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Connecting the Dotsa two-year pan-Canadian action research projeceiaahined the impact of
accountability on the adult literacy field, engaged 41 @agnts in a closing two-day symposium
entitledCharting the Way: Identifying Common Values for Accountability in Adlgtdcyon
October 20-21, 2009, in Ottawa. Participants included provVjrie@eral, and other literacy
services funders, adult literacy providers, and membetgegiroject’s advisory and steering
committees and action research teams. The projectausethination process to select symposium
participants. Literacy coalitions, Steering Committed Advisory Committee members, and
provincial literacy officers were asked to nominate pewyle then applied to attend. We also
invited those who had attended the May 2008 symposium thaptacd at the end of the first year
of the project. Selection criteria included geographicstakieholder diversity, and knowledge of
and a commitment to addressing challenges related to aabdimtissues in adult literacy.

Participants heard about and read project findings, inclutdmgvork of five innovative action
research projects and a first draft of a linkage repattdbnnected the dots among the findings to
identify essential lessons related to accountabilityaghdt literacy. Participants also examined
and revised a draft set of principles regarding accourtiapriactices in the adult literacy field. The
closing activity was an opportunity to envision the negpstto build on and continue the work of
Connecting the Dotsee symposium agenda, page 3

Expected outcomes of the symposium

e To provide participants with an understanding of current exti
successes and challenges in implementing accountahiligtieres and
processes in adult literacy in the Canadian context.

e To agree on a set of shared principles for accountalviligult literacy to
assist literacy funders and providers when designing acaoilityt
structures and processes.

e To invite feedback and make recommendations on how to dolighd
continue the work of the project.

Deliverables of the symposium included:

1. A foundational document describing shared principles retatadcountability agreed upon
by participants.

2. Recommendations of ways to move forward on improving @adedility in adult literacy in
Canada.

3. This report describing the symposium

The Project partners thank the Office of Literacy Bsdential Skills, Human Resources and Skills
Development Canada, for approving a 6-month extension antesugamtal budget that supported
the symposium and provided additional time to complete th& of the project.
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Symposium Agenda

Day 1, October 20, 2009

Morning

l. Opening
e Welcome and purpose of this Symposium (Melody Paruboczy)
e Review of process and agenda (facilitator)
e Participant introductions

Context and Overview of the “Connecting the Dots” Priofjemnda Shohet)

What we learned from the Action Research Tearast P

e Panel to present key findings from the Peterborough, Newfauhdlad Alberta
projects

e Small and large group discussions to reflect on a few d$gheific findings from these
projects

Afternoon
Continuation of IlI (if additional time is required)
V. What we learned from the Action Research Teamd,Pa

e Panel to present findings from the Quinte, Ontario angigects

e Small and large group discussions to reflect on a few dafgheific findings from these
projects

V. Presentation and discussion of the various tools develppdrt of the ARTs
Day 2, October 21, 2009

Morning
VI. Linkage Report: Overview of overall findings and conclusions

e Presentation: Jim Page (followed by question and arssgsion)
e Facilitated conversation on most significant conclusionsddigipants

VII. Values, Principles and Indicators
Purpose: To seek consensus on the draft principles acdtiors related to mutual accountability
Process:

e Introduction (Linda Shohet & Melody Paruboczy)

e Small working groups followed by plenary discussion

Afternoon

VIII.  Agreeing on a definition of accountability

Purpose: To seek consensus on the key concepts to be ingakigad of the definition of
accountability.

IX. Moving forward
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Symposium Design

Day 1 focused on the findings and deliverables from theraotearch projects. Each project
explored an innovative approach to accountability encosinpgactivities such as improved
reporting and communication between funders and provigens)dr assessment of social capital-
related skills and the development of a tool to assessainaccountability practices. Each action
research team (ART) gave a brief presentation fokblea guided panel discussion designed to
draw out values, common themes and accountability-celessons.

Day 2 began with an overview of a drafhkage Reporpresentedby author Jim Page. This report
was designed to “connect the dots” among the projeatisniys and deliverables. The draft
identified 12 “essential to know” lessons that seemedl&te to the stages of the project funding
cycle. It also proposed a revised definition of accduilityabased on the findings. Symposium
participants reviewed and revised the 12 lessons.

