks. However, one challenge of this approach is that the hierarchical/vertical structure means that the appointed leader designs the unit of work for all colleagues which is a tremendous workload and not in the spirit of Donaldson’s vision. Teacher agency is limited due to a lack of collaborative planning, hence, there were inconsistencies in terms of to what extent teachers were ‘buying’ into the project. Some would plan thoroughly, some would rely on the resources provided and possibly adopt a more transmissionist approach towards knowledge in activities (Priestley and Sinnema, 2014). This raises issues regarding the mindset of the teachers involved. The observed unit of work was designed by a Maths specialist, yet several activities were Humanities and English-based. This potentially raises the question of a downgrading of knowledge as argued by Priestley and Sinemma (2014). For example, a brochure advertising Pompeii as a tourist destination had been extensively scaffolded by the teacher, yet there was no evidence of basic literacy skills being addressed. However, in contrast, a variety of other numeracy-related activities addressed creativity and skills in equal balance. This highlights a potential challenge for School D.

The opportunity presented by School B is that pupils engage with a more active learning process with a schedule covering a range of skills-based creative activities. However, the downside is that this pedagogy is not embedded and after a week, pupils return to separate subjects.  Although the concept is innovative, this may raise questions regarding the curriculum model, consistency regarding skills and teacher agency. Even though it may be judged as paying lip service to Donaldson’s principles at this stage, is still more advanced than some settings and should be celebrated for that reason.

School A is regarded as an Assessment for Learning school with formative comments dominating the process rather than self/peer assessment. School D appears to place more focus on self and peer assessment, which, when scaffolded and structured, aids the independence of the learner. As a pioneer school, School A will trial new GCSE criteria that address the four purposes in a banded structure to try to make sense of how teachers would expect to see the purposes across grade boundaries. Clearly, this is not something that School D has the capacity or understanding to currently adopt this approach—non-pioneer schools are patiently awaiting any feedback that enables them to progress in this way. 

Priestley and Drew (2016) clearly highlight output regulation as potentially the most significant challenges to the implementation of Donaldson’s curriculum. In School A, teachers were concerned about the move away from KS3 levelling but the reassurance by the Head that ESTYN would not be perturbed led to greater teacher confidence. Year 7 reports were issued last year commenting on the four purposes but with an omission of data. Parents did not query this which is a positive sign that stakeholders approve of the changes. This is a refreshing approach to accountability that pioneer schools clearly embrace but this freedom in not afforded to non-pioneer schools such as School D where the value appears to be placed on what is measured rather than what is relevant: an effective education (Biesta, 2015). 

Priestley and Drew (2016) argue that Scotland’s ‘CfE’ is a good model of a teacher led curriculum that can be linked to the notion that ‘teachers matter’ (OECD 2005). This conflicts somewhat with the current climate in Wales although more focus on CPD and upskilling teaching to a master’s level profession is apparent, this will clearly be hampered by funding issues in the current system. School A has been allocated funding and currently five staff are on 50% teaching responsibility so that the remainder of their time can be utilized as professional researchers focusing on how their implementation of Successful Futures is currently addressing Donaldson’s twelve pedagogical principles (Donaldson 2015). This supports a greater intensity of action research across the school with AoLEs committed to a selection of research tasks.  Collaborative working extends further than their setting; they have also made connections with research HWBs in England. This reflects a confidence that must be adopted in School D. 
A force field analysis for School D (Appendix 1), highlights the potential forces supporting change:

1. International curricular trends coupled with PISA results and OECD reports have led to developments in Wales which are compulsory, hence the main driving force for any school.
2. The new Teaching Standards in Wales stipulate professional learning as a key element, again compulsory so an inevitable development. Middle Leadership training provision offers multiple opportunities for staff to develop knowledge of key areas. Continuing professional development is promoted.
3. The potential for a manageable, reduced workload makes this a main driving force for practitioners who are floundering under the current system.
4. Practitioners would agree that the current curriculum is inept and a new model with clear purposes is essential in meeting the needs or pupils and the economy. 
5. Practitioners who are limited by prescriptivist specifications and micro-management, need a dramatic shift in pedagogy, therefore, giving them more agency could be one of the most positive changes for the profession, the ethos of the school and teacher retention.
6. Leadership is already a strong feature with the school making significant progress over a three-year period. 
7. The re-structuring of departments into AoLEs has clearly created a foundation for the new curriculum.
8. The development of a skills-based curriculum is well underway with developing consistency across the Literacy and Numeracy Framework and the Digital Competency Framework which has made significant progress to date.
9. Historical accountability measures clearly stifle both the profession and the purpose of the education experienced by pupils; the potential for this to change is one of the largest driving forces.
In conflict with the forces that support change and the forces against change in School D:
1. Due to an extended period of inertia in education, it is only natural that experienced teachers may be, in some cases, reluctant to adapt due to vulnerability rather than non-compliance. This is a limited force against change that can be superseded by effective management strategies to motivate and support all teachers.
2. CPD is an essential requirement for the successful implementation of the new curriculum yet current political restrictions, such as those placed on school budgets, create a significant force against change.
3. The relationship between the teaching profession and government is clearly strained. At micro level, a change of this significance will breed suspicion especially if teachers do not fully understand the implications of the change. This clearly also links with professional learning and accountability and the way first/second order engagement is managed.
4. Historical accountability is linear with teachers being accountable to middle leaders, SLT/Headteacher and then consortia/LA. Current accountability measures are the main driving force against productive change. Not only has it led to an oppressive level of micro-management, but this then suffocates creativity which should be the key driving force to enhance the quality of change. 
5. The knowledge debate is very much at the forefront of curriculum discussion but if collaboration of staff is supported and professional trust is strengthened through effective leadership and a development of mutual understanding of pedagogical approaches, then this should remain a manageable force against change.
6. The current performativity culture that dominates the ethos of the school is the main oppressor of change. The focus on results, sometimes at the cost of both staff and pupil well-being, has created an ethos that may prove difficult to change.
7. Staff competence and experience is a minor force against change since there is a balance of experience in school. The issue could be exacerbated should the turnover of staff continue to be high. Stability will play a key function to the success of curriculum development. 
8. Although Professional Learning Communities are a common feature of the school, research would suggest that professional reading and engagement with contemporary and historical educational developments would enhance staff’s understanding of the philosophy of Successful Futures’ which is underway and therefore a low risk.
9. Resources may be limited due to budget cuts and it must be considered that as the curriculum is eventually re-written there will be a greater emphasis on technology on the one hand, but also field trips and time spent away from the constraints of the classroom. This needs to be factored in, in terms of timetable structuring and financial planning, otherwise this could hinder the effectiveness of the changes implemented.  
Report for Governors
Donaldson’s ‘Successful Futures’ provides guidance and recommendations for change to the education system in Wales after an extended period of inertia in education which has resulted in the curriculum in Wales being both obsolete to the needs of a twenty-first century society and somewhat archaic in relation to the development of other national and international curricula. ‘Successful Futures’ is welcomed by stakeholders for providing several opportunities for enhanced developments within the education system in Wales and particularly at our school. However, a range of critical readings of educational paradigms, coupled with world-wide evidence of curriculum design and implementation, has led to the identification of several potential challenges to the successful implementation of ‘Successful Futures’ which will be explored in relation to our setting. 
Initially, it is important to acknowledge our current successes in creating a foundation for the new curriculum to be created and embedded. The transformation into Areas of Learning and Experience is almost complete and there are many good features of pedagogy that complement ‘Successful Futures’: the use of PIXL to support teaching and learning; the development of e-portfolios for learners; the Year 6 STEM project; Humanities developing a thematic community project and staff CPD including the PG Cert qualification. In addition to this, we have made great strides towards fulfilling the skills agenda with the effective integration of both the LNF and DCF into the curriculum at whole school level. Monitoring and evaluation processes are continuing to become more developed and effective. Wider skills provision has been highlighted on schemes of work to ensure that the strands are embedded across the curriculum. Elements of Donaldson’s philosophy are also addressed on a wider level, including the need for authentic contexts in pupils’ learning, collaboration and a highly significant focus on Assessment for Learning with emphasis on formative assessment and self/peer feedback developing considerably.  

