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Executive Summary

In October 2008, as it embarked on its ninth yéamplementation, the Alberta
Initiative for School Improvement (AISI) held a proce-wide colloquium to take stock
of the progress of AlSI to date and to help se¢dions for the future. Involving key
stakeholders, members of AISI’'s partnership, Al&ffdSrom the School Improvement
Branch of Alberta Education, and AlSI project leag¢he colloquium established an
open and transparent process of dialogue and tieflegbout AISI’'s strengths and
limitations. Colloquium participants discussed Braad large adjustments that may be
needed in reshaping AISI’s future to secure the pessible outcomes for the
province’s schools.

AlISI invited to the colloquium several researcheh® acted as critical friends for the
initiative. They participated in dialogue, obsen&®I presentations, interacted with
stakeholders, and responded to a range of thesxéetdocumentation on AlSI and
evaluations of AISI that had been produced to dRtdert Crocker, formerly of
Memorial University in Newfoundland, contributeddonsiderable expertise in
experimental and survey design as well as stalstieta-analysis of existing data sets
to raise issues regarding the measurement of Ai@sct. Dennis Sumara and Brent
Davis, then at the University of British Columbpgsented their field-leading work on
complexity theory and its uses in education, am¥iged initial feedback on how AISI
may or may not be operating as a complex systerdy Atargreaves, formerly of the
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education and redviBoston College, offered some
initial observations on AlISI's architecture as amhe strategy and its similarity to and
difference from other systemic change strategigsally, Pasi Sahlberg, incoming
Director of the Centre for International Cooperatamd Mobility in Finland, provided
his observations from an international policy pergjve.

Following the colloquium, these contributors wereited to undertake deeper research
on the design, impact and future of AlISI, includitggsustainability. Sixteen research
guestions were finalized in February and March 2008ugh a process of consensus by
the research team and Alberta Education. Fivaedd were overarching questions:

1. What is the distinctive theory-in-action (changehatecture) of AISI?

2. What is the value of AISI? (What are the valueAl&1?)

3. lIs it possible for jurisdictions to do these pragand activities without AISI?

4. Would the values of AISI continue without funding?

5. Has AISI changed the culture of education ioefa? If so, how has it?
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These were supplemented by eleven subsidiary guesti

1. What have been the successes of AISI, as assemseadltiple perspectives?

2. What are both the obvious and the subtle impactd 8F?

3. How is AISI lived and practiced by educators?

4. What are the change processes at play for admatts and teachers?

5. What have been the difficulties and challengesI8fA

6. Has AISI encouraged school authorities to try nieigs?

7. Has AISI encouraged those involved to take riskktarbe more innovative?

8. What are the opportunities to expand the measurédSi projects from the
vantage point of complexity theory?

9. What are the opportunities to disseminate kedge generated by AISI by using
its networks and complexity thinking? Have thgggootunities been used to
promote change across AlSI jurisdictions?

10. How has AISI influenced policy developmentiaschool, jurisdictional, and
provincial levels?

11. What are the implications of the research figdi for AISI as a work in
progress?

Andy Hargreaves agreed to serve as overall profmidinator for three research teams
to provide multiple perspectives on AISI. PasilBalg would be a critical friend who
was also appointed to the project and would ad&lSe¢ on its work in light of global
trends in education and especially on the neetiggbtskill, high-achievement
knowledge societies.

Components of the Review

The multiple perspectives review is organized mre¢hdata-based studies and two
reviews that relate AISI to educational reform tterlsewhere.

1. The Quantitative Meta-analysis
The first research study, by Robert Crocker, isetaranalysis of existing provincial

data sets concerning tested achievement resulglbas survey data of satisfaction
levels for parents, students and teachers, ingal&d the effects of AISI. This study
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tries to ascertain whether there were observaldagds over time and across main
AISI themes and strategies, the extent to whickdlaanges could be attributed to
AISI, and whether some AISI themes and/or strategiere more effective than others
in relation to valued outcomes. In addition, thisdy evaluates the suitability of
existing data sets and data gathering processeefermining the impact of AISI and
makes suggestions for future improvement in AlStibsequent funding cycles.

Given that AISI was designed as a school improvérsieategy rather than an
experimental or quasi-experimental research degignnot possible to clearly separate
AISI effects from other changes that may have aeclr However, positive change has
taken place over time and across AISI projectsrmaadsures. Effects are larger for
surveys than for achievement measures. This riegsossibility of a Hawthorne or
halo effect in which individuals attribute valuean intervention not because of the
inherent value of the treatment but rather becabtifee added attention being shown
for their work—though this very attention and inv@ient is a significant contribution
to teacher morale.

Traceable gains on provincial achievement testsnamginal, which could be a source
of concern. On the other hand, external factorssh-ss rising immigration trends in
Alberta, an influx of new teachers prepared in pfirevinces, a surge in retirement of
experienced teachers, and especially the increabe ipercentage of English language
learners—cannot be separated from AIS| outcomésrims of the available data base
and research design. Indeed, the lack of a deiclinehievement scores related to AISI
in this context could be regarded positively.

In general, despite the most rigorous effortss @xceedingly difficult to isolate the
independent effects of AISI using retrospectivenjuative data. This is because

only some AISI projects are designed to have ddslte impact on tested
student achievement;

AISI involves almost all Alberta schools and hasrbencreasingly integrated
with other initiatives and developments for a degad

Existing province-wide data sets are not amenabteating the impact of
different AISI projects on particular students;

projects are often complex and developmental satbatments do not follow
experimental design principles with consistenticgpion from one site to
another or one year to the next; and

the data collected by teachers within projects siscprovincial achievement
test scores or satisfaction surveys are sometimesuitably aligned with the
purposes of their projects.



The Learning Mosaic
2. Three Contrasting Case Studies of District Bnpéntation

The second research study by Davis and Sumarazasaiypw three school district
cultures influence the development of AISI projantgheir jurisdiction.

The first school district emphasiziesrningas its central purpose and is able to use
AISI funds to amplify its pre-existing mission tacrease learning for all students and
teachers. Most AISI resources were used to fustledas of connectivity and
communication among teachers. Resources are atbtatreleasing teachers’ time for
meeting and coaching in their schools—spreadinghieraleadership across the
profession and enabling teacher leaders to st&g ¢toclassroom practice. The
district’s decentralized network structure bind®dether through frequency of
interaction, learning and change, across schodistelis no insistence on direct control
at every point by the district administration. @esult is strong personal relationships,
high trust and intense professional learning aciesslistrict.

The other two districts are less successful inbéistang a learning culture for students
and teachers. The second district promsé&siceas the work for the district.
Educators work extremely hard, they are bound byramon moral purpose, and
personal sacrifice of time and energy is a peneagistue. However, personal relations
and lines of authority operate in a largely veitfeghion and schools are not well
connected to each other except through commornirigaand implementation events.
Teacher leadership largely takes teachers outeofltsssroom into consultant positions
in the district office. This results in the distis focus being something of a mystery to
many schools. This makes it difficult for the distito play an active role in producing
new kinds of knowledge.

The third district employs managerialframework that realizes the aspirations of the
educational leaders for control of teachers and@aa@bility for outcomes. Initiatives
are aligned with a single district focus that igum related to a provincial “thrust.”
Resources are allocated to employing consultarttseimlistrict office, and hiring
external out-of-province trainers to distributdrinag packages and run workshop
events. There is little independent interactiomieen or learning among schools
independently of these events and schools haleditareness of each other’s
activities. Teachers become depleted by what tRpgreence as excessive auditing of
their instruction without a parallel system of dantng support and development for
their teaching.

This study indicates that external improvementatiites such as AlSAmplifythe pre-
existing mindsets of district administrators. ttee district sites use AISI funds to
extend their already established principles aratesies. They do not use the funds to
reflect critically upon goals and interventionstthee already in place. If AISlis to
change existing district cultures and their impattearning and teaching, it will be
necessary to develop robust new strategies fonargonal learning that transcend
district boundaries. One possibility would betod networks of learning where
educators from one district visit peers in oth&ame of this interaction should be
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school to school, without all interactions beinglwstrated by vertical district control.
Across districts there was a rather remarkable kedge of contemporary educational
research, and this phenomenon was consistentillywaéid to AISI. There were also
pockets of remarkable innovation in the distriagsted, with occasional deep
commonalities in interest, expertise, and actigityoss jurisdictions. At the same time,
there seemed to be little sustained and meaniegfldboration among jurisdictions,
raising the possibility that the time may be rifghta more deliberate strategy of
connecting and collaborating within the initiativAlSI needs to stress the importance
of creating new knowledge through school-basedvation as in the first district and
not just disseminating existing knowledge througtasures such as workshops and
training programs as in the other two. In recagniof this need, AISI leaders have
already begun catalyzing cross-district learningdmyuiring project applicants in Cycle
4 to learn from the work other districts have aligandertaken in areas with affinities
to their proposed project goals and strategies.

3. Cross-site Case Study

The third study by Shirley and McEwen is a quaktatondensed case study of 12
varied and geographically dispersed school distsapported by AISI. This study
employs interviews and focus group discussionsedsas analysis of school, district
and project documents, to gather data about thaimgeand value of AISI among
educators and district personnel involved in asgpoasible for design, implementation,
and assessment of AISI activities at the distaeel. This up-close view of AISI
provides evidence of the perceived architecturpaitty strengths and challenges of
AISI as well as the context in which AISI operaé@song those who are most closely
engaged with it.