On the afternoon of Day 2, participants examined theféiuadational principles of accountability
that grew out of the project and reworked the accourtyab#ifinition. In the final session, they
discussed potential next steps to build on the wofkarinecting the Dots

Day 1
Topic: What we learned from the Action Research Teams (ARA@) 1
When: Tuesday morning, October 20, 2009

Process The first set of ART presentations included Petenbgina/Ontario) Native Literacy
Program, Bow Valley College (Calgary, Alberta), and laity Newfoundland and Labrador. Their
action research focused on improving accountability presdsg building trust, improving
communication, and addressing cultural issues that affact®ountability-related communication.

Peterborough Native Learning Program, Ontario

Research Question: How can we assist Native literacy programs in responding to provincial
accountability demands and help them to better explain their challenges andsastte

Context: From their experience as Native literacy providersteaiders of Ontario Native literacy
practitioners, team members were well aware of th#leriges these small, isolated programs often
faced in providing literacy services. These challengdade funding and resource limitations,

staff shortages, and community support and appreciatidreqirograms. Partially as a result of
these challenges, the team frequently observed programs ltegied pn probation or being taken
over by mainstream sponsors, and sponsors giving up on pragfrae team hypothesized that
these issues were fundamentally connected to non-@moplwith funding accountability
requirements and the ripple effects of not meeting peedoce measures.

Actions. The team designed a framework to support Native litgpaagtitioners in responding to

the province’s Program Monitoring Report (PMR). Thegorporated research that identified 8 key
indicators of successful aboriginal schools into thenework. The framework is designed to
support the province’s monitoring report while enhancing theii@llrelevance of that form and
encouraging Native literacy practitioners to share tht@iries of successes and challenges.
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The team visited three on-reserve programs betweenrgvémar times each during the ten-month
project timeframe and found accountability compliansaas such as low numbers of learners and
contact hours and a lack of proper administrative polaiesprocedures. Nevertheless, programs
were complying with most of the accountability expecteatibut not in the format desired or
recognized by the funder. Different “language” used redutt@ach party not being clear about
what the other party was looking for or accomplishing.

Outputs of this action research project included:

e A tool/framework that explains/translates the itemghaprovince’s PMR to help
Ontario Native literacy providers better prepare for i@spond to the requirements.

Outcomes of this action research project included:
e A greater understanding of accountability by enrolled program
e Increased confidence in interacting with provincial reprederes.
e Improvements in organization of statistics and progranmmmbion and in timely
response to identified action items.
e Increases in the numbers of learners and contact.hours

The Peterborough project manager was gratified by the chiargiitudes of the participating
programs. Programs realized that they were doing libtirrthey had thought and acquired a new
understanding of their own value and the need for thgmnoigide consistent accountability to the
funder.

Literacy Newfoundland and Labrador, Newfoundland and Labrador

Research Question: How can partners, Literacy NL and NL Department of Education, Adult
Learning and Literacy Division, improve communication to allow for continualegiie and
innovation in addressing accountability needs in the literacy field?

Context: While not the funder of Literacy NL, the NL DepartrhehEducation, Adult Learning
and Literacy Division provides funding to adult literacygmams throughout the province. As the
coalition that represents these providers, Literacyphiposed this action research project to the
provincial department.

Actions. The project partners engaged in a series of meetirfigh #008 to discuss the impact of
accountability expectations on both providers and governarghtdentify principles to support
consultation and positive communication. The intenti@s to listen to all participants’ voices on
accountability — government, learners and other stakeholdettee second phase, the partners
convened a series of meetings to demonstrate the coigation and consultation methods
identified in phase one. Professional developmenteyhly providers and the attendant
accountability-related issues was selected as the wmpibd next four meetings, with each meeting
centered on one of three areas: qualifications of pi@wrs, timelines for rolling out professional
development consultation, and evaluation.

Outputs of this action research project included:
e A poster of tips for practicing shared accountability auldedt professional development
survey for distribution to practitioners. Symposium jggrénts received copies of the
poster.
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Outcomes of this project included:
¢ Identified “lessons learned” in practicing shared accoulitigland specifically for literacy
initiatives focusing on accountability, consultation anof@ssional development.
e Communication practices improved among the partners.

Bow Valley College, Alberta

Research Question: What characteristics of the relationship between Calgary Learns and two
Bow Valley College adult literacy/basic education programs support mutaabiatability and
how can these characteristics be strengthened or nurtured?

