Introduction
The publication of Successful Futures by professor Graham Donaldson in February 2015 marked a milestone in the journey of Welsh Education. Although the report was largely welcomed by many in the profession the consequences I believe are yet to be truly felt in our schools. Indeed, the report contains far more questions than it does answers. If asks fundamental questions to the system. What do we value in society? What is meant by a Welsh curriculum? What do we want for our children? What do we want from our teachers and how will we hold them accountable? In short, what are we trying to achieve?
These questions will be discussed in the forthcoming pages. In the first section I will try and put Welsh education reform within an historical context before analysing the curriculum developments in in Scotland and New Zealand. In the second I will analyse at how three individual schools have reformed and what challenges they have faced. In the final section I have produced a force field analysis of the challenges of implementing successful futures within the EAS region. 
Whilst writing this report and considering the enormous task of changing a countries education system I was remined of a paper written by Ron Davies the former Welsh Secretary in 1999. The paper titled ‘Devolution a process not an event’ (Davies 1999) argued that devolution would develop over time and the Assembly would gain more powers as the years went by. Interestingly the Senedd (as it is now called) is significantly more powerful than it was twenty years ago. 
Davies’s words I feel are relevant for Successful Futures. The forthcoming events that will launch the new curriculum will not define its success rather it will be the process that educators across Wales go through that will determine whether we meet the challenges set by Graham Donaldson. ‘Successful Futures a process not an event’. 



i) Literature survey including critical analysis of old and new paradigms and consideration of national and international evidence on effective curriculum design and implementation. 

Historical context of Successful Futures 
Following a referendum on devolution in 1997 the National Assembly for Wales was created in 1999. The Assembly had powers over matters such as economic development, local government, health and critically education. Since 1999 Wales therefore has construct its own education policies for example The Foundation Phase in 2008, and a gradual but increasing differentiation has occurred between education policies either side of the Severn Bridge (OECD 2014). With Wales responsible for its own policies it was able to measure itself internationally in the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA). Following initial disappointing results in 2006 a significant decline was seen in 2009. Scores in Reading, Maths and Science all fell, this triggered a national debate on the quality of Welsh Education with a resulting broad consensus on the need for change (OECD 2014).
In 2011 the then cabinet secretary for education Leighton Andrews reacted by producing a 20- point plan (Welsh Government 2012). Reforms included the introduction of the National Literacy and Numeracy Framework, statutory Reading and Numeracy Tests for students in Years 2 to 9 and “school banding” system. 
Within this climate of change the Welsh Government asked the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) to conduct a report. Improving Schools in Wales: An OECD Perspective was published in 2014 and had a significant impact on the future direction of policy. The report found that schools were having difficulty implementing numerous policies within a limited timeframe and some stakeholders were experiencing “reform fatigue”. They also noted that the pace of reform had been high (sometimes too high) and that there was a lack of a long-term vision. Four main recommendations were made, the fourth being
Defining a long-term education strategy that builds on a select number of core priorities, is adequately designed and resourced and has appropriate governance and support structures. 
(OECD 2014)

Following this Graham Donaldson was invited to conduct a Review of Curriculum and Assessment Arrangements; Successful futures was published in February 2015. 
What is meant by curriculum?
In his review Donaldson (2015) synthesises two main areas of curriculum development. First, he describes the traditional view of the Curriculum framed by subjects corresponding to time allocations and descriptors of content. This has been true of many countries including Wales. Secondly, he discusses more modern approach to curriculum design focusing on learner outcomes. Here a more holistic approach is taken, and proponents argue that it more relevant to the needs of the individual and society. The curriculum is often framed by key skills and competences.  
Donaldson argues that this debate between subject and skill/competence is unhelpful and that students need both to meet the ‘challenges of tomorrow’. His first recommendation defines the curriculum 
‘The school curriculum in Wales should be defined as including all of the learning experiences and assessment activities planned in pursuit of agreed purposes of education.’
(Donaldson 2015 p6)
Although Donaldson refers to the argument of subject v skill/competence as unhelpful, the first recommendation above states the ‘pursuit of agreed purposes of education’. Donaldson here I argue is positioning himself on the skills/competence side of the argument. Biesta (20014) refers to this as the phenomenon of ‘lernification’ where the educational discourse has been taken over by a language of learning. This in turn has moved the debate away from content to ‘21st century skills. This purpose driven or ‘learnification’ curriculum is a marked shift from the subject based, time and content approach that has been prevalent in the UK for over a century. 
Sir John Jones in his book ‘The Magic-Weaving Business’ notes that the curriculum has remained relatively static for decades (Jones 2009). Indeed, very little changed between 1904 and 1998 (see table). 
	Comparisons of English secondary school
Curriculum, 1904 and 1988

	1904 regulations
	1988 national curriculum

	English                                                        
	13%
	English
	10%