The research findings indicate that AlSI enjoysreraus popularity among educators.
They credit it with helping them to advance théitls as thinkers, researchers, and
practitioners. Teachers state that they have aedjmew skills as researchers and
change agents who identify problems in childreaahing, collaborate with colleagues
to formulate potential solutions, and then acgtureding, skills and support to put their
professional knowledge to work. Educators have-sieépped the kinds of short-term
strategies that lead to “gaming the system” taggtscores up. Instead, they are asking
more profound questions of themselves and of twieagues. They are challenging
each other to work with students to establish abyrg®on criteria for excellence in
learning and they are providing children with npiki ways to acquire and demonstrate
excellence. They are embedding technology inEpantoire of instructional strategies
that presume intelligence and voice on the palearers.

Alberta educators feel that their long-term visafreducational change matters and that
it plays a role in shaping the future policiestwit province. They are undoubtedly at
the leading edge of efforts to professionalizeteéaginternationally, through their
promotion of collegial interaction, change advogampfessional networks, sustained
inquiry and responsibility for results.
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This report finds that areas in which AISI needpush further include

increased parent and community engagement in thes fof AlSI projects and
throughout the whole AISI process;

a stronger focus and greater impact on secondapots;

creating an accountability system that is less amsdime, yet that develops and
deploys more robust indicators of progress thateleded to the project goals
that schools pursue.

Of these three areas, the research team noteAlBiatas increased emphasis on parent
and community engagement in Cycle 4.

4. The Four Ways of AISI

Andy Hargreaves draws on the three above compopoétie review and other
previous research studies of AlSI to judge how Al@hpares to four ways of system-
wide change that are and have been evident imitienal educational change
strategies. He argues tHiatir change imperativesow confront all educational leaders
and change agertgconomic reconstruction, social cohesion, ecoldgigstainability,
and generational renewal. The challenge for patiekers, he says, is to respond to
these four imperatives in order to generate thegesithat are appropriate for thé'21
century.

Hargreaves argues that AISI has gone well beyatfir@sFirst Way of change that
emphasized innovation and generous state fundintabed to develop parallel
systems of professional responsibility, accouniigbnd also consistency. AISI also
has surpasseslecond Waynindsets of the 1980s, in which educators in other
jurisdictions were subjected to increasingly poéticontrol, public skepticism and
market competition. By promoting high levels obpia confidence in educators and by
emphasizing creativity, complexity, innovation, aedmwork, AISI would appear to
have institutionalized hird Wayprinciples of the 1990s that used networks and ttat
drive reform through recalcitrant systems and ettusa

For many contemporary school reformers, the deveéoyt of such “data-driven
decision making” among educators represents thmioation of decades of efforts to
improve and secure teaching as a profession. néetasing international evidence
indicates that such a framing of contemporary etilbicanjects a managerial tenor and
competitive framing into schools that in many wayslermines their moral and
collegial fabric. For this reason, Hargreavesaatis that policy makers in Alberta
would be well advised to consider the role thatlAifsght play in promoting &ourth
Wayof change that values data along with teacherogepsional judgment and balances
targeted interventions in children’s areas of anadaveaknesses along with more
mindful approaches to teaching and learning thatisb creativity, innovation, and the
“soft skills” of teamwork and compromise.
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5. Global Policy Perspectives

Hargreaves’ challenge to policy makers to fortifgaxtend AISI’'s already significant
contribution to Albertan education is next complatee by Pasi Sahlberg, who
considers AlSI from the vantage point of his scheflg on knowledge societies and
especially high-achieving Finland. Sahlberg ndi@s$ AISI's change architecture
promotes systems-level change and not just a laoca@mulation of localized
initiatives. He praises the generous and contialletation of substantial resources to
AISI and their encumbered nature, which prevergsitfrom being bled off into staff
replacements or other expenditures that are edlyesadient in a time of economic
contraction.

Enjoying high-level provincial leadership, invitimggass-roots initiatives, and
encouraging mid-level school district coordinatard learning, AlSI is viewed by
Sahlberg as “a shining star in the sky of globajdascale school improvement.”
Sahlberg credits AlSI leaders and Alberta Educatidh the development of a

carefully conceived and highly responsive chande/ork that is perhaps unique in its
support for the technical core of teaching andiieay that occurs between teachers and
students. Sahlberg concludes that “It is difficalfind anywhere a comparable change
effort that would be of the scale, size and overabnitude as AISI.”

Sahlberg, like Hargreaves, encourages AISI to cengivo further developments for its
medium and long-range planning. First, he suggbatsthe central management of
AISI expand the definition of public engagemenAis| Education Partners to include
individuals from youth, sports, or business sect@scond, he finds that although there
is evidence of some lateral networking among Al®jgrts and districts, this

dimension of the work—the “communicative connedtivin the language of Davis

and Sumara—could be strengthened and would beXxi&itin the future.

Overall Findings

This section summarizes the findings of the revidiws organized by the overarching
guestions.

AISI constitutes a world-class and world-leadingmple of a system-wide educational
strategy. This strategy, designed by Alberta Edanand its partners, inspires teachers
and administrators. It enhances their professigr@aith and enthusiasm. AISI seeds
new, research-informed practices within local comities then spreads them across
districts and schools; and it diffuses existingwlealge as well as creating new
knowledge.

AISI embodies a change process that addressesti@exity and adaptability
necessary in a fast-moving, knowledge-driven wottcavoids the excesses of
unregulated chaos and permissiveness of uncooedimahovation on the one hand, and



The Learning Mosaic

of hierarchical and inflexibly linear systems optdown or layered implementation on
the other. It achieves all this new and groundkirgawork with no discernible
negative impact on the exemplary record of stugerformance as measured by
provincial achievement tests for which Alberta basome world-renowned.

AISI has unfolded in a continuous culture of inqumpenness, reflection and
adaptation that is rare among government-sponsoneyations. The School
Improvement Branch of Alberta Education does natetyeesndure critical feedback but
actively solicits and then rapidly responds t@\it.projects have onerous accountability
requirements and have been subject to rigorousiatiah, leading to clear
consequences of adaptation, change, and shiftxos$for direction. In the past decade,
AISI has transformed and continues to transform

1. froma project-driven and initiative-driven approaola more embedded and
continuous change process and strategy;

2. froma predictable, time-bound planning process ofarmffunding cyclesto a
more flexible process of planning and development;

3. froma collection of disconnected or loosely connectejiegtsto a province-
wide network of improvement and innovation;

4. froma change process that has swung between bott@anelfmp-down
orientations in the first two cycletq a change process that balances and
integrates these dynamics and also adds a stiategall peer-driven change
dynamic in the third and fourth cycles;

5. froma strategy to spread and embed existing knowlatgedier to enhance
improvement and implementaticio,a strategy that also creates new knowledge
in support of increased innovation.

There are also some limitations of AlSI so farr &eample, elementary schools have
embraced AISI more deeply than high schools, wteaehers’ understandings of their
roles as experts in the area of academic conteawlkedge have made it difficult for
them to focus on the province’s learners and thgirent and future needs. AISI also
needs to work more deliberately on leadership agreént, and especially on
modifying the roles of principals and other stafSupport the development of teachers.
AISI projects can also benefit from more robustwlealge dissemination and exchange
across district lines. Finally, there is scoperfare explicit attention to the
development of stronger relationships with paramis other community members.
These and other findings are organized in relakign® the five overarching questions
that guided this study and are elaborated in aviollg section on recommendations.
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1. What is the distinctive theory-in-action (charggchitecture) of AISI?

AISI promotes and funds locally-developed, distlezt innovations and improvements.
It networks educators and parent and community neesniogether through schools,
conferences, and a web-based AISI ClearinghousadoTso, AlSI has a four-
dimensional architecture:

1. vertical — top-down and bottom-up;

2. lateral — project-to-project, school-to-school;

3. radial — outside-in and inside-out research expertiskepaactitioner inquiry;
4. temporal- connecting medium-term and longer-term perspestiv

AISl is a complex mixture of top-down, bottom-upddaterally-driven change. Itis
guided by the AISI Education Partners Steering Cdtamand managed (but not
micromanaged) by the School Improvement Branch8fB\Iberta Education. SIB
works collaboratively with the AISI partners to geiorities and strategic directions for
each cycle. SIB manages three-year project cyitlegther manages the application
and approval process, coordinates conferencestatas a website Clearinghouse to
create connectivity across projects. SIB operatesdonsistently transparent, inclusive
and responsive way, with a quiet passion for lgegtbunded and professionally driven
change that serves the public good of all studétrgges its role as facilitating, steering
and gently but firmly monitoring and revising tlugcess over time.

From the bottom-up, AISI’s theory-in-action emposveducators to develop
professional and intellectual projects based oir thven locally-created needs
assessments and subsequent initiatives for sékted change. Many of these projects
come from the individual passions or recent profesd development experiences of
teachers and administrators who connect theiainsgs to the priorities in the current
AISI Cycle. Others — up to 40% per cycle — aredelk by districts in relation to
province-wide themes such as differentiated insitva¢ professional learning
communities (PLCs) or assessment for learningatea®\IS| priorities and also related
to a more general policy thrust in Alberta Eduaatid\lthough all projects feel local in
location, many are nonetheless provincially centralrigin. Irrespective of the source,
what matters in any project is the degree of owmnpreachers and school
administrators feel towards it.