Context: Calgary Learns is what could be called a “pass througiddy a non-governmental
entity that distributes provincial funds to literacypgrams. Initially, the team members observed
that the relationship that Calgary Learns had with pwaviders was qualitatively different. One
relationship appeared to be more positive and effectaue tiiie other. After discussion and
research they identified the concept of mutual accouityads an area for further exploration,
leading them to ask whether a higher level of mutualighinbe present in one accountability
relationship versus the other.

Actions: From these observations and research, the teaneddoi¢treate and test an assessment
tool for mutual accountability. Pertinent charactersst€ mutual accountability include
negotiating and agreeing on how information is shared aed apon, the indicators of program
success, and negotiating and clarifying expectations and tapaci

1. Tool development
2. Tool piloted
3. Data analysed to test the tool's usefulness in assessitgal accountability

Outputs of this action research project included:
e Atool to assess mutual accountability practices for hatlddrs and providers. The team
recognizes that additional testing and refining of the itonéeded.

Outcomes of this project included:
e In producing and testing the tool, a better understandingfgdsamong team members and
research participants of the difference between acability and mutual accountability.
Pilot participants appreciated that the tool was bothrganizational self-assessment tool
and a vehicle for funders and providers to communicate, pfehywork together to improve
their accountability relationship. Participants alsottedt the tool could easily be used by
funders and organizations outside of adult literacy.

After the three action research presentations, theepters engaged in a discussion facilitated by
CtD Project Manager, David Hurley, around the three tdpadsw.

What values underlie your action research project or might be emphadieedpeople use the
tools you created?
Trust and relationshipsAlberta (AB) found that relationships were built origdtions, that
building trustworthiness would eventually foster trust drad trust would create a better,
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mutually beneficial relationship. This feedback was glealuethg the interviews and
would perhaps be useful in creating a tool for training granérs and coordinators.

Communication and trustewfoundland & Labrador (NL) was pleasantly surprisedhiey t
interest and willingness of the government departmeabngage in the first place. This
showed that there was a level of trust which is cruoigihe success of any provider/funder-
government relationship.

Importance of relationshipg?eterborough, Ontario (ON) indicated that the relatigqps
between people are very important; for example, orresgrve the field coordinator was
not “known” at a personal level and silence betwéenparties undermined success of the
program for the participants.

Has anything changed for you in your relationship(s) with your funder(s) esudt 1of this project?

Improved understanding, ongoing meeting&: said that both sides understand each other’s
mandates better. Traditionally the Department of Edoicdtas not been easy to work with
and they now have a more relaxed relationship andodeg¢@share information with greater
trust and understanding. They also decided that they needtioue meeting on a regular
basis after the project.

Community involvement and improved understandiegerborough, ON said that the
relationship between the program and the funder is noxe komfortable, and the funders
have sent representatives to program sharing cirntésirederstand better that the culture of
participants is key to the program’s success. Programshave a volunteer base which did
not exist before; the community has stepped up to particijdtey have also started
partnering with local businesses to learn what skillsleyeps are looking for in their
employees.

Communication has improved and the provincial field caasts are impressed by the
change of attitude of the practitioners towards the funde

What links can you make to the overall objectives of the broader “Congebe Dots” project?
In particular, how does your team’s action research assist us in develagogymon language
about accountability OR help to improve accountability in positive ways?

e AB sees great potential for their tool and as a reguit use, there is now more
local interest in the program.

e NL indicated that there is simply more engagement erpét of everyone involved.

e Peterborough plans to present the tool and their reseaticb Ontario Native
Literacy Coalition (ONLC) in early November. ONLC Haesen trying to get
funding for a field worker for years to help communitieslerstand how to satisfy
accountability requirements. ONLC is hopeful that thpriovements realized by the
programs enrolled in the research can be institutibedlithat data from the project
will hopefully permit ONLC to make the case for ddigvorker.
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After the panel, the facilitator asked symposium paudiots to respond to the following questions:

What stood out for you about the three action research projectsBSelected responses include:

There is a common message around the necessity of dexpfmartnership trust and
communication.

Applying ideas about trust and trustworthiness to today'#yeaé. staff turnover (churn),
are we discussing trustworthiness between individualsiseh® organizations?

How do we know when trust and respect are achieved? ¥tret evidence?
Acknowledging that there are layers of accountabilégues when partners move away
from the existing relationship into their own organizatidnararchies.

That funders and providers understanding each other’s wisrddshallenge as they are both
very complex.

Funders and providers need to have the “conversatiom’arfieeshow vulnerability and
acknowledge when they don’t know something.