	Mathematics                                             
	13%
	Mathematics
	10%

	Sciences
	10%
	Sciences
	10-20%

	Other languages
	11-15%
	Modern languages
	10%

	Housewifery
	5%
	Technology
	10%

	Manual work
	5%
	
	

	History
	13%
	History
	10%

	Geography
	13%
	Geography
	10%

	Drawing
	5%
	Art/Music
	10%

	Physical Education
	5%
	Physical Education
	5%


(Ross & Alister 2000)
Taking this into account society has grown up with subjects and therefore public discourse in education is framed around them. During discussions in our trust group teachers noted that when reporting to parents discussions were always around subjects and not purposes as one teacher noted “Parents understand subjects and disciplines” (personal notes). 
The change therefore argued by Donaldson to a purpose led curriculum will be challenging and take time to imbed. Many teachers were taught themselves and have been teaching throughout their career (particularly in secondary schools) in time specific content driven subject areas.
The need then for professional learning is key. Teachers need time to consider what we mean by a purpose led curriculum. Waters 2013 argues in ‘Thinking Allowed on Schooling’ that we need to broaden our understanding of curriculum, to include the ‘entire learning experience that children encounter’. This could include clubs, part time jobs, how we eat our lunch and being part of the community, with the aim of producing well rounded individuals. This model certainly fits with Donaldson’s recommendations of ‘including all of the learning experiences’ (Donaldson 2015) but is a marked change from a mathematics teacher thinking of themselves as only a maths teacher.   
As Wales sets course to change its curriculum, what lessons can we learn from countries that have dared to travel the same path? The next section will discuss curriculum developments in Scotland and New Zealand before summarising the situation in Wales. 
Scotland
Scotland’s new ‘Curriculum for Excellence’ marked a change of course for Education in Scotland. Its intention to focus on what sort of people it wanted its pupils to become and not necessarily what they were taught was a different conceptual idea. The curriculum’s purposes were framed by four capacities
· successful learners
· confident individuals
· responsible citizens
· effective contributors
 (Scottish Executive 2004)
Its aim is to provide a coherent, flexible enriched experience, encompassing all that is planned for children and young people. Not just what takes place in classrooms (Scottish Executive 2004). 
Priestley and Humes (2010) note that the intention was to give autonomy to teaches to develop a curriculum that met the needs of local school communities and move away from central prescription.  This they argue fitted at first glance ‘a process curriculum’, one that is based upon ‘intrinsic principles’ rather than ‘extrinsic objectives’. In this model teacher agency is key and as Stenhouse notes ‘far more demanding on teachers’ (Stenhouse 1975).
Priestly and Humes (2010) go on to stress that Curriculum for Excellence (2004) did not fully entail a process curriculum as there was little attempt to unpack what was meant by the four capacities also notions of pedagogy were undeveloped.  They state that there was little guidance on approaches to teaching e.g., inter-disciplinary timetable and conclude that this would produce a watered-down version of the new curriculum where the status quo would prevail in many classrooms.  
Following on from the original ‘lack of guidance’, Scottish government released several documents in the forthcoming years such as Curriculum for Excellence: progress and proposals (2006), Building the Curriculum 1 (2006), Building the curriculum 2 (2006). 
The Curriculum now looks very different from the ideals set out in 2004. By visiting the Curriculum for Excellent website (www.education.gov.scot), the aims and four capacities are evident on the homepage. But by clicking on experience and outcomes a 313 page document is available with hundreds of statements of experiences and outcomes within the curriculum areas. Examples include
Science
I can apply my knowledge of how water changes state to help me understand the processes involved in the water cycle in nature over time.