AlISl is not only bottom-up, top-down and laterahiature; it also is radial, combining
inside-out and outside-in change processes thatza into its core and back out
again. Several districts have collaborated wittversity faculty at various points in
their project cycles and received assistance iigdeg surveys, studying student
achievement data, and modifying assessment practisenual AISI conferences also
connect participating schools to outside expedis#feedback. AlISI has made explicit
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the connection between academic research and piafies practice. External
stimulation and assistance are balanced and ineebvéth internal study and
reflection.

Like all change strategies, AlSI also has a fodithension: time. AISI’s three-year
cycles establish longer timelines for change, actind results than is common in most
other system-wide reform efforts. In less stalaktipal environments, these are
usually driven by the demand for measurable skor-iachievement results. In these
other cases, this culture of short-term plannind tamking can deplete energy and
distract attention from securing the longer-teramsformations in teaching and learning
that are more appropriate for competitive knowledgenomies. AISI largely avoids
these distractions through an approach that iatitey, transparent, and participatory.
Project participants consistently praised AlSIfshaif their accessibility and respect for
the on-the-ground realities of teachers and scéiadil.

Some respondents advised greater fluidity in tesfrentry to and completion of AISI
projects. They also suggested it would be pruttereduce the accountability demands
on projects, which were described as onerous. tastase studies and school district
reviews indicated that while interconnection (oniectivity) across schools within
districts is strong, it is underdeveloped acrostridis. Districts also vary in how they
articulate school interconnections. On the whitleugh, the current change
architecture of AISI enables its project leaders;allaboration with district personnel,
to develop an approach to student learning anfldgaklopment that is more inquiry-
oriented, reflective, and sustainable than moatesgies.

2. What is the value of AISI? (What are the valuesI&i?)

Positive changes over time were found for all messin all three AISI cycles. AISI’s
impact on provincial achievement tests (PATs) waalkbut larger for local
achievement measures and survey measures. Diseeeffiect sizes on PATs are
rather modest, and many seem attributable to Istattstical artifacts of, for example,
regression towards the mean or outlier effects.

PAT results can be interpreted in a number of w&yse potential explanation is
methodological. PAT data are not easily conneaedbices of particular students who
have experienced specific AlSI initiatives. Anatpessible explanation is systemic.
AISI has become increasingly integrated into thecational system and improvement
processes of the province as a whole. It is a cexw@form, not a simple treatment or
intervention, and part of its success is its insire@influence on the educational culture
in general. Highlighting its independent impacfasfrom easy. One promising step
forward might be to design some AISI projects gseexnentally controlled
interventions.

The strongest AISI impacts were on measures oh&agrowth. It is possible that these
represent a halo or Hawthorne effect althoughithaself is an indicator of teachers’
appreciation of the trust, resources and recognthat are accorded to them in the AISI
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architecture. Our review’s qualitative findings gegt something deeper is also at work
in terms of AISI's impact on teachers’ sense off@gsionalism and on the development
of teacher leadership opportunities and experiendesse factors represent AISI's
values as much as its actual value.

Informants all agreed that AISI is catalyzing autieand deep conversations about
teaching and learning that are contributing tachet repertoire of instructional
practices and improved student learning in Albeftaey credited AlISI with giving
them new ways to observe student learning, ideptifstacles to achievement, and
revise instruction so that their students learigit levels. By exposing educators to
alternative sets of practices, by embedding ongsupggort into schools through AlSI-
funded lead teachers and consultants, by connetetawdpers and projects to each other
in relationships of mutual learning and supportSKhas helped to re-ignite teachers’
curiosity about new and better ways of teaching Stedents.

3. Is it possible for jurisdictions to do thes®jects and activities without AISI?

Educators tended to view AISI not so much as thetd departure for new values, but
rather as an opportunity and funding source tazeafalues they already cherished but
found difficult to fulfill. Districts needed fundgto support AISI consultants, to
provide teachers with release time to learn froeirtbolleagues, to purchase resources,
and to send teachers to professional developménwiti@s such as the annual
conferences of the Alberta Assessment Consortidspecially in remote rural districts,
the opportunity to leave small towns to access eas and research findings at
provincial or regional conferences and establiggr#h learning networks with

educators in implementing them was priceless. ridistwould almost certainly not

AISI has also helped combat conservatism in theiibf teaching and administration
by promoting a culture of risk-taking. In his retksat the AlSI Conference in
February 2009, Alberta’s Minister of Education, Bd¥ancock, communicated that
mistakes were to be expected and welcome alongalgydo meaningful school change.
Such encouragement was very much appreciated lmatma who were eager to pilot
new initiatives and to take greater risks to rediskengaged students.

Teachers stated that AlSI projects offered justridfiet amount of risk and reward for
those who loved teaching yet also wanted to expititer dimensions of the
educational profession. AISI enables teachedet@lop new skills in the areas of
experiential education, technology development,laadl history that may not be
directly linked to gains on provincial achievemesgts but nonetheless have great
educational value. This approach is integral tockyeloyment of 2% century
professional skills in a rapidly changing, cultlyaliverse and knowledge-driven
society. It is essential to a learning mindset.
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4. Would the values of AISI continue without fun@ing

Many participants from elementary schools saidcthiures of their schools had
changed and the practices that came about duesiowidre now embedded in their
schools. In secondary schools, AlSI values wereeeltiéd in some departments but
others conserved a transmission model of educ#tatrdid not promote student
engagement. Gains are being made at the high skehab| but AISI project leaders
indicated that improvements require more carefuli@liag and support for faculty over
time of the kind that appears to be the case imehary schools.

The districts and cultures most likely to sustai®alues in the absence of continuing
funding are those that already operate as compléxHective learning communities.
These districts have established the organizaticudadres that support teachers’
continued introspection, collaborative inquiry, adjustment of instructional practices.
Such districts organize their leaders and nottjust teachers into PLCs to study data
and research and to inquire into and improve icsitvoal supports.

The Davis and Sumara study of contrasting disitmgiementation indicates that some
districts organize their cultures more around gamh as service and management that
tend to concentrate leadership centrally and adwenprojects vertically rather than
around learning, where both leadership and innomaitre distributed more laterally and
bound together by frequent, complex interactiohe Tormer types of districts may find
it difficult to accomplish the learning goals thiegve established for themselves
because they conflict with pre-established ingtnal cultures that make learning
subsidiary to service or management. AISI val@slie piloted in such organizational
cultures, but they cannot become embedded, andhatieeynlikely to be sustained
without funding and also a development of netwaglstructures within AISI that may
stimulate productive disturbance of these existiistyict cultures.

Some educators expressed anxiety that AISI funehiigint be folded into base
budgeting, let alone discontinued entirely, esglcia a time of economic contraction.
They worried that without clearly marked fundinige tsorts of innovative, grass-roots
projects associated with AISI will fade away. THegred that without continued
support for AISI as an autonomous agency, theioaishwould not prosper from the
opportunity to mature into the more complex leagrsgstems and sources of
innovation that Alberta will need for its studetghrive in the future.

5. Has AISI changed the culture of education imefta? If so, how has it?

AISI's change architecture has led to clear sliftthe culture of teaching and
improvement in Alberta. We found many instancesldl influencing school and
district policies in ways that represented a maatt in understandings about
teaching and learning at the school and classrewel.IThis was evidenced in the
creation of common report cards, the alignmentuoficular content with local
assessments, and the development of principafssasictional leaders of learning, for
example.
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Instead of seeing assessments as unwanted extapaaitions of provincial
achievement tests, the emphasis on assessmeeafomg has helped teachers grasp
the value of diagnostic and formative assessmbatscan support their classroom
practice. There is room for further growth in terafisgeachers and schools developing
and deploying more of their own designed or chapeantitative instruments and
indicators so they can monitor impact of and pregiia their self-designed initiatives;
but the emphasis on assessment for learning inAlsrd cycle has undoubtedly
started to lay a foundation of a learning-drivetiure of greater assessment literacy.

One clear and demonstrable impact of AISI on thaeweducational culture of Alberta
is in terms of consolidating and extending a strand enthusiastic culture of
professionalism and professional collaboration agr&xhools and their teachers.
Without exception, all of the educators and paremsnterviewed were enthusiastic
about AISI, and the way that it energized the p®si@n. Schools have changed as a
result of AISI's work to provide more time and soppfor professional development,
and to increase dedication to collaborative desisiaking involving a wider range of
participants. If there is any single area in whidBI1 is most advancing policy changes
at the provincial level and throughout the wideltune of education, it is in this crucial
domain of collective learning, connectivity amomtasols, and overall enhancement of
capacity.

Along with changes in teaching have come shiftsaw leadership is developed in
schools. Leadership is no longer confined to thecgral’s or superintendent’s office
but is increasingly being spread throughout thégmional community, where it retains
a close connection to classroom learning. Thissgaificant, inspiring and world-
leading aspect of the changing culture of educatiokiberta, at time when teacher
leadership is little more than a cliché in mosteotfurisdictions.