Capacity to ask these questions doesn’t exist currentlyt atll ake time to build that
capacity.

There is the potential to adapt the tools for broader noege(generalizability).

Language — differences in terminology causes gaps. tistngame terms and key words is
important. Do they mean the same thing for everyone?

Thought processes: Literacy is about spirit and hearggram focus can be on
administration (forms) and measurement is about thd.he

Deliverables: Currently emphasis is on a specific pro@ucat gets measured) instead of the
process.
An emphasis on diversity in literacy has not neadlgsaontributed to greater equity.

The facilitator then asked participants to expand on whatt®od out for them from the
morning’s presentations:

Context matters: Accountability requirements should thlesinto account.

“Doing” for funding - funding drives activities and accobiligy

Idealism versus reality

Need more options of what to be accountable for

“Social” versus “human” capital

Need to clarify language “we” are using, i.e. social wefsuman capital, etc.

More is required than to just build relationships (becafis@nsitory numbers/staff), so that
accountability survives beyond individuals and becomesratiesl (informal and non-
formal).

There is an obligation on both sides to provide cornyrafi process, knowledge
(sustainability) and support building capacity.

The afternoon continued with reports from the other two ation research teams.

Topic: What we learned from the Action Research Teams (ARA@) 2
When: Tuesday afternoon, October 20, 2009

Process Two ARTSs presented (Quinte Adult Day School of Ontamnd Storytellers’ Foundation
of Hazelton, B.C. —the program manager/literacy piangr and the funder of each team were
present), followed by a discussion facilitated by Dianas$ of Literacy BC. These two ARTSs both
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worked on learner assessment and its relationship twatability. Using the format of the
morning, a brief overview of each research projectfaiewved by questions from the panel
facilitator and the discussion of all participants.

Quinte Adult Day School, Ontario

Research Question: Using United Way’s Outcome Measurement process, can we develop a tool
that will measure and evaluate changes in learners’ self-managemeittegelbpment (SMSD)

skills and once developed, can we use this tool to demonstrate théangeoof SMSD skills to a
learner’s future success?

Context: Based on their work with a diverse range of adultditg clients, including youth

involved in a combined job skills training and literacy progrdma staff at QADS observed that
some learners coming into the program with low literslails succeeded more than others entering
with higher literacy skills. They noted that thefelience between these two groups of learners was
often that the former group possessed more advanced SKIBD Their action research project
grew from this observation and “gut” intuition.

Actions. After being trained in the United Way Outcome Measuremeotess, Quinte team
members drew upon existing measures of SMSD skills to detledor own tool. Two optic-scan
tools were developed: One assessed the learner’s timegeraent skills and the other more
general SMSD skills such as problem-solving and communitatides. A learner observation
sheet for practitioners was developed to accompany eathlh consultation with their research
consultant, the team created computer-based data moilectd analysis processes and piloted the
two tools three times. Curriculum interventions to supplanges in learners SMSD skills were
also developed.

Outputs of this action research project included:
Two tools to assess learners’ SMSD skills. (Quintéawihtinue to work on the tool this
fall, refining, revising and piloting it with two other Iigcy programs in their region.)

Outcomes of this project included:
e Increased awareness by learners (the team receivedomegtfrom learners that taking the
SMSD assessment made them more aware of the imperdémhese skills and of their role
in literacy) and by providers of the importance of SM&Illssin literacy acquisition.

Storytellers’ Foundation, British Columbia

Research Question: How can we measure social capital progress among literacy learners? |
what ways is social capital acquisition connected to literacy development?

Context: Storytellers’ Foundation provides adult literacy servioes rural BC community. Among
their clients, 85% percent are non-treaty First Natiamd 90% are unemployed. The community is
job-starved with a long history of boom-and-bust ecoesrfe.g. logging). The average age of
persons on social assistance is 23 years old. TheseéNBiions learners possess a strong focus on
the collective.
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Actions. The team used a learning cycle of reflection, planninggraand observation to develop a
social capital measurement tool, measuring such “goodsthsiveness, sense of belonging and
good will. The team observed that learning is most suadesken learners are immersed in
community and social relationships; thus the tool thegld@ed endeavours to measure the quality
of their relationships. They have tested their toaivem groups of learners.

Outputs of this action research project included:

e Atool to measure changes in learners’ attainment odkoapital skills. “So far, we've
only started the conversation”. They will look forygao apply the tool in situations
beyond their organization and work to develop indicatorsdasure changes in social
capital.