The effective development of international curricula and the challenges raised by Wales’ position in PISA tests has led to this positive shift in paradigm. The opportunity for increased teacher agency should potentially enhance learning experiences for all. This is undoubtedly a welcome shift in pedagogy with the potential for teachers to work with greater creativity and collaboration so that learning experiences move away from the segregated subject approach and result in holistic learning journeys that are relevant to the pupils, coupled with a skillset that should enable them to thrive in a modern society. In addition to this, a gradual reduction in bureaucracy should impact positively on teacher work-load with a re-emphasis on teaching as a MA (Ed) level profession, upskilling practitioners.
Initially one of the most significant challenges will be as a result of the re-structuring into ‘Areas of Learning and Experience’. One potential risk is that the structural change becomes a mere re-labelling of the old paradigm and that the status quo of subjects persists. For example, there is currently little unity between English, MFL and Welsh, which based on feedback from other settings, is possibly more complex in terms of developing effective pedagogical approaches and therefore may be an area where development needs to be engaged with more promptly. In effect, risk-taking and innovation must be embraced.
The knowledge question is prominent, thus Heads of Faculty who are autonomous without subject leaders may find this challenging.  Even though ‘Successful Futures’ promotes a skills-based curriculum, there still needs to be a content of specialised knowledge that is relevant to meeting the needs of the pupils. The risk factor is established if Heads of Faculty do not have the subject knowledge to be able to make decisions regarding the school’s curriculum for that AoLE. For example, a Humanities Head of Faculty who has previously specialised in Geography having to make curriculum content decisions regarding Religious Education needs support. Hence, a significant risk is the non-existence of subject leaders or Lead Practitioners who would have the relevant subject knowledge or capacity to make decisions and work collaboratively with the Head of Faculty. 
Research also suggests that the language of learning currently focuses too much on the process rather than the ‘how’ or ‘why’, which is another issue. This could result in a prolonged inertia if teachers are not given opportunities to mentally prepare and develop the understanding, foresight and resilience which will be needed for the level of change to the way that they function which may reflect more transmissionist views of knowledge rather than a focused understanding of constructivism: active/visible learning. Opportunities for collaborative learning and curriculum development between staff is what many researchers believe to be the key. This is more of a risk in a secondary school setting since foundation phase teachers should adapt much easier since the curriculum structure is more closely resembling that advocated in ‘Successful Futures’. CPD opportunities and the financial stability to do this is a significant obstacle since managing budget cuts is challenging. 
Professional Learning/Staff CPD is potentially a highly significant force against change. Teachers, according to Donaldson, will become the agents of change. It is worth considering that even though the full process of change will take another four years before being compulsory in the secondary setting, all teachers and specialist LSA’s should be receiving some development training on what the new curriculum means at practitioner level since the autonomy for curriculum development returns to their domain. Pioneer schools have invested heavily into this process, providing intensive staff CPD for up to a year before a new curriculum has been gradually introduced to Year 7. Although staff are not currently prepared to implement a new curriculum, they are potentially ill equipped to engage with an academic discussion relating to this extensive curricular change. Hence, there is a threat that a first order engagement with the policy may be problematic enough to seriously hinder second order engagement. 
Assessment and accountability measures in the current education system create the most negative challenge. The current focus on outcomes in the form of results and academic data rather than a holistic evaluation of the development of the individual, will become a most negative driving force since it collides most aggressively with Donaldson’s philosophy. Until government directive formalises a change to outcomes that complement the new curriculum, the true spirit of ‘Successful Futures’ will not be realised. Although Strand 1 and 2 reports have been released, it is only now that assessment is being researched and developed. Accountability will need to change to reflect a more holistic focus where members of faculties become more accountable to each other, reflecting the principles of teacher agency. The vertical, hierarchical structure will possibly become less stringent to accommodate the shift in accountability that is needed. Political clarification is essential, but this will inevitably cause the largest conflict of interest within the school setting which may consequently create a gulf between layers of the hierarchy and possibly exacerbate teacher vulnerability and a lack of trust. In turn, this will hinder the transference of policy into practice and potentially impact on teacher retention. 
Recommendations for change:

Both staff CPD and the greater promotion of our school as a professional learning environment requires explicit focus on ‘Successful Futures’ as a policy so that all staff are actively engaged with how the curriculum has developed and how the transformation may be initiated. It is recommended that staff engage with critical readings that focus on national and international curricular development and the development of traditional and contemporary paradigms so that an understanding of curriculum development is embedded in the first order engagement with ‘Successful Futures’. This is essential to develop teacher agency and confidence so that they feel competent as agents of change. The establishing of a ‘Successful Futures’ working party may enhance the profile of curriculum development and the setting up of a Professional Learning Twitter page would also encourage readings of topical educational publications which may encourage staff to further engage. This would also support the requirements of the new Teaching Standards. 
The new professional standards need to be addressed thoroughly on a whole school level – there should not be an option to abstain from this as it is highly relevant to all practitioners especially relating to professional learning responsibilities. 
The next phase of PLC projects may focus more explicitly on ‘Successful Futures’ as a policy and the philosophy behind Donaldson’s four competencies and twelve pedagogical principles. Research suggests that professional collaborative enquiry should include SLT who may participate as equals in groups so that hierarchical structures do not oppress the creativity and trust within groups. In effect, there needs to be an enhanced level of collaboration.
Teachers should be encouraged to go on collaborative learning visits during summer term gain time, not just to secondary settings but Year 6 primary settings so that thematic and active learning can be observed and a true sense of the continuum of learning can be appreciated and evaluated. Creativity will be key to pupil engagement and secondary practitioners who are restricted by the performativity of an outcomes curriculum may feel inspired by the experience and confident to adapt their mindset and pedagogical approaches—this could even link effectively to PLC work and should also enhance the quality of pedagogical approaches utilised during Year 6/7 transition. 
Over the next academic year, faculties should start to gradually and judiciously introduce discreet project-based work into their Year 7 curricula, where a collaborative approach addresses the four competencies and the pedagogical principles of ‘Successful Futures’. Faculties could liaise with the EAS to make specific links with faculties in pioneer schools so that professional collaboration generates ideas. How this capacity can be created so that teacher agency is secured needs to be addressed at senior and middle management level. 
Accountability needs to be considered in terms of providing teachers with both the autonomy and trust to create and provide learning experiences that reflect innovation and creativity by working collaboratively. How work is assessed during these pedagogical explorations will be problematic and therefore assessment needs to be carefully considered by SLT, especially in relation to the impact of external forces such as ESTYN. 
Financial planning to support CPD needs to be robust to ensure that teacher agency is supported from the outset. Teacher agency cannot be achieved without capacity, which clearly alludes to time, as well as encompassing structural support. Pioneer schools have confirmed that financial investment has enabled them to achieve this, so strategic financial planning will need to factor this in. 
In conclusion, it appears that waiting for further government directives will only be partly fruitful—the nature of Donaldson’s report determines that individual schools will be autonomous to make decisions regarding the new curriculum for their context, so inertia would only delay any inevitable process or lead to an ineffective re-labelling of the current curriculum. Encouraging staff to fully engage with the philosophy of ‘Successful Futures’ allows us to both further develop our vision and make progress in the meantime.
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