There remain three ways in which AISI does notsgsm to have influenced the wider
culture of education and educational change in AdbeThe first concerns the existence
of prior and parallel cultures of hierarchical leeghip and administration in a number
of districts. The second is related to the cerstdmhinistration of Alberta Education and
its impact on school and district cultures. Thafilimitation relates to the need for
extension of networking activities across districtpromote optimal learning among
educators.

AlSl initiatives and the ways in which they are dimped are often absorbed into the
existing cultures of administration within scho@tdcts, which they, in turn, seem to
amplify. Districts organized on hierarchical linggh a narrative of management tend
to decide on and impose a focus, invest in extgraekages and trainers, use resources
to put coordinators into the district office theyedwelling the ranks of administration,
and create little independent connectivity amorigsts. Lines of control are top-

down, implementing administratively selected iritias and making it difficult for
schools to learn from each other. Districts withe#tmc or narrative of service provide
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more trust, invest more heavily in relationships] aecure commitment to common
goals, but patterns of implementation are stilepadlistic, and staff overload is heavy.
This restricts the opportunities for organizatiolearning.

Some of the educators interviewed in the 15 diststudied in the two qualitative
components of the multiple perspectives review comoated that Alberta Education
is not perceived as being part of a wider learmiognmunity. So far, AISI’s flexible,
adaptable, participatory and networked approach iwgtbroad conception of learning
has interrupted this perception, but more as &shfng alternative to larger
transactional approaches that leave educators efayher government initiatives.

The transactional model of Alberta Education isunuisual and seems to operate like
most other education ministries. It is perceived\b§| participants as a system of
central policy development that is then implementedugh the hierarchical authority
of individual superintendents and line-managed frycgpals below them. This system
is often well organized to implement common proggand strategies. It is less suited
to innovation and to developing practices that neglocal discretion. On the ground,
AlSl is in tension with the existing policy culturBut as AISI progresses further and
policy goals also begin to incorporate more innmeaglements suited to knowledge
economy goals, this tension could become a creatideenergizing one of productive
disturbance.

Within schools, AISI appears to be eradicatingltmgstanding presence of privacy in
the culture of teaching. PLCs among teachers andrastrators have been established
to study the real and most daunting problems akagg¢he most inspiring and
innovative challenges facing schools and then t@ldg@ new strategies for responding
to them. These are not just individual teacher opmdties but collective professional
responsibilities. This is an enormous achievertteatthas eluded educational
reformers in many other jurisdictions around theldo

The greater challenge of privacy and isolation tt@ssroom teachers have experienced
in the past is now a different one. It is the peivand isolation that insulates and
separates school districts. This inhibits the pivdéfor learning across schools and
projects independently of detailed district contréVhile some districts have been able
to surmount these problems, systemic decisionshreox to be made on behalf of
teachers and learners in the others:

Is AISI essentially going to an outlier to or exzesafety valve for a relatively
traditional provincial system of education?

Or, in a context of the province’s reinvention asaanpetitive and innovative
knowledge economy within an increasingly diverseroanity, can AISI now be the
catalyst for a more participatory and decentralizgdcess of policy development?

In other words, can AlSI create a renewed and r@med relationship between the
central ministry and its districts as well as amdhg districts themselves?
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By challenging districts to innovate, demandingaagtability, and infusing a level of
uncertainty around the maintenance of funding, Alig¢ady provides a source of
productive disruption of business-as-usual in @itsr It capitalizes on local ingenuity
and inventiveness and empowers educators to expéovestrategies for engaging
reluctant learners. It is unlikely that this inadwen and creativity would occur without
AISI. Increased support for school networking asrdistricts will spread and accelerate
these processes.

Recommendations

AISI's change architecture, theory of action, aadsstivity to issues impacting Alberta’s
diverse schools are unusually sophisticated ambressve. Yet even the best change
initiatives can be strengthened. This brings usutorecommendations:

1.

developimproved ways of collecting and compiling proviacachievement data
that will make it possible to trace the impact ofmplex but distinct initiatives
like AISI,

. createleadership and support systems for teachers andaesdrators involved

in AISI projects to access existing data basesiesigand receive data analysis
services, and design their own instruments andatdrs of accountability that
are appropriate to their project goals;

extendAlSI project content and processes towards gréayeivement of
parents, community members, businesses, universitid other partners;

increaseAlSI’'s attention to and impact regarding innovatend improvement
in high schools, with particular reference to irasiag Alberta’s relatively low
rates of high school completion;

investin province-wide networks that cut across distrithat reach beyond
annual conferences and that incorporate provemg@sinciples of effective
network architectures that have clear, positiveaotp on system-wide outcomes
for students;

developleadership skill and capacity amaoaldy principals and district-level
leaders so that the effectiveness of AISI projdoiss not suffer when existing
leadership capacity in particular schools and idistis not strong;

embedAlSl into Alberta Education as an integrated ppktrategy. Do this
without diminishing the attention, resources, agoycand professional
development regarding the distinctive approachgsdtessionally driven,
locally adaptable and laterally networked procesd@siprovement and
innovation that AISI has championed.
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These seven recommendations are clustered intwraid and interconnected thematic
areas that warrant attention for the further sutcoé\ISI in coming years:

Preservation

Purpose and focus
Impact

Culture

Structure and funding
Leadership

oA WNE

1. Preservation.The research team finds much that is of valugl8i. Educators
consistently state that AlSI is making tremendourgtigbutions to the advancement of
the teaching profession by giving educators new gkskills for understanding student
learning and assessment practices. Within distrextucators appreciate the
opportunity to learn from their colleagues in oteehools, and venues such as annual
AISI conferences enable educators to meet and agehtheir learning with others from
throughout the province. This culture of inquindeexchange then emboldens
educators to explore new ideas that they can @ddptal circumstances to better serve
their students and their communities. Whatevengha might be made to AISI in the
future, these should ensure fireservationof these praiseworthy principles and their
accompanying strategies.

2. Purpose and focusAlISI’s positive benefits are significant. Theyndae used to
contribute to the honing of AlSIurpose and foau At the start of its second decade,
AISI acknowledges that it no longer is an initigtivut a strategy that has proven its
value and become an anchor of the province’s sahgmiovement efforts. A more
systemic focus on areas that proved difficult fé&An its first ten years—such as high
school improvement or increased parent and commenigagement in schools—is
now warranted. More explicit emphasis on innovatnd sustainability, with
particular reference to Zkentury learning, may also be of value. Thederddhemes
are already present in AlSI Cycle 4’s recommendatid@hey merit even greater
emphasis in the second decade and overall futuSif

3. Impact. AlSI is a school improvement strategy, not anesxpental or quasi-
experimental research design. Nonetheless, aaoilityt and improvement arguments
make it prudent to develop systemic support thatccenable in-school inquiry and
systemic evaluation to make more efficient andatife use of data to better measure
AISI's impact. The research team therefore recommends thatestablish an AlSI
Institute of Data (AID) to collect, compile, andmpute data related to individual
students, schools, and districts for use by patieékers and AISI projects alike. The
team also recommends that AID also provides cugednsupport for schools and
projects to select and align impact data in retatmproject goals.
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4. Culture. AISI’s cultureis dynamic, intellectually rigorous and sustainabticators
were consistently appreciative of a policy of inaten that genuinely enhanced
teaching and learning in a manner that respectditisights and promoted their
continual professional growth. At the same tim&IA culture could be enriched
further if AISI is even more proactive about buildilateral learning networks across as
well as within districts. AISI educators have efisdited a positive culture of sharing
practices and celebrating successes but they raightenefit from a more challenging
culture of frank acknowledgment of stalled innowas, flat achievement results or
differences among schools in making progress. @tiee challenges for AISI is not
only to amplify district cultures but also to cledbe and change them where
appropriate.

5. Structure and fundingAlISI can be enhanced by rethinkingstsucture and funding
strategy A number of schools and districts would welconmeae flexible funding and
proposal cycle, with the possibility of proposdlattextend beyond the usual three-year
limit. This could enable districts to go deepepistspecially challenging areas without
the uncertainty and need for premature closureisredmetimes built into three-year
ceilings on grant-funded projects. Districts andjgets can be supported through
targeted funding to network with one another in esuistained ways. If funded, the
AISI Institute for Data (AID) could help to gaudeetbenefits of longer and more
flexible projects versus those that are more lichitescope and duration.

6. Leadership.Like many change strategies, AISI generally lessgmed leadership a
secondary status in its theory of action. AlISI ®twlamplify existing leadership

cultures without an explicit acknowledgment thaytimay be more or less capable of
supporting AlSI activities. For instance, teacleadership in AlSI has been encouraged
as a fundamental principle and favored strategyntiiout concomitant attention to its
implications for leadership by principals, supezimdents, and other district staff. Yet
the research literature indicates that for teatseatership to be developed in a long-
term, sustainable way, ongoing technical suppartusial for principals,
superintendents, and district-level staff.