Outcomes of this project included:

e Increased awareness by funder of the importance ofl sapigal acquisition, especially for
the learners served by this program.

e Contributes to the ongoing discussion and debate abommpleetance of human capital
versus social capital skills acquisition. As waglewced in the discussion at the
symposium, the acquisition of these skills should notib&ed as an either/or proposition;
both are important in learners’ personal growth anthlitg acquisition.

The ART project managers and their funders were askefblibwing questions by Diana Twiss.
Unfortunately, the responses were not captured in theeps notes taken at the symposium.

e What were the challenges and tensions you experienced as you createddisesmed ways
to measure learner success/progress?

e How do you see these tools being used in other community programs?

e As you are both seasoned instructors, what improvements have you seenpirogams
as a result of the development of these tools?

After the panel discussion, given the hour, audiencebtedwas limited to general comments, so
participants could talk with the ARTs about their toolse fjuestions and comments included:

e Are there promising practices here to move accountabilityamhelp programs to articulate
what they want to measure?

e What does “knowledge mobilization” mean? There is poteletianoving results out to
other audiences beyond the literacy field.

e How do we broker relations between funders and progtarmanslate the work of these
groups into other environments?

e From this work, | can see that funding practitioners fisrthem to research options, move
forward, articulate their work.

e Meetings/communication between all parties fosters matt@untability. Should be
normalized as part of the process.

e Power of relationship, project versus program funding. Ddgoase on funding can cloud
accountability. Subservient = fear of losing fundinglersie.
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The day ended withparticipants meeting action research team membersigawrand discuss the
tools that they had developed.

Day 2

Topic: Linkage Report: Overview of project findings and conclusions

When: Wednesday morning, October 21, 2009

Process:Jim Page began his presentation by stating that he wasimgpmr the material he had
read and tried to remain neutral while preparing the Linkag@oR. Jim presented the report as a
first draft and invited input/comments from symposium pardicis, which he would incorporate
into a second draft of the document. He highlighted keytgoReflection on the original goals of
the project and the six areas of work completed by thjegr

He discussed some of the challenges faced during theproje
e Project leaders had hoped to develop a common languafymdi@rs and literacy providers
to use, but funders did not engage as fully as hoped
e Tensions about what constitutes “literacy”
e Literacy providers felt “devalued” or undervalued
e Differences in funding priorities — government generallyernaterested in work skills
(human capital) and literacy practitioners more esezd in social capital

This was followed by discussion of specific sectionthefLinkage Report which had been
structured to follow the stages used in funding proposdisjtes familiar to all participants —
project development, application/funding, activity/perfone®, interim reporting and final
reporting. Jim identified twelve “essential to know’dess.

Connecting the Dots Linkage Report

Twelve ‘“Essential to Know' Lessons
Each stakeholder has multiple accountabilities.
Accountability must be based on the realities or cdrdkboth the funder and the recipient.
Learning from previous accountability experiences paysléinds when developing new project
concepts.
Both human and financial resources must be adequate tskiseofadelivering on project outcomesg
and being accountable for results.
Reciprocal, respectful relationships around accountapitocesses are fundamental.
Frank communication between funders and recipients isattiocensure the development and
implementation of effective accountability measures.
Attention needs to be paid to both financial and perfagaaccountability.
“Policy steadfastness” on the part of funders has hugecatiphs for accountability and success.
Experienced and knowledgeable staffs working for both the
literacy provider and the funder are essential tacgffe accountability.
. The way providers are held accountable can compraimeseability
to be accountable.
11. What is counted can easily become what counts.
12. Trust is the key to effective accountabil
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The presentation ended with a proposed definition of a¢ability, based on the literature review
and the presentations at the project’s 2008 symposium:

Accountability is the obligation assumed by both funders and recipients tshialesl
responsibility for quality performance and results in a transparent angeotiil manner,
based on mutually agreed upon expectations, outcomes and reporting requirenibritse wi
provision of the human and financial resources necessary to accomplishatiese
successfully.

The audience asked general questions about the Linkage Reg@dlte presentation.

Q. What else will we need to do to have this definitiomofountability accepted when
conversation is one-way — no funder participation?

A. Jim Page: “Policy is made at a higher level. Thei#tle, no interface between literacy field
and government. Strategic policy makers need to be invol/kdre needs to be engagement with
senior level of government and politicians. There isedrfor policy steadfastness.”