Listening and talking
I can show my understanding of what I listen to or watch by responding to and asking different kinds of questions.
(www.education.gov.scot)
Although these statements are written in the first person with the notion of putting the learner at the heart of the curriculum, are they written in a language a learner would understand or use?  It is difficult to disagree with Priestley and Humes (2010) when they argue that these have ‘divided the curriculum into several discreet outcomes, spread over six levels’. What then does this do to teacher agency? I believe many teachers will/do use these statements as the starting point of the lesson. This then is planning with assessment in mind and not the four capacities. 
Wales could certainly learn from this. Where Scotland has four capacities Wales has four purposes, we must be mindful not to lose sight of this when devising our progression steps to ensure that the long-term purposes remain the aim not short-term assessment. This needs teachers across phases and settings to trust each other and accountability measures to be aware of the increasing possibility of teaching to the assessment agenda.  
Another area Wales can learn from Scotland is the structure of implementation. Priestley and Minty (2013) argue that there were two forms of engagement with curriculum for excellence, ‘first and second order engagement’. Throughout first order engagement teachers were welcoming of the change and excited by the possibilities of a new curriculum. During this stage the curriculum was discussed at a national level and no change was needed at the chalk face. Second order engagement on the other hand was more problematic, here teachers found it difficult to change their practice and was easy to fall back to what they had always done. 
The research carried out by Priestley and Minty 2013 can be questioned due to the small sample size. It took place within a solitary local authority and consisted of only 31 interviews with 21 participants. Indeed, fewer than 15 teachers were interviewed. This small sample does call into question the validity of the ideas stated and must therefore be treated with cation. While taking this into account I believe Wales can still learn from this research. 
When Successful Futures was published in February 2015 it was welcomed wholeheartedly by the profession. All political parties agreed with the report and the Welsh Government accepted all 68 recommendations. Teachers realised the need for change and there was a will to ensure Wales climbed the PISA table. First order engagement was positive. 
During the next academic year, the Welsh Government will publish draft versions of the Areas of Learning and Experience. The curriculum will then become real to many and it could be argued that we will be entering ‘second tier engagement’. Tensions could possibly arise from inter-disciplinary learning with especially secondary teachers losing a sense of identity. The lack of engagement by non-pioneer schools will become evident and the absence of time by teachers to make sense of the new curriculum could force them to look for the familiar in the unfamiliar and continue with very little change. 
Priestley and Minty 2013 notion of second tier engagement could be argued has spread beyond the profession. The broad political consensus that welcomed Curriculum for Excellence’s publication in 2004 is beginning to unravel. In January 2018 the Scottish Conservatives published ‘a new blueprint for the Curriculum for Excellence’. Here they argue that the rational for the Curriculum remains unclear, that it’s structure is not coherent and there are too many statements of ‘outcomes and experiences’. This unravelling of the political consensus could happen in Wales. At present the Labour Party are in a minority in the Assembly and are being supported by an independent and a Liberal Democrat (that happens to be the cabinet secretary for Education). 

The publication of the new curriculum will surely be debated in the Senedd, what is included and more importantly what is not included be the subject of heated debate. Political pressure will be applied by both the left and the right. Language politics will no doubt be applicable as will the presence of Welsh history. Indeed a current e-petition to ’Change the National Curriculum and teach Welsh history, from a Welsh perspective, in our Primary, Secondary and Sixth form Schools’ (www.assembly.wales) currently has over 5000 signatures. 

New Zealand
Following a stocktake of the curriculum in 2002 (Le Métais; 2002) New Zealand developed their curriculum between 2004 and 2007. This included involvement from several stakeholders within the system including 15,000 students, teachers, head teachers and advisors. A draft version of the curriculum was trailed in 2006 with a final version made available in 2007. (Priestley and Sinnema 2014).  

All areas of learning were available in a single document with specification of key competencies. The document was intentionally broad with an emphasis on school level autonomy. (Priestley and Sinemma 2014). Indeed, several pages of the curriculum are set aside to explain the difference between the New Zealand Curriculum and the school curriculum. The document states that the curriculum is to be designed in three stage process, national, school and classroom (New Zealand Ministry of Education 2007). 
This concept of different levels of curriculum design is in tune with the work of Thijs & van den Akker (2009) and developed by Priestley (2018), here they argue that there are five different tiers ranging from ‘supra’ at international to ‘nano’ at classroom level. By stressing the importance of ‘school curriculum design’ New Zealand have given autonomy to the profession, an important element in motivation (Pink 2009). 
Daniel Pink in his excellent book ‘drive’ discusses motivation and how best to get the best out of a workforce. He argues that the traditional approach to motivation, extrinsic motivation (what he calls Motivation 2.0) does not work. When extrinsic motivation is the goal (for example performance related pay) individuals have a narrow focus and cannot see the big picture. This can be argued has happened within education in Wales with high accountability of core subject (e.g. English and Maths) resulting in narrowing the curriculum.
Pink argues that we need to move towards a third drive, intrinsic motivation. This motivation comes from within, and the idea that an individual is contributing to something larger than personal goal. To reap the benefits of this third drive (what Pink calls motivation 3.0) business and schools need to empower staff with what he defines as ‘autonomy, mastery and purpose’. 
It is possible to argue that this is what New Zealand has succeeded to do with their national curriculum. They have given autonomy to schools and teachers to devise their own curriculum. They have enabled teacher and schools to develop ‘mastery’ by describing curriculum design as a ‘continuous, cyclic process’ (New Zealand Ministry of Education 2007), this enables teachers and schools to continually refine their curriculum and therefore through a process of trial and error become better curriculum designers. They have invoked a purpose through a clear vision and included essence statements in each of the eight areas of learning curriculum explaining why disciplines should be taught. This is similar to the ‘big ideas’ concepts proposed in the Welsh curriculum (Sinnema 2017). Framing the New Zealand Curriculum within Pink’s theory of motivation could explain why teachers in New Zealand hold the curriculum in high regard. (Sinemma, 2011). 