Several school districts have used AlSI funds teettie PLCs not only for teachers but
also for administrators. These are helping adnratists to identify areas in which they
can help teachers to grow professionally and eappgas instructional leaders. This
work appears to be especially valuable in improvhgquality of instruction at the

high school level. Enriching such administrativeCB by extending them in networks
across district lines and enabling them to berfiefih the challenges as well as support
of colleagues in other districts is a natural estem of the advantages of networks for
teachers’ ongoing professional development. Effeatietworking does not come
naturally though, and developing skills of netwtgdership should be a priority in the
future.
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Conclusion

AISl is an impressive change strategy that is gesheathout parallel in the world

today. It contributes to teacher development ahatational change in a manner that is
stable, steady, and credible among the educatorsst seeks to impact. AlSI
leadership is transparent, responsive, and trugtyor

AISI has built a solid foundation to further evolaed address some of the most
tenacious problems in educational change todathdryears ahead, AlSI leaders should
build upon their many accomplishments and expaadrtbst important themes and
strategies of AlSI into new arenas. AISI shouldHar promote learning across district
lines and should increase parents and communitggamgent in schools. More
concerted efforts and sustained support need prdyeded to high schools to engage
students and to transform learning. In generatenfiexible and also more targeted
approaches to funding and funding cycles may heifyjeaie these goals.

AlSI is already promoting some of these changetsinew cycle of projects. Itis
imperative that AISI act decisively and boldly @ating the changes. AISI has a
unique change architecture. It treats the learofrgjudents, teachers and organizations
not as a line, or even a circle, but as a comphégrlocking mosaic. AlSI is a complex
model of improvement and innovation and also asfparent and participatory one.

This is why it enjoys increasing visibility not gnih Alberta or Canada but also among
policy makers in other nations. AISI’s continygogress within one of the world’s
very highest performing systems will be keenly ated by scholars of educational
change and policy makers focused on improving stuléarning from around the

globe.
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Chapter 1: Investigating AlSI

By Andy Hargreaves

1. Introduction

On April 29, 2004former Prime Minister Paul Martin gave an addres#/ashington

in which he favorably compared the metaphor of @afsabilingual, multicultural
mosaic, to that of the common melting pot or stetw ivhich all differences are
dissolved in the United States. Despite the csiticthat hidden hierarchies persist
within this multicultural mosaic and that indeeé trery first use of mosaic imagery in
a social sense was as a critique of the existeihaevertical mosaic in Canada (Porter,
1965), the metaphor remains appropriately centrdlessential to Canadian identity.
More than this, the mosaic metaphor first emergedanada’s prairie heartland where
it referred to a particular style of architecture.

Learning and learning communities are also weltwaga by the metaphor of the
mosaic, as one author’'s namesakes already recaigmaee than a decade ago (D
Hargreaves, 1994). Learning and communities ohiagrare made up of diverse pieces
— artistic and scientific, improvised and memorizacuired individually or
cooperatively with others — that, with suitablehai@ctural vision, guidance and design,
make up a complex but clear unity of achievement.

The architecture of the decade-old Alberta Ind@tior School Improvement (AISI)
and indeed of any highly effective educational eyssuch as Alberta’s or Finland’s
(the only jurisdiction that outperforms Alberta @&ECD'’s international PISA tests of
educational achievement), in a fast-moving, knogéedriven world of innovation and
creativity, is also best thought of as, at its pastomplex but coherent mosaic.
Following futurist Alvin Toffler (1990), it mightwen be regarded as@ving mosaie-
a dynamic kaleidoscope of local, school and disttetermined improvement and
innovation, that has a shifting but clearly defilegpattern embodying the creativity,
flexibility and adaptability that Toffler advocated

Sophisticated learning of the kind that encompag$®sentury skills and that is
increasingly regarded as necessary for advancedl&dge economies (OECD, 2008)
is not a circle or a line. It runs neither in padble steps nor in orderly cycles. Itis a
complex system and process — much more like a gawiosaic. This is the essence
and the aspiration of AISI at its best. Unlike mantiyer less effective systems, AISI
does not operate as a set of controlled intervestiorchestrated in a linear or layered
way through levels of implementation from the t&pthe same time, as a more
complex system, it always has to be watchful afing into a rubble of unrelated
fragments in which no clear or coherent visionearhing can be discerned at all.
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AISI stands between the dynamics of free will aptedminism — or between what
complexity theorists call emergence and design (&&902). As a complex collection
of local pieces of improvement and instruction,ugiat together to try and form a
coherent whole, the success or failure of AlSipfaall deliberately constructed
complex systems, resides in its particular prirespf architectural design and their
resulting effects. Too much design and AISI becojusisanother mechanism of top-
down implementation. Too much emergence, and intirmvas well as improvement
efforts can be inconsistent in quality, and lack kimd of collective or system-wide
coherence. In complex improvement designs like AdBthitecture is everything.

So what is the architectural design of AISI? Hoeacland appropriate is its vision?
What has been its impact and effects, and howyeaisl these disentangled from
Alberta’s other educational initiatives? Are théoefs and impacts of AISI sustainable?
And could they be achieved more easily or pruddmglpther means?

To address these questions, a multiple perspeaevesw of AISI was commissioned
by Alberta Education in 2008. The review was coneddy individuals and teams
located in British Columbia, Newfoundland, Bostarthe United States, and Finland. It
encompassed methods of investigation and inquayititluded quantitative analysis of
existing data sets, qualitative case studies ad@shand districts, and comparative
analysis in relation to other reform and improvetrstrategies elsewhere and over
time. The review was conducted between May-AugQ602

This chapter of this multiple perspectives reviegatibes the nature of AISI and the
background to the conduct of this review. It stakesquestions addressed by the review
and introduces the sub-components of the reviewfdlaw in the ensuing chapters.
Following chapters on each of the sub-componentiseofeview, the report closes by
presenting the overall findings along with a setemfommendations for the future of AISI.

2. A Brief Description of AlSI

The nature of and background to AISI are descriipedlberta Education in the
following terms:

The Alberta Initiative for School Improvement (A)S$ a bold approach to
improving student learning by encouraging teachmasgnts, and the community
to work collaboratively to introduce innovative pcts that address local needs.
Initiated in 1999 by the Alberta Government andodistners, AlSI provides
targeted funding to school authorities to improtelent learning and enhance
student engagement and performance. More than$8bon® has been invested
in this initiative to continuously improve studdearning in Alberta. After three
successful three-year cycles of the Alberta Initeafor School Improvement
(2000-2009), AlSI is now in its fourth cycle, 20@912 (AISI Education Partners,
2008, p. i).

! At the time of printing this report the amounnisw $625 million.
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AISI was first initiated a decade ago as a redulh® combined efforts and
commitments of Alberta Education and its partnahe Alberta Teachers’ Association
(ATA), Alberta School Boards Association (ASBA),bErta School Councils’
Association (ASCA), Association of School Busin€dficials of Alberta (ASBOA),
and the College of Alberta School Superintende@sSS); in 2000, the University
Faculties of Education joined the partnership.

In AISI, participating school authorities (publggparate, Francophone, charter and
private), propose and then, if criteria set byAlh®I partners are met, receive resources
for self-designed projects that focus on improwtgdent learning, engagement and
performance in ways that suit local circumstanBesjects have a wide array of
emphases, though in each particular cycle theadesdency for a substantial
proportion (up to 40%) to cluster around one paléctheme like differentiated
instruction, professional learning communitiesassessment for learning.

AISI has been organized in three-year cycles. Atséime time, there is increasing
encouragement for projects to build on prior onbene appropriate. Projects may be
one, two, or three years in duration and ther@iexgectation that what has been
learned will be integrated and built upon. Eactieyends to have a particular
emphasis or “feel” with Cycle 1 being characteribgda great diversity of local
projects, Cycles 2 and 3 being defined by gredferts to create coherence among
projects, especially at the district level, andiileg Cycle 4 placing particular stress on
engaging students, building leadership capacitiiwidistricts, and networking of
schools and projects across them.

Administration of AISI within districts and othectsool authorities, and ways of
achieving cohesion among projects within distrddsnot follow one pattern, as Sumara
and Davis’ chapter illustrates in its comparisornhwée different districts. Across the
province, projects are connected in annual coném®and in other occasional
province-wide meetings and events, as well as byigcon the AISI website.

AlSl is funded at around $70-75 million per annuma @nvolves more than 95% of the
province’s schools in self-designed and initiategbivation and improvement projects.
This comprises about 2% of the province’s operagitigcation budget. About 1,700
projects have been funded so far.

AISI places great emphasis on professional learantyinquiry as a central element of
improvement, and on thorough procedures of accouityethat include narrative
accounts of intended goals, plans, activities uatten, lessons learned and indicators
of impact. Impact indicators commonly include réadvailable provincial instruments
such as provincial achievement tests (PATSs), abagedurvey instruments of
satisfaction levels etc. They can and sometimesddsentail self-designed instruments
and standardized assessments.

The activities and impacts of AlSI have alreadyrbextensively documented. All
cycles are subject to careful and rigorous evaad(e.g., AlSI, 2004, 2008). Provincial
Reports such as these evaluations also includdetktiscussions of AISI’s origins,
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evolution, implementation strategies and assessrReaent reports by Alberta
Education (2009a, 2009b) have also disseminated gxtect themes on a range of
topics. In addition, aspects of AlSI have beenistithy university researchers.
Subjects that have been investigated include ligba completion (Gunn, Chorney, &
Poulsen, 2008), leadership and sustainability @fo8¥right, & McRae, 2008), the role
of parents and community in supporting studentssg¢Steinmann, Malcolm, Connell,
Davis & McMann, 2009), and First Nations, Métisddnuit learners (Gunn, Pomahac,
Striker, & Tailfeathers, 2009).