Q. Did you find a difference in the feedback from providerd famders?

A. Jim Page: “There was very little feedback directtyilaatable to funders. There seemed to be
no great difference between front line government peoplesarvice providers. | noted that trust
and respect are important to both. If senior policy nsakad been involved, it would have been a
different conversation.”

A facilitated discussion followed the Q&A period and Eapiants responded to the following
guestions:

e What is your general reaction to the 12 “essential to Krameountability lessons drawn from
the Connecting the Dots study?

e Do you recognize yourself in these lessons? Do they s&kse for you? Share what is most
meaningful for you.

e Is any “essential to know lesson” missing from this $é¢ssons?

Summary of Comments

A number of participants asked if organizing the 12 “essdetabns” around the project life cycle
was the best way to present this information. Suggestiens made regarding specific lessons
such as combining similar lessons (e.g. One person cotaddat Lessons 4 and 7, both dealing
with trust, could be combined. Several people suggestetdhadns 8, 10 and 11 should reference
both providerand funders.) A number of participants did not like thertépolicy steadfastness” in
Lesson 8. They felt it was obscure and required expdamat
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Reactions from Participants

Overall Report

[This report is an] ...affirmation of what we alreadyokn

Appreciate general principles. Struggling with consistendylamguage of document.
Who is the audience? Need to have another documermtaési’'t separate into an
“us/them” — government/funder relationship.

Accountability Relationship

Funders and providers have a different understanding afetir@tion of accountability.
There are a number of different relationships / aotability relationships

What are the qualities of a good accountability relstigef?

The “how” — how do you build trustworthiness in a r@aship?

How are we accountable to adult learners? — Pedagogi€ally®rally?

Importance of communication between funder and orgaoiza

Upper levels of hierarchy — not always an understandirg@ement/relationship
Instead of “recipient” used “funded organization” — ledsssuvient

The key is the trustworthiness of organization (fundearovider) — not just that
organization’s representative (person)

Context of Adult Literacy and Accountability

Cultural context of learning is an important componerguatcess in literacy
Contextual realities of government funder/service providers

Issue of diversity needs to come out stronger in lgeki@eport

The reality of adult literacy is marginalization

Accountability Policy

Accountability at front end — how do we influence thinkinghet starting point?
Reality of ever changing policies — how do we deal Wik reality?

How can we leverage changes through policy formulation?

If policies change, why don’t accountability policies change?

How do we get no. 8 to be heard by the right echelons?

Knowledge Management and Transfer

No. 9 — capacity building. Knowledgeable staff — how do welgge? Need to be there.
Huge implication — cost, time, choosing the right people

Knowledge management infrastructure. Don’t have a waatsfer knowledge. Not
enough to have knowledgeable staff, need to have a sysi@ace, a way to transfer
knowledge.
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Impact and Future of the Linkage Report

e We have not had a lot of discussion about researchddmental pieces missing — what
info is important — important to whom? Grants? Comity? Needs?

e The Linkage Report has the essence, but perhaps we nebdraeport or series of briefs
that could be presented to the government — something meecseotighter.

e Agree with prior comment. We should go to the governmaadtfind out what is important
to funders. We should test our assumptions.

e There is room for further research recommendatidiere are other layers to explore.

Topic: Review of Draft Principles and ldentification of Indtors
When: Wednesday afternoon, October 21, 2009

Process: Linda Shohet gave a brief overview of how the five pples were developed from the
overriding themes identified over the course of the ptojehe questions for symposium
participants was “Do these make sense? Do they needreaisd, if so, how? What indicators
(activities or outcomes that will indicate when theciple is present or achieved) can be
identified?™ The sixth participant group was charged with reviewing aviding the definition of
accountability presented from the Linkage Report.

Draft Principles

1. Accountability is necessary because it 2. Multiple accountabilities exist that may
builds public trust and goodwill and result in conflicting demands and a
demonstrates program effectiveness. variety of measurements and definitiofs

of “success”.

3. Understanding the needs and realities that 4. Reciprocal relationships between partjes

drive both sides of the accountability must be based on trust, transparency,
equation is critical. good communication, and knowledge pf
the field.

5. A common understanding of the basic
meaning of accountability is essential for
dialogue.

Principle 1
Accountability is necessary because it builds public trust and goodwill andrdtrates program
effectiveness.