Sinnema report 2011 was a national evaluation of the implementation of the New Zealand curriculum. The research took the form of two relatively large surveys, one in 2008 and the second in 2009. Each survey had a paper and web based, 451 school responded to the first survey (230 web 221 paper) and 491 responded to the second survey (345 web and 176 paper). These large response rates I believe create a sound base for analysis although caution must be taken as the research was funded by the New Zealand Ministry of Education. It is hardly surprising therefore that the research found that ‘teachers held the curriculum in high regard’. 

In her work Sinnema 2011 notes that teachers see the curriculum as an improvement on the previous one, they value its flexibility and its relevance to the 21st century. Teachers have engaged with the curriculum and strong evidence of an understanding of school-based design implications. However, caution must be considered here with primary practitioners noting more confidence in its implementation than secondary colleagues. 

What then can Wales learn from New Zealand and their reform journey? The notion that the curriculum has three levels national, school and classroom give a clear focus for implementation. It also highlights the importance of school and teacher autonomy which will develop motivation (Pink 2009). During discussion in our trust groups we discussed that too much autonomy could result in children from neighbouring schools having very different educational experiences. In this instance I believe clarity around the four purposes is key. The destination of all pupils in the same (four purposes), the journey may be very different (autonomy of curriculum design). 

Wales
The design of the curriculum in Wales seems to be following a similar path to both New Zealand and the initial Scottish Curriculum for excellence 2004. Where Scotland has four capacities and eight curriculum areas, Wales will have four purposes and six areas of learning and experiences. Where New Zealand has ‘How is the learning structured?’ Wales has ‘big ideas’. The strand two reports (Welsh Government 2017d) I believe points in the direction a process curriculum as defined by (Priestley and Humes 2010). Within this model professional learning is crucial. 

Where I believe Wales will differ from Scotland and follow a path more closely aligned with New Zealand will be how the curriculum is implemented. Application is key without it the curriculum runs the risk of being a paper document that results in very little change. As Levin argues new curricular by themselves do not foster improvement, it is only when educators know how to use it and want to use it will it have an impact on learners. (Levin 2010). 

When the Scottish Government launched curriculum for excellence in 2004 it was very different from the previous one, educators found the lack of content difficult to comprehend and this resulted in the publication of more detailed documentation. This in turn lead diluted the original intention of the 2004 curriculum (Priestley & Humes 2010).

Wales seem to have learnt from this. In the recently published ‘Education in Wales: our national mission’ the Welsh government has taken a long view of implementation which will mean that full implementation will not happen until 2026 (Welsh Government 2017). Wales has also developed a network of pioneer schools that will be the drivers of change and by working with the OECD in developing ‘Schools in Wales as Learning Organisations’ (Welsh Government 2017b) accountability measures will potentially help curriculum reform (Priestley 2018b).  

Wales have also developed a tiered approach similar to the one outlined in the New Zealand Curriculum. The model that can be found in ‘Education in Wales: our national mission’ differs from that of New Zealand in the fact that it does not mention classroom curriculum and includes a tier between school and Government. 
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(Welsh Government 2017a p 10)

This middle tier Priestley argues will be ‘vital in developing the infrastructure to support curriculum development’ (Priestley 2018b).
 
Although Wales has many similarities to New Zealand (e.g. population and two languages) implementation could be far more difficult here. Geographically New Zealand is separated from other countries and has relative freedom to choose its own path. Wales has close ties with England and policy differences either side of the Severn Bridge have seen heated political debate. Welsh NHS waiting times have been criticised in Westminster by the British government. Could this scenario be repeated for Welsh education? This could result in the unravelling of the political consensus as seen in Scotland.  
When the new curriculum is finally published in several public events across Wales there will be keen interest and heated debate around its format. What has been included and what has been removed? What are the implications on teachers and how will schools need to change? But these events will not impact on learners. The curriculum will only succeed if it is understood by teachers. Taking this into account I believe the producing a curriculum will seem easy, its implementation will be the true challenge.  



ii) Contextual study: critical reflection on the challenges and opportunities for implementation of Successful Futures
In Successful futures Graham Donaldson sets out ten principles of curriculum design. They include amongst others evidence based, inclusive, manageable and based on subsidiarity. When explaining what is meant by subsidiarity Donaldson states that the curriculum should encourage ‘ownership and decision making by those closest to the teaching and learning process’ (Donaldson 2015). This I believe offers significant challenges to schools. 
Firstly, we need to challenge teachers concept of ‘curriculum’. In my experience the view prevalent in many schools is that a curriculum is a content document. The National curriculum informs schools what to teach and teachers teach it. Priestley comperes’ teachers in this instance to milkmen, ‘they deliver the curriculum’ (Priestley 2013). Little thought is given to the notion of school or classroom curriculum design. 
The concept of decisions taken ‘closest to the teaching and learning process’ (Donaldson 2015) fits with Thijs & van den Akker, 2009 five levels of curriculum. 
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(Thijs & van den Akker, 2009) 