In international terms, AISI is an extremely undssystem-wide change strategy that is
attracting increasing attention worldwide becausésdlistinctive differences from
other reform strategies in what is an exceptionaiijn performing educational system.
Its commitment to school-based and district-basédhtives with targeted funding
includes almost all the schools in the provinca toncerted effort at systemic change.
It encourages local initiative and expresses hggrees of professional trust within
what are nonetheless some of the most stringetéragsof external accountability and
achievement testing in the nation and the worl&lA¢ an enigma of change. The
purpose of this report is to investigate this eragato make its architecture and its
impact explicit, with a view to making judgmentsabits success so far and
recommendations regarding its future.

3. The Multiple Perspectives Review

In October 2008, as AISI prepared for its fourtlcl@yand tenth year of operation, the
Alberta Initiative for School Improvement held apince-wide Colloquium to take
stock of the progress of AISI to date, and to fs&lpdirections for the future. Involving
key stakeholders, AISI Education Partners and $taffi the School Improvement
Branch of Alberta Education in which AISI is adnsit@red, and school jurisdiction
presenters of a number of AISI projects, the Caliom established a characteristically
open and transparent process of dialogue and tiefle@bout AISI's strengths and
limitations, and about the small and large adjustsiéhat may be needed in reshaping
its future.

AlSI invited to the Colloquium several research&h® acted as critical friends for the
initiative. They participated in dialogue, obsen&®I presentations, interacted with
stakeholders, and responded to a range of thesxéetdocumentation on AlSI and
evaluations of AISI that had been produced to dRtdert Crocker, formerly of
Memorial University in Newfoundland, contributeddonsiderable expertise in
experimental and survey design as well as stalstieta-analysis of existing data sets
to raise issues regarding the measurement of Ai@psct. Dennis Sumara and Brent
Davis, then at the University of British Columbmgsented their field-leading work on
complexity theory and its uses in education, am¥iped initial feedback on how AISI
may or may not be operating as a complex systerdy Atargreaves, formerly of the
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education and redvBoston College, offered some
initial observations on AlISI's architecture as amhe strategy and its similarity to and
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difference from other systemic change strategi@sally, Pasi Sahlberg, Director of the
Centre for International Cooperation and MobilityHinland, provided his observations
from an international policy perspective.

Following the Colloquium, these contributors wereited to undertake deeper research
with a slightly widened team that would compris@@altiple perspectives review on the
design, impact and future of AISI, including itsstinability. Sixteen research
guestions were finalized in February and March 2008ugh a process of consensus by
the research team and Alberta Education. Fivaedgd were overarching questions:

What is the distinctive theory-in-action (changetetecture) of AISI?

What is the value of AISI? (What are the value&g1?)

Is it possible for jurisdictions to do these prdgeand activities without AISI?
Would the values of AISI continue without funding?

Has AISI changed the culture of education in Ala@rtif so, how has it?

agrwnE

These were supplemented by eleven subsidiary guesti

What have been the successes of AlSI, as assessediultiple perspectives?

What are both the obvious and the subtle impactd F?

How is AISI lived and practiced by educators?

What are the change processes at play for adnatostrand teachers?

What have been the difficulties and challenges I&I2A

Has AISI encouraged school authorities to try newgs?

Has AISI encouraged those involved to take riskstarbe more innovative?

What are the opportunities to expand the measur&kSd projects from the

vantage point of complexity theory?

9. What are the opportunities to disseminate knowlegiyeerated by AISI by
using its networks and complexity thinking? Halveste opportunities been
used to promote change across AISI jurisdictions?

10.How has AISI influenced policy developments at$hbool, jurisdictional, and
provincial levels?

11.What are the implications of the research findifaysAISI as a work in

progress?

ONOOAWNE

Andy Hargreaves served as overall project coordmfar three research teams and a
critical friend who was also appointed to the pcoje

The first research component was conducted by R@vecker. This took the form of a
meta-analysis of existing provincial data sets eoning tested achievement results, as
well as survey data of satisfaction levels for pgsestudents and teachers, in relation to
the effects of AISI. This study conducted furthealgsis of data from AISI Cycle 2 and
preliminary analysis of Cycle 3 data to try andeaisain whether there were observable
changes over time and across main AIS| themestasiggies, the extent to which

these changes could be attributed to AISI, and kdresome AISI themes and/or
strategies were more effective than others inigldb valued outcomes. In addition,
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this study and the chapter arising from it, evaadhe suitability of existing data sets
and data gathering processes for determining tpacdirof AISI and makes suggestions
for future improvement in subsequent cycles. Thimpgonent of the project is reported
in the next chapter.

Chapter 3 reports the results of a second comparig¢his multiple perspectives review
that responds to four questions originally pose@atober 2008 by Alberta’s Deputy
Minister of Education, Keray Henke:

1. What is the value of the AISI?

2. Why couldn’t jurisdictions do this anyway?

3. Would the values of AISI continue without funding?

4. Has AISI changed the culture of education in Ala@rf so, how?

Dennis Sumara and Brent Davis bring an understgnaficomplexity theory to these
guestions to study how AISI has affected educationlaures within different school
districts and whether any identified benefits mightsustainable. Their analysis and the
insights from it are sharpened by a qualitativerptetation of AlSI design and
development in relation to the prior patterns dfune and leadership that existed and
persist in three strikingly contrasting districts.

In Chapter 4, Dennis Shirley and Lori McEwen preédkair qualitative condensed case
study of 12 varied and geographically dispersedaictiistricts. This study employed
interviews and focus group discussions as welhasyais of school, district and project
documents, to gather data about the meaning ané @&lAIS| among educators and
district personnel involved in and responsibledesign, implementation, and
assessment of AISI activities at the district levélis up-close view of AISI on the
ground provides evidence of the perceived architecimpact, strengths and
challenges of AISI as well as the context in whidBI operates among those who are
most closely engaged with it.

Chapters 5 and 6 draw on the findings and evidehtge three preceding chapters and
compare the architecture and impact of AISI to bteéorm strategies over time and in
other places. Andy Hargreaves compares AlSI toWays of change that have
characterized educational change over the lastcealfury and reflects on these to
make judgments about the strengths, limitationsfatde possibilities for AISI. Pasi
Sahlberg refers to his extensive knowledge of athierm examples in Finland and
across the world to determine the distinctivendégsi®1 and also delineate its best
possible ways forward.

Finally, Chapter 7 and Chapter 8 draw togethethallkey findings across the sectors as
well as some recommendations arising from themsé&lage not just a collation of the
results of the separate sub-components of thewe¥iet the product of intense
discussion and analysis in a three-day retreatlfdhe teams in August 2009, after the
first drafts of their reports had been prepared.
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4. Conclusion

This review is especially timely. It has been cossroned ten years into one of the
most remarkable and enigmatic approaches to s@émpobvement and innovation on a
system-wide basis in the world. AISI involves &stantial sum of provincial
expenditure, and especially at a time of econoroigrdurn it is important to review
what AISI is and might be, what it has achieved amght achieve in the future, and
what elements of orientation and design may nede teconsidered and reconstructed.

Beyond Alberta, as new questions are being raibedtavhat young people need to be
able to learn in a context of great economic amib$oeconstruction, AlSI is attracting
considerable global attention as a distinctivenawgique approach to educational
change. An assessment of how it works and whsiwbrth is therefore especially
opportune at this moment. Alberta is a world leadeducational standards. AlSI is
internationally on the leading edge of approacbésriovation and improvement. This
is a review from which many might benefit, insidelautside the province. The
learning mosaic is now a global mosaic. Havinggtesd, conducted, coordinated and
presented this review in approximately six monthe,multiple perspectives team
hopes that its efforts and insights will prove Helpo the province and to all who care
about developing better improvement strategieshi@ilearning of our young people in
the 2" century.
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Chapter 2: Rethinking the AISI Research Model: Secadary Data
Analysis and Future Applications

By Robert Crocker
1. Introduction
1.1 Purpose

This study had two main purposes. The first wasotoduct further analysis of data
from AISI Cycle 2 and preliminary analysis of Cy@elata. More specifically, the goal
was to address the following three questions:

1. Are there observable changes over time and acrassAiSI themes and
strategies?

2. To what extent can these changes be attributed3brAther than to extraneous
factors?

3. Are some AISI themes and/or strategies more effe¢hian others in bringing
about gains in valued outcomes?

The second purpose was to review the quantitataéyais model and data gathering
processes of the Alberta Initiative for School lay@ment (AISI) and make
suggestions for enhancing the model and the quaithata in subsequent cycles. More
specific questions under this purpose are:

1. Do alternative approaches to analysis exist thghtrshed further light on AISI
project impacts?

2. Can these alternatives be effectively applied goaxisting data base,
specifically for Cycle 2 and the first two years@jcle 3, in ways that would
add value beyond the existing reports and imprbeeahalysis in subsequent
cycles?

3. Can the AlSI research model be modified for Cycie ways that can reduce
some of the limitations of existing research destgn

4. Can existing data bases be used to investigatengiaimpacts?

5. What new data might be useful to enhance the aoalytapability in future
cycles?

6. What are the broader challenges in determining&hge of AISI to the
performance of the system as a whole and how &sethe overcome?