Indicators
e Documents contain definition and writing is clear to reade
e Annual reports
e Present learner success stories to community stakesiolder

t As there was limited time to identify indicators for each principle, some groups worked on this; others were
unable to work extensively on it.
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¢ Involve perspectives of all stakeholders
e Engaged, informed public

Principle 2
Multiple accountabilities exist that may result in conflicting demardsa variety of
measurements and definitions of ‘success’.

Revised Principle 2
Accountability exists in multiple contexts resulting in a variétymeasurements that define success.

Indicators
e Variety of quantitative and qualitative tools to measureoperénce that are valued
e Process to negotiate what tools will be used — can alb&aysnegotiated
e Accountability is clearly defined and delineated for eacttexd.

Comments
Primary accountability» learner or community

e “Diverse” demands — set this aside

e Balancing different ways we measure success “that shesidk in a variety ...”

e There needs to be a process to negotiate what we bgesatountability.

e Don't remove “conflicting demands” — these could be etlddammas.
Principle 3

Understanding the needs and realities that drive both sides of the accounidpiétion is
critical.

Q: How do we know that we understand the needs antiesali

Indicators
e Stakeholders adopt an agreed-upon definition of accountability

Comments
e Both parties adopt a common tool (i.e. Alberta’s pilot)
Q: What are the cost and time savings associatedmjitlementing it?
Q: Can we get training/support for implementing?
Outcomes, indicators, projects negotiated jointly
Flexibility is appreciated and encouraged
Defined and valued at an organizational level (documenteédesewed).
Become policy literate
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Principle 4
Reciprocal relationships between parties must be based on trust, transpayend
communication, and knowledge of the field.

Revised Principle 4
Relationships between parties are reciprocal and based on respect, tramspageod
communication and understanding of the agreed objectives.

Comments

If we remove “knowledge of the field” from principfe we need to have it stated elsewhere
— in another principle or somewhere in the Linkage Repor
— Facilitator: Could it be stated in principle 5?

If we expect funders to have knowledge of the liter&eig fwe are setting ourselves up for
disappointment. Literacy providers should not necessaxpect funders to have an in-
depth knowledge of the field, but they should know and undetsthat providers are
supposed to be doing to fulfill agreements. Providers imggitectual curiosity, respect
from funders.
Can'’t develop good policy if you don’'t have good knowledge.
Are these principles that are guiding us? So we cansstatégizing to change policy? Or
are these guiding principles that we use when we anengigproposals?

Response: The principles are proposed as a foundationaheot to use when

designing accountability processes.
Could be viewed as a “pre-nup”, the rules of engagement

Indicators

Existence of knowledge management policies and strategies

36(C survey that measures reciprocity and other attributédsedfinder/provider relationship
from both perspectives

Meetings in some form or another

Principle 5
A common understanding of the basic meaning of accountability is essentelégue.

Revised Principle 5
A common understanding of the basic meaning of accountability is essengHEfiivedialogue.

Indicators

All stakeholders have an opportunity to voice their opinion
Arrive at a common agreed upon meaning/definition
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Proposed Revised Principles

7

meaning of accountability is essential fo
effective dialogue.

1. Accountability is necessary because it 2. Accountability exists in multiple
builds public trust and goodwill and contexts resulting in a variety of
demonstrates program effectiveness. measurements that define success.

3. Understanding the needs and realities that 4. Relationships between parties are
drive both sides of the accountability reciprocal and based on respect,
equation is critical. transparency, good communication and

understanding of the agreed objective

5. A common understanding of the basic

Definition of Accountability from the Linkage Report

“Accountability is the obligation assumed by both funders and recipientseéctaked
responsibility for quality performance and results in a transparent angeotiil manner,
based on mutually agreed upon expectations, outcomes and reporting requirenibritse wi
provision of the human and financial resources necessary to accomplishatiese

successfully.”$0 word3

The small group that worked on the revision based the peapdefinition on Principles 1 and 2.

Proposed Revision

Accountability is fulfilling obligations negotiated by all parties takihgred responsibility for

performance and resultél5 words)

Comments

Why do you add “obligation?”

Response: Accountability is fulfilling the contract — tlw contract itself.

Steering Committee member: The definition has to b#@ed as possible. Some of the

words removed from definition can be used as indictors.

Definition of 15 words or less — credited to Lise (faatfitr). Previous workshop —

forced us to look at each word and be concise.
Facilitator: Are we all comfortable with a 15-word ddion?
Response: No dissenting comments.
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Topic: Moving Forward
When: Wednesday afternoon, October 21, 2009

Process: Linda Shohet spoke briefly about the end of the proj8tie reported that funding will

end by November 30 and all documents would be finished by#tatincluding: revisions to the
Linkage Report with input from this symposium, evaluatieport prepared by outside evaluators, a
final report by the project manager and the Steering Cosenitind the literature review.