Thijs & van den Akker argue that these five levels of curricular design help understand the different roles played by all within the system. Priestley 2018 defines the five layers as a curricular strata, each level has a role to play in the creation and implementation of an effective curriculum.  School leaders have a role in Micro and teachers at Nano. 
This I believe is a significant shift in mindset for teachers and school leaders. By giving them responsibility for designing their own school curriculum, leaders and teachers must ask difficult questions. What do we value as a school? What are the needs of our community? What is the impact of our current curriculum on our students? Teachers and leaders, must I believe see themselves as evaluators of their impact (Hattie 2012). This is a vast difference from Priestley’s milkmen (Priestley 2013).
Although the notion of subsidiarity is challenging, there are schools that have developed the concept. At Micro level they have spent time answering the difficult questions (see above) and devised their own school curriculum. This clarity of purpose has enabled teachers at ‘Nano’ level to have ownership and take decisions at the level of the learner. 

Situated in rural Winchester ‘Primary A’ has developed its own school curriculum. They began by asking key stakeholders ‘What is it you want the school to have given the children when they leave in year 6?’ (Rutherford 2012). From the answers given the school generated its own school curriculum. It is interesting to note that that very few of the answers focused on academic subjects but rather started from ‘values, aims and purposes’. Primary A’s school curriculum therefore includes concepts such as; ‘happy memories’, ‘enjoyment and fun’, ‘love of learning’, ‘understanding relationships’ and ‘managing conflict’ (Rutherford 2012). The school has developed strong Micro level curricular practices. 

When planning lessons and topics teachers in ‘Primary A’ must adhere to the school curriculum and it is from this document that judgments on ‘children’s progress will be made’ (Rutherford 2012). During our visit the head teacher explained his reasoning; ‘it wasn’t that the school did not follow the National Curriculum, rather the national curriculum fitted within the school curriculum’ (Personal notes). He quoted the National Curriculum document ‘The National Curriculum is an important element of the School Curriculum’. (HMSO 2000)
Given this clear leadership at ‘Micro’ level teachers plan their lesson at ‘Nano’ level with the school curriculum in mind. When doing this the traditional way (starting from subjects) teachers found it almost impossible, it became clear that the ‘Primary A’ school curriculum was larger than a collection of subjects. They therefore devised the concept of a ‘vehicle’, the driving force for all that they taught. During our visit teachers explained how this differed from a traditional ‘topic’, it encompassed the whole curriculum and should provide opportunities for children to learn things defined in the ‘Primary A’ curriculum such as management of themselves, relationships and situations (personal notes).

The head teacher explained that one of the characteristics of a good vehicle was for it to have an authentic context. An example I was taken by was a ‘vehicle’ on housing, here the children contacted the local estate agent and asked if they could help sell a house. The estate agent agreed, and the children got to work. They measured the house, wrote a persuasive description, set a price and designed a pamphlet. This was then displayed in the estate agent’s window. Teachers noted that students were thoroughly engaged and enjoyed coming to school. 
This certainly fits with Mick Waters’ thoughts on curriculum when he argues that schools need to bring the real world into the artificial world of the classroom (Waters 2013). It also lends itself to one of the twelve pedagogical principles in Successful Futures ‘good teaching and learning creates authentic contexts for learning’ (Donaldson 2015). 
Could this model then be adopted by schools in Wales? Would the model fit in every community? In every language? Could a Welsh medium school sell a house through the medium of Welsh where only 10% of the local population speak the language? Is that authentic? Although these questions are valued, they do in every sense miss the point. ‘Primary A’ developed its curriculum to fit its own community. Every school in Wales would need to do the same. The answer is not take the curriculum developed in ‘Primary A’ and implement it but rather go through the process of developing one’s own. Mick Waters argues that all schools should start with asking three difficult questions.
1)  What are we trying to achieve
2) How do we organise learning
3) How well are we achieving our aims?
(Waters 2013 p273) 