1.2 Background

Even though individual AISI projects are locallytiated and are designed to address a
wide variety of issues, a common goal of improviedient learning pervades the
program (AISI Cycle 3 Handbook, p. 1). This is tn@&dent in the fact that almost all
projects have used measures of student learningtasmes. Baseline, target and
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actual outcomes have been measured and reportatl fwojects. The most commonly
used measures are the results on provincial &#ter the Provincial Achievement
Tests (PATSs) or the Diploma Examinations. Many @ctg also use locally determined
achievement measures, including standardizeddestseacher-developed measures.
Additional measures include surveys of teachedesttiand parent satisfaction.
However, these are somewhat less common and acaltypused in conjunction with
student achievement measures. Since the PAT gidra Exam results are most
pervasive and are the only measures that can eetlgicompared across projects and
project types, these form the main focus of thgore

A major issue arising from the analytical work &telis the impact of AISI on the
school system in Alberta as a whole. An argumentbsamade that an initiative of the
scope of AISI (a substantial investment of fundmemy projects over a long time)
should be expected to yield some impact on thdteestiprovincial, and possibly
national and international assessmérfthe validity of that argument and the question
of how any such impacts might be identified willé&eamined as a final component of
this project.

1.3 The AISI Research Design

One way to view AlSI is as a large group of actiesearch projects on school
improvement. Each project sets its own target@mutes and determines what it wishes
to do to improve these outcomes. However, itésicfrom much of the work already
done that an expectation exists for provincial intpand, among some stakeholders,
for impact on provincial achievement measures.s Téads to an alternative view of
AISI, based more directly on quantitative reseangthods and design principles. From
this perspective, AISI can be thought of as a |aeyees of quasi-experiments, with
student learning, achievement and other performantiieators as dependent variables
(outcomes) and the various project interventionmadspendent variables (or
treatments). The goal is to examine the impachefinterventions on the outcomes and
to determine which kinds of interventions yielduis that are generalizable to a larger
population.

Under the classic quantitative and experimentadesodel, determining the impact

of an intervention requires, first, that an impaetestablished and, second, that the
impact can be attributed to the treatment rathen tb extraneous sources. This leads to
the key requirement that sources of influence enoilitcome, other than the

intervention itself (usually called extraneous aates), be controlled. In “true
experiments”, control is usually exercised by tee af random assignment of
participants (in this case mainly students andhees) to treatment and control groups
and comparing the changes in outcomes over tim#h&two (or more) groups. This is

It is important to note that Alberta students hhigtorically performed extremely well on nationaba
international assessments. That was true beferall period and remains true today. Becauseacho
level data are not available on such assessmergg)at possible to examine any impact of AlSI on
performance on these assessments.
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often referred to as the randomized clinical friafhe key design point is not that
extraneous variables are eliminated but that ranmdhtion allows these variables to
have the same influence on both groups over tiagnient period, so that any
differences between the groups at the end maytbleutable to the treatment.

Although the true experiment is regarded by manhasgold standard” for
determining if a treatment is effective, in praetigery few large scale interventions in
school systems meet the design requirements of@arienent. The AISI design, which
employs measures of change over time, but no ettpliefined control group, is more
typical. Under such a design, changes over timebeameasured but these changes
cannot be attributed directly or exclusively to thervention because other events
occurring over the same time may also influenceotiteome. The quasi-experimental
nature of the design arises because the intenéisame as a true experiment.
However, some of the conditions of a true expertaeesign are met while others are
not.

1.4 Analytical Approaches Used in Quasi-ExperimeD&signs

Under a quasi-experimental design, especially vehkemge number of projects are
available, several analytical approaches may be wskelp test the hypothesis that
outcomes may be attributed to treatments. The alt@matives are:

statistical control

replication

time series analysis (including baseline compagyon
differentiation

Statistical Contral To apply statistical control, data on as manyamnéopus

variables as possible are collected as part odtilty and techniques such as
analysis of covariance or regression analysis see to separate the effects of these
variables from the “residual” effect of the treattheAs far as we can tell, this has
not been done in the AISI projects and the sumrdats files available do not
include data on any such variables. However, sinisaseline measure is available,
the baseline can be used as a proxy for the effé&straneous factors occurring
before the treatment was implemented (though rastettoccurring during the
treatment period). This allows a minimal approaxhktatistical control, which is

used in this study.

Replication Replication involves repeated application of tams treatment. To
the extent that repeated applications yield coasisesults, the probability that the
results are caused by extraneous variables is edduSince a large number of

3 The term “randomized clinical trial” comes from dieal research. The term “randomized field trial”
less commonly used but is closer to what actuallypens in educational experiments.
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projects and measures within specific themes aaéadole in AISI, replication
becomes a more plausible approach to analysifieugh we must still remain
cautious that even projects with similar themes b@gpnd sometimes clearly are
interpreted and implemented in very different wagss evident in the cases
described in the accompanying chapter by Sumardants. The idea is to look for
clusters of similar projects and examine the cdescs of results across these
similar projects. If these results can also bekmented by findings from similar
studies found elsewhere in the literature, the ragnt for treatment effects becomes
more plausible.

The meta-analytic approach used in existing Al®Vvprcial reports is a good example
of an attempt to apply the replication principleetst-analysis is simply a way of
guantifying the average results over a numberwafies. Positive average results
(judged by established conventions for effect gigedd evidence of a treatment effect
that may be thought of as relatively independenthefdesign differences among
specific projects.

Since most projects are repeated over three yis@annual repetitions may also be
considered as fairly precise replications sincespmably, the treatment remains
largely the same from year to year although evee, vath the development of
knowledge and understanding about moving from retacmature professional
learning communities, for example, one would exgeche variations and even
improvements in implementation with successivedtimgents” in any one case.
Nonetheless, in this study the year by year resultdbe examined from a replication
perspective.

Time Series AnalysisThis has several variations, but the underlying@gpile is to
look for discontinuities in trends plotted over &ntor example, if student
achievement (by whatever measure) is steady faraklbaseline years, then
increases with the application of a treatment, thied returns to its original state
after the treatment is withdrawn, this would cangéi evidence (though not
conclusive evidence) of a treatment effect. Reggbapplications and withdrawals
of the treatment, with similar discontinuities, i@strengthen the case for a
treatment effect. A steady increase in achieverbefure and after a treatment,
while desirable, would not constitute evidence tkeatment effect. Indeed,
fallacious conclusions are sometimes drawn by @wegeachievement for a period
before and a period following the treatment.

Originally, it was thought that the relatively lotighe frame of AISI might yield a basis
for time series analysis. However, a review ofdh&a indicates that, while treatments
are typically repeated over each year of the tyesa-cycle, the data are compiled on a
year-by-year basis and cannot be tracked cumulgtivethe same students over the
three years. There is thus no way to create agenes plot of change over the three
years. Also, there is no evidence on effects aftdrdrawal of the treatment, as
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students have not been followed over subsequens.y&sespite the ability to compare
baseline and actual results, the AISI design doésend itself to a true time series
analysis.

Differentiation Differentiation is the complement of replicationtire sense that

the goal of differentiation is to examine both léed unlike projects designed to
meet the same goals. For example, the effectsdofidualized and group learning
strategies on mathematics achievement may idealgxmined by a randomized
clinical trial encompassing both treatments, walsleacting as a control against the
other. In the absence of such a design, eachtegditmay be applied independently
in two or more separate studies. In this casetwtbereatments are not applied to
the same participants or to different randomlygrssil participants but to separate
groups that may be more or less equivalent, depgrah the selection process.

When differentiation can be combined with replioatithe prospects for making valid
comparisons improve. For example, if we had tipregects, each involving two
teaching strategies, each yielding consistent t®$oil the specific intervention, but
different results across interventions, then a neiabnger inference about the effects of
each intervention can be made. The existencdayfja number of projects in a
program such as AlSI, makes it possible to seelicetpd examples of differentiated
interventions, bearing in mind the cautions surchng implementation expressed
earlier.

2. Provincial Overview

This section gives a brief overview of the type®ofcome measures used in AlSI and
the analytical approach used in the provincial regpoProvincial results for Cycles 1
and 2 are also given. These have been drawn dirffeath the AISI Provincial Reports.
A parallel analysis was conducted for the first years of Cycle 3 and the results
presented in the same way as those in the proVisgarts. Results are given for the
main measures used. Specifically, these are priaiassessments (PAT and Diploma
Exam performance), local assessments (mainly pealninistered standardized tests
and teacher made tests), student and parent suameyteacher surveys. Each of these
has several sub-sets, which are examined morelglosater sections.

2.1 Statistical Note: Effect Size

The AISI Provincial Reports use as the main indicaft effect the difference between a
baseline measure (typically an average for theethiears prior to the project) and an
actual project result (annual or over three yeaf$)e observed difference (for example,
the difference between baseline and actual ontecplar PAT measure) is converted to
a standardized measure called an “effect size.”