The Centre for Literacy is taking over management®fdbnnecting the Dots website. Reports of
the ART projects will be posted to the web site. Deni®n what will be done with the ART tools

is forthcoming as some of the tools need additional wodksame are very specific to a program or
province. ldeally, some of the tools require additieavalk and should be piloted in other literacy
programs throughout Canada. This could be through avalfo project to Connecting the Dots.

Suggested Next Steps

Follow-up Initiative to Connecting the Dots

e Propose a follow-up initiative. We should try to find praal partners. Open up the
conversation with policy makers at senior level.

¢ If we were to do additional research — what are oularebajuestions?

e There needs to be a new project written up to finisatwiras started with Connecting
the Dots.

e Steering Committee member: The Treasury Board has egaré@#erest in project. We
should contact people from provinces. Who and how to d&itfaller provinces easier
— less layers to work through. How to initiate locatwersations?

Dissemination

e Should investigate funding with CASAE, Knowledge Mobiliaatgrants through
SSHRC. Dissemination of workshop funds.

e There are many layers of writing to be done beyond tP@ssible article for these
journals: Literacy & Numeracy Studies Journal, Aduletaicy Basic Education Journal.
One participant suggested a possible book on project.

e It’s important to talk to policy people. How do we eng#gan?

e The ART presentations really brought the project to IMée should videotape, post on
website. Investigate other media — internet. — podcasts.

Continue Work on ART Tools
e Tools — clean up, build indicators, disseminate them
¢ Alberta participant: Have submitted a request to Family i@onity Services for
funding. Would like to use the AB ART tool, but questioneditf@ications, legalities
of sharing. Who owns the tool? What are the imfibces of using a potentially
untested tool, not formally tested and validated?
Linda Shohet: There are clauses in the original ageeé regarding ownership of
tools. This will have to be discussed further with thedfer.
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e A lot of transition going on in NS. Perhaps this goad opportunity to talk to
government — might be open to new policy re accountabiiife would like to use AB
ART tool.

Conclusion

The Steering Committee will bring the project to closime will explore suggestions and
recommendations from project participants on ways teestrad build on the learning from
Connecting the Dots

Symposium Evaluation
The table below indicates the evaluation results provme22 participants.

1) To what extent did this symposium meet the outcomes lstkeav?

Not at all Toa
great exten

1 2 3 4 5

1. To provide participants with an understanding of 4 7 11
current practices, successes and challenges in
implementing accountability structures and processes
in adult literacy in the Canadian context.

2. To agree on a set of shared values and principle
accountability in adult literacy to assist literacy 2 14 6
funders and providers when designing accountability
structures and processes.

3. Toinvite feedback and make recommendation
how to build on and continue the work of the project. 9 13

The following questions were also asked in the symposiwaiuation form, however, 98% of the
written responses were to Item 2 only:

2) What aspect(s) of the symposium did you appreciate mdistdtomost effective and why?
3) What aspect(s) of the symposium did you appreciate fefgsddess effective and why?

4) Please comment on the impact the work of the Comgettte Dots project has had on
accountability in adult literacy field.

5) How do you expect to make use of the information from ymsp®sium or from the project
in your work with accountability and adult literacy?
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6) What recommendations do you have for continuing theglie about accountability
between funders and adult literacy providers?

Selected comments to Item 2: What aspect(s) of the ssimpalid you appreciate most or find
most effective and why?

e The amazing structure and flexibility of the past 2 daylsoA truly feel we accomplished
a lot!

e The presentations and discussion of the ARTs waswamable (8 comments like this).

Excellent materials provided at the outset of the sympofo get the conversations going.

Really helped to foster ideas exchange.

Organization — pace — well organized discussion.

Opportunity to participate when creating definitions, priresphalues.

The way the format engaged its audience. (6 commentasimithese two.)

Making space for our field to discuss this contentious issue

The synthesis of a great deal of valuable work was packagkegdresented very effectively.

Jim Page’s draft “linkages” report was great — eloquent dimet aummary.

The people in the room; participants came from a widietyeof places and vantage points

which added great richness to the conversations.

Linda’s introduction and history of the project

e Excellent facilitation and premises (3 comments like.}h
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