Many schools I believe would welcome this debate, but a real concern is the capacity and time available to go through the process? Do they have the leadership and the space to innovate? During our visit to ‘Primary A’ the head teacher noted that ‘in 2007 the school was in a position to develop a curriculum’. He explained that his results were good, and no inspection was imminent. If a school was in a red category with standards in language and maths well below similar schools, would developing a school curriculum be a priority? Would challenges advisors prioritise curriculum development above learner outcomes? If change is appropriate to only those that are in a position to do so, only a small minority will venture down the path. 
I have experienced this within my career. When deputy of a large primary (Primary B), I tried unsuccessfully to change to our assessment policy. The idea was to use child friendly language when sharing learning objectives and success criteria with pupils, this in turn would strengthen assessment for learning procedures. Although the senior management team agreed with the idea they were reluctant to change as the school was ‘due’ an inspection. The head did not want to change anything significant before ESTYN arrived. The perceived accountability measures of ESTYN were stifling innovation.
ESTYN i believe would disagree strongly with the notion they were stifling innovation. Indeed, recently they released a myth buster guide to schools where they note that they ‘approach innovation in a positive way’ (www.estyn.gov.wales). These themes were discussed in our trust group following a colleague’s visit to local secondary school (Secondary B). 
Following an educational visit to Canada Secondary B’s head decided to change the curriculum offered to year seven pupils. Inspired by effective use of technology and a more integrated approach pupils were taught in five areas of learning– Communication, Creativity, Calculation, Citizenship and Construction. Primary teachers were appointed to lead the project, students were grouped in mixed ability classes and given individual ‘crome books’. Whilst in this process the school were recently inspected by ESTYN. The report praised the innovation and noted it was providing a smooth transition from primary school with higher level of pupil engagement (ESTYN 2018). 
Although innovation was praised standards were a concern in key stage four and the school received adequate judgements in each of the five inspection areas. This almost highlights the difficulty of innovating in a high stakes accountability culture. It can be assumed that the school gave of a lot of thought and energy into their innovative year seven curriculum (they took a year to prepare for the change) and possibly took its eye of the ball in key stage four. Would other schools follow Secondary A’s lead and change their curriculum or continue to focus on outcomes at key stage 4? 
What then can we learn from the three schools mentioned? What are the challenges and what are the opportunities?
Primary A was certainly and inspirational place. They had taken time to devise their own curriculum and leadership at ‘Micro’ level was undoubtedly strong. Teachers understood the difference between a national and school level curriculum and were comfortable innovating and trying new things. Whilst discussing with the teachers over lunch it was interesting to note that the head had been there for nearly twenty years and the teaching staff had remained settled for several years. This I believe was key to the success of the curriculum in the school. Teachers curriculum design skills had been developed over several years and they felt safe to innovate due to the clear vision of the head. The lost art of curriculum design referred to by Priestley (2018b) is certainly being revived here. 
My experience working in Primary B was very different from that in Primary A. When I arrived at the school in 2009 each year group had detailed plans on what to teach during each term. Teachers idea of a curriculum was a content document – ‘tell us what to teach’. Colleagues saw ‘the curriculum’ as what was taught in classrooms and certainly not the holistic approach advocated in Successful Futures and by Waters 2013. As a management team we became increasingly aware of a lack of cohesion and relevance in our curriculum and decided to change in 2012. 
We visited a local school and decided to follow its example and purchased an ‘off the shelf’ curriculum. As a school we decided on six topics to be taught every year that ensured we covered the national curriculum. Following its implementation, the curriculum certainly became more cohesive and was an improvement on the disjointed approach. However, teachers did not have ownership of the topics and as leaders we didn’t ask the difficult questions (Waters 2013). What are we trying to achieve?
Why when given the opportunity to change our curriculum did we choose the expensive ‘readymade’ option? Why didn’t we devise our own curriculum? The answer, we did not know where to start. Not one teacher had experience of devising a school curriculum, we did not have the time or the expertise to develop our own. The art had been lost (Priestley 2018b). This scenario I believe could be a replicated in numerous schools following the launch of the new curriculum.
Leaders at Micro level see the new curriculum and have not had time to make sense of the document. Teachers at Nano level look at the curriculum’s ‘Big Ideas’ and see very little detail, they approach their leaders ‘tell me what to teach’. To alleviate the teachers concerns leaders purchase a more detailed ‘off the shelf’ curriculum which in turn removes any form of subsidiarity. Very little change has happened, teachers remain milkmen (Priestley 2013).
To stop this scenario from happening professional learning is key. Stakeholders at all levels need time to make sense of the new curriculum. At Micro and Nano level I believe the professional standards launched in September 2017 are an important element in developing the curriculum design skills of the workforce. 
By replacing the fifty-five standards with five; pedagogy, professional learning, leadership, innovation and collaboration wales are challenging the profession to think differently. Rather than seeing standards as something you pass during induction and forget about the new standards are developmental and ask teachers/ leaders to continually improve their practice throughout their career. All teachers and leaders are working towards the haze of sustained highly effective practice. 
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Welsh Government 2017c
The standards set expectations on our teachers and leaders to be professional learners throughout their careers. To be a highly effective teacher it is expected that you will ‘engage in action research’ (Welsh Government 2017 c). To be a highly effective leader it is expected that you have a ‘reservoir of knowledge and understanding about pedagogic reading and research’ and are able lead the teaching community. If these are the expectations of the workforce, then teacher and leaders must become reflective practitioners that evaluate their impact, this in turn will lead to a consideration of what curriculum are we offering our pupils.

Having looked at two primaries what can we learn about the challenges effecting secondary schools by reviewing the experience of ‘Secondary A’? This school was certainly brave to innovate, it took time and energy to devise and implement a new curriculum for year seven pupils. Although staff believe this will have a significant influence it is ‘too early to judge its impact on improving the standards’ (ESTYN 2018). The school was held accountable for the standards of teaching and learning throughout the school and specifically for a dip in key stage 4 results in 2017. This question of accountability the basis on which Successful Futures will succeed or fail. 
In his report Graham Donaldson notes that Wales has ‘struggled to strike a balance between accountability and improvement’ and recommends that greater emphasis needs to be placed on improvement (Donaldson 2015). At present I believe schools in Wales have stringent accountability procedures these include annual categorisation, visits by challenge advisors, national tests, publication of school data (mylocalschool.wales.gov.uk) and ESTYN inspections. With numerous accountability measures schools do not have space to think and innovate rather they can become focused on the short-term goal of improving one cohort and climbing the categorisation table. Short term fixes that lead to very little long-term change. 
Accountability therefore is key. How we hold schools accountable will in time effect their behaviour. Reforming this agenda is essential for any substantial change. Wales it could be argued has started this journey with the development of ‘Schools in Wales as Learning Organisations’ (see model).
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 (Welsh Government 2017b)
In developing this model Welsh Government have worked with regional consortia and Estyn with support provided by the OECD. The Welsh model is very similar to that developed by OECD in ‘What makes a school a learning organisation’. Here the OECD propose that schools need to be reconceptualised as learning organisations this will allow them to react quickly to changes and embrace innovations that will in turn improve student outcomes (OECD 2016). 
To view schools as learning organisations as opposed to ‘exam factories’ (Waters 3013) is a significant change. If Wales hold schools accountable by how well they ‘support continuous learning’ or how they ‘establish a culture of enquiry’ then schools will begin to act in this way and therefore realise the ambitions of Successful Futures.
However, producing a document/ diagram is easy ensuring that it is understood by all and used correctly is more difficult and requires substantial professional learning at ‘Meso’ level.  Challenge advisors within regional consortia must have a firm understand what makes a school a learning organisation. Holding schools accountable to this agenda will require a new set of skills, and a new way of thinking. Do regional consortia have the capability to challenge and support schools in this way?
iii) 
Complete a force field analysis of the reality of implementing Successful Futures in your setting leading to a detailed report to Governors including the challenges, risks and justification and recommendations to move forward. 
Report to senior management

The publication of successful futures in 2015 marked a significant change in the direction of travel of Welsh education. The report asked fundamental questions, what were do want from our learners? What are the needs of the 21st century? How best are we realising these aspirations?  

Changing from an outcome-based curriculum to a purpose lead curriculum will be difficult and challenging to all levels of the system. The challenges will be significant for the EAS region with greater emphasis given to school improvement rather than accountability (Donaldson 2015). By producing a force field analysis, I have tried to summarise the forces for and against change and will elaborate on each section in turn, before recommending a way forward to the organisation.  




Force field Analysis – Implementing Successful Futures within EAS region
For change
Against change





Implementing Successful Futures in the EAS region

Lack of clear narrative for change (4)
(5) Needs of the 21st century





Time allocated for professional learning at all levels (5)
(5) Leadership at all levels




Historic accountability(3)


(5) Accountability - SLO




(4) Professional standards (mind frames)
Mind frames (4)




	

Cognitive load (2)
(3) Staggered implementation



Total - 18
Total - 22






Against change

Lack of clear narrative (4)
To change people must understand the reason for the change. Hearts and minds must be won. In the report published by the OECD in 2014 Improving schools in Wales, they noted that following the disappointing PISA results in 2009 there was a broad consensus on the need for change (OECD 2014). Does this broad consensus still exist? Are those shock results still the reason behind the change or has the narrative changed? 

During a recent professional learning pioneer meeting a discussion was had on the need for change. The lack of a common answer was evident. A clear narrative is needed to convince the wider system. 

Time allocated for professional learning at all levels (5) 
High quality professional learning is key for the realisation of successful futures. Time must be allocated for sense making with an understanding that there are no quick fixes, curriculum reform will take years. Without high quality professional learning the curriculum could become a document that is good on paper but is not understood by the profession and therefore has little impact. Levin states in his excellent book ‘How to change 5000 schools’ that only when educators know how to use and want to use documentation that they have an impact. What are the requirements at different levels?
· Messo level. All Advisors particularly challenge advisors need to fully understand the reform agenda and engage with new accountability measures (Schools in Wales as learning organisation).  
· Micro level. School leaders need to understand what is meant by a school curriculum and work with their cluster towards a common goal. Leaders need to empower staff to ensure that the curriculum is based on subsidiarity. Messages from consortia to be consistent and clear. 
· Nano level. Teachers need time to make sense of the new curriculum and given guidance on curriculum design. Clear vision needs to be given to teachers by school leaders. Professional standards should be the driver supported by the ETLF. 

Historic Accountability (3)
Many schools are deemed good schools due to historic accountability measures e.g. standards at end of key stage. Although standards will always remain central, the concept of schools as learning organisation asks much more e.g. how well do schools establish a culture of inquiry? It is important that schools are given time to understand these changes as they could be a threat to some ‘good schools’. 

Mind frames (4)
John Hattie the well renowned academic from Melbourne states the biggest difference on learner outcomes is the way teachers think (Hattie 2012). I certainly agree with this statement. Teachers mind frames are critical to the successful implementation of successful futures. They must see themselves as evaluators of their impact, understand that they can all improve and be willing to embrace change. Do enough of our teachers and leaders think in this way?

Cognitive load (2)
The concept of cognitive load it that when people are presented with too much information they are not capable of processing it all, therefore many key messages fall on deaf ears. Wales it could be argued is danger of falling into this trap. Imagine a head teacher of a large primary who attends an afternoon briefing session on curriculum reform, during the morning she has suspended a child, contacted several parents and taken an assembly. When she attends the briefing session, she is introduced to the professional standards, the professional learning passport, schools as learning organisations and a draft of the new curriculum. One can imagine that the head teacher would have reached a cognitive load and not be able to process all document. Although this scenario is extreme caution must be taken on how information is disseminated. The role of the EAS is to produce ‘assist sense-making’ (Aitken 2005). 

For change
Needs of the 21st Century (5)
As the Cabinet Secretary states in ‘Education in Wales our national mission’, Welsh pupils are entering a fast changing, competitive, connected world. Schools must equip children for jobs that have yet to be created (Welsh Government 2017). This is a powerful argument that will resonate with almost all educators. Morally we have a duty to provide the best, most relevant education we can for our children and young people. 

Accountability – Schools as Learning Organisations (5)
I believe many schools will only change when accountability changes. It could be argued that successful schools are deemed good because they have learnt to play the accountability game. Some schools focus on only a small group of children that be the difference between the school finishing in quartile 1 or 4. By changing the way we define what is a good school, we change their behaviour.  

Professional Standards (mind frames) – (4) 
The professional standards that will be applicable to all leaders and teachers from September 2018 and all assistants to teaching from September 2019 are a strong force for change if used correctly. As opposed to the old standards that needed to be met and evidenced, these are developmental and challenge all within the system to be the best that they can be. They challenge all to continually improve and relentlessly pursue ‘sustained highly effective practice’ (Welsh Government 2017c). 

Staggered Implementation (3)
Levin argues in how to change 5000 schools that when leading improvement ‘one needs to be impatient for improvement, yet recognize that things do not change overnight’ (Levin 2010). This is an approach adopted by Welsh Government. In ‘Education in Wales our national mission’ the Welsh Government set out a staggered implementation with all schools moving towards the new curriculum from 2020 and full implementation taking place in 2026. Some may argue that this timescale is too long, 2026 is in the distant future and someone else’s problem. However I believe is a realistic timescale, it gives the system time to adjust. Too many reforms have been rushed and had little impact. The consortia support schools on their reform journey which must begin soon as curriculum reform is a process not an event. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Recommendations moving forward on how to support curriculum reform
· Ensure a clear narrative is given on the to reform. Our moral duty to prepare our pupils for the needs of the 21st century.
· Professional learning for all staff particularly challenge advisors. Ensuring that a consistent message is given on curriculum reform and accountability. ‘Schools in Wales as Learning Organisations’ a key document.
· Support given to schools on how to use professional standards. Ensuring that these are used to develop staff as evaluators of their impact. 
· Be aware of cognitive load. ‘Be impatient for improvement, yet recognize that things do not change overnight’ (Levin 2010).
 
2

image2.png
Supra

transnational discourses about education

Macro

national level policv intentions

Meso

policy guidance, facilitation of SBCD

Micro

school-level curricular practices

Nano

classroom interactions





image3.png
rofession
luction




image4.png
Vales as
Janisations

porting stakehg /g
s

Regional consortia
and local authorities

(o
voring s
FOU ) et
purposes ] nematonal
and local

Promotng team communities

learning and
collaboration
amongalsaff




image1.png
The Welsh education system three-tier model

Welsh Government

 Planning and policy making — through evidence-based collaboration.

* Managing models of accountability within the democratic process.

* Engaging with all tiers and supporting capacity-building for system improvement.

Four regional consortia, local authorities, diocesan authorities, Estyn, Quilifications
'Wales, Education Workforce Council (EWC), examination boards and higher education

* Using their knowledge of schools and research to facilitate and support the sharing of

best practice and collaboration to improve learner outcomes, within a self-improving
school system.

Schools

* Working together to provide the range of experiences for children, young people and
professionals to enhance their learning and well-being.