An effect size is a standardized measure of thexedf an intervention, which permits
comparisons across projects with similar treatmbuatsvith different measures of
outcome. The use of effect sizes rather than te rronventional tests of statistical
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significance facilitates the comparison of differes across measures based on different
scales and different sample sizes. It is alsoffi@®@ one of the major constraints on
statistical significance tests, namely that stadssignificance is a function of sample
size. For interventions with large sample sizedgsdhe case for many AISI themes and
strategies, even very small differences, whichodildtle policy importance, can be
statistically significant.

Just as conventions exist for judging statisticg@hificance, conventions have been
adopted to indicate whether the observed effaotp®rtant for purposes of policy or
practice. The most common convention is that pseddy Cohen (1988) as follows:

Effect size Interpretation
<.20 no effect
.20-.49 small effect
.50-.79 medium effect

.80 or greater

large effect

AISI uses a slightly different version, which cosimbn-statistically significant or
negative results as no effect (Presumably AlSlqmtsjare never designed to have
negative effects) and considers effect sizes ofaOéss than .20 as “minimal.”

2.2 Overview of Provincial Results

Figure 2.1 shows the provincial results for Cydeand 2, and the first two years of
Cycle 3. These are presented to give context orekanalysis and to allow the
differences to be presented in the remainder sfréport to be clearly identified and
accounted for. This graph also facilitates expleamadf the use of effect sizes rather
than statistical significance or score differenagshe basis for comparison.
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The effect sizes for all measures other than pmairassessments are mostly in the
small range (.20 to .49) by Cohen’s definitionse Tinovincial assessment results show
no effect by Cohen’s convention and minimal effegthe AISI convention. There is a
general decline in effect sizes over the threeesyfidr all of the surveys, a decline from
Cycles 1 and 2 to Cycle 3 for local assessmentaatetline from Cycle 1 but
essentially no change from Cycle 2 to Cycle 3 fmvmcial assessments.

The Cycle 2 Provincial Report noted that the smaf&ect sizes for provincial

measures and larger ones for local assessmertts la@eexpected, as the latter are likely
more directly related to what the projects areridesl to accomplish. Nevertheless, the
provincial assessment results constitute by fatatgest single source of data and
many projects explicitly identify their goal as irasing performance on these
assessments. Provincial assessments are alsolyfr@asures that are common across
projects. Despite their limitations, this makesstheneasures more useful than others
when attempting to determine provincial effects.

3. Cycles 2 and 3 Themes and Strategies

3.1 Cycle 2

Although AISI projects are highly varied, it is [gisle to categorize projects into
common areas based on subject, type of studeredsehematic area, teaching strategy
and type of measures used. This has been done lpydfect proponents themselves,
and a classification system has been developedtiese categories. This section
examines what AISI had called “themes” and “streggfor the Cycle 2 projects. A
parallel analysis for the first two years of Cy8les presented in the next section.

Themes and strategies for which 20 or more projemitd be found were selected for
analysis. A few combinations of themes were alsonmered (where ten or more
projects could be found for the combination) asay wf investigating the possibility
that certain cross-classifications would be mofeative than others. For example,
some of the more common Cycle 2 project types weakhe use of professional
learning communities within a particular teachimdearning strategy such as problem
solving or cooperative learning. Such combinatiese identified and examined
separately.

Average effect sizes over the duration of the mtdjer all projects within a
theme/strategy were computed. Confidence intewale then computed across
projects within a theme, strategy or combinatiorihéme, strategy or combination was
considered to have a statistically significant efiéthe confidence interval around the
average effect size did not overlap zero.

Table 2.1 is an attempt to summarize these relsyltseme, strategy and combination
and by the various measures used. The abbrewsdtfmt” and “Ex” in the table refer
to the percentage of students reaching the Acckp&thndard and the Standard of
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Excellence on the Provincial Achievement TestsGhede 12 Diploma Exams and
Local achievement measures. The “Other” categarjoftal measures refers to results
such as the percentage of students meeting greelesbepectations, percentage
graduating, average standardized test scoresthedautcomes. For the survey
measures, the average effect sizes were based@nfsge response to questionnaire
items on satisfaction or similar scales. The useffefct sizes throughout allows
comparisons to be made across these diverse measure

Most of the effect sizes for the two types of PA€asures are quite small. While there
are variations across themes, the variability withiemes is generally as great as or
greater than the effect sizes themselves. Thisatek that there is not much
consistency among projects within specific themesleed, in only a few cases are the
effects of a theme statistically significantly go&, as most of the error ranges overlap
the zero point on the scale. No theme effect isisbently positive across both the
acceptable standard and the standard of excellence.

Effect sizes for the Diploma Exams are generaligdathan those for the PATs and
most are statistically significantly positive. sl the effects are larger for the standard
of excellence than for the acceptable standardoadth there is considerable variation
within themes. What is most interesting about thayever, is the relatively small
differences in effect across themes, especiallytferstandard of excellence. This
suggests that something other than the AISI thasiemctioning to yield positive
results throughout. As later results will indicateese results reflect a general upward
trend in the percentage of students meeting theddtd of Excellence over the Cycle 2
period.
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| Projects | Measurep PAT Diploms Local ParenStudent Teacher Survey
Themes Acc Ex | Acc | Ex Acc | Other| Survey| Survey | Growth Satisfactio
Differentiated instruction 93 1192 + + + + +
Professional development 70 924 + t+ 4 + + 4 +
Professional learning communities 58 913 + + + + + +
Assessment 27 332 + H + +
Multiple intelligences 20 324 + + + + +
Technology integration 20 192 + +
Early interventions 22 145 + +
Strategies
Learning styles 58 811 + + + + +
Experiential learning 41 503 + + + + + + +
Alternative delivery of instruction 38 374 + + + +
Project-based learning 34 487 + + + +
Cooperative learning 34 478 + 4 + + + +
Problem solving 33 488 + + + + +
Enrichment 32 450 + + + + +
Small group instruction 30 353 & H + +
Individualized instruction 31 325 + + + +
Workshops 26 320 + + + + + +
Balanced literacy 26 319 + + + +
Mentoring 30 317 + + + + + +
One on one instruction 27 298 1 + + +
Guest speakers 24 281 + + +
Home reading 21 180 + +
Combinations
DI x learning styles 46 652 + + + + +
DI x project learning 17 336 + +
DI x problem solving 13 273 + + + +
DI x cooperative learning 13 233 +
PLC x learning styles 17 338 H +
PLC x cooperative learning 16 279 +
PLC x problem solving 15 258 + + + +
PLC x project learning 10 216 + + +
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Local measures at the acceptable standard arabheaibr a few themes. Four of these

— differentiated instruction, professional devel@nt) professional learning

communities and alternative delivery — show stiadliy significant effects. Effects are
larger and more variable across themes on ther'ostendard. However, the detailed
results show that effects are generally highlyatala within themes. This category of
measure encompasses a variety of different stagpdswdhere is little consistency in
what this category means, especially across psojdedr this and other reasons (such as
potential bias in local measures), it is diffictdtmake a judgment on the meaning of
these effects.

Average effects sizes for parent surveys are mastigll (.20 or less according to the
detailed results), though many are statisticatiygicant within themes. Some larger
effects (in the .20 to .30 range) are apparenthfeistudent surveys. It is worth noting
that some themes which might be described as “stummtered,” such as learning
styles, cooperative learning, individualized instron and mentoring yield among the
larger effects as measured by student surveys,teeeigh these do not stand out in the
achievement measures.

The table shows many significant positive effectsthe teacher growth and teacher
satisfaction measures. The detailed results inglittett the largest effects are those for
teacher growth. Most of these effects reach thedenate” level by Cohen’s criteria.
Relative to the effect sizes, there is also somévesa variation within themes for
teacher growth. There might be some expectatiamptiodessional development themes
would be particularly attractive to teachers. Irdtldbe professional learning community
theme does yield one of the highest average effees. However, once the within-
theme variation is considered, this theme doestaotd out as exceptional.

It is not possible to identify from the detaileduéts themes that stand out as
contributing most or least to teacher growth. Tdaeher growth effects are essentially
all much larger than those for other measure typeis. reinforces the earlier point that
other factors may be at play. The possibility giemeric effect stemming from the
resources made available as well as the attentiowrs towards teachers and their
professional judgment is a strong one here. Alghoone might expect this to show up
in teacher surveys as well as the growth meastive®ffects for teacher surveys do not
stand out as particularly large.

3.2 Cycle 3

The themes and strategies used in AISI Cycle 3 geite similar to those found in
Cycle 2. In particular, differentiated instructigmrpfessional development and
professional learning communities remained majemés. However, there are a few
notable differences. Assessment projects were rmazle common in Cycle 3, with
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“assessment for learning” being classified asatety rather than a therheThere was

a slightly greater concentration of projects in [8y&, with several areas that were found
in Cycle 2 not having sufficient measures in C\®l® meet the selection criteria for
this analysis. On the other hand, a few areasjfsgdly blended structure, individual
programming and high school completion were addedlyicle 3.

The Cycle 3 measures also paralleled those in GQyalgh one exception. A category
labelled “provincial satisfaction measures” waseatltb allow for the use of a battery
of measures administered by the province to measatigfaction with the school
system on the part of various stakeholders, inolgdtudents, teachers and parents.
The different versions of the satisfaction measwrere not differentiated in the AISI
data base, so only combined results can be repbeied

Table 2.2 shows the summary results for the fivst years of Cycle 3. The effects here
are consistently somewhat more positive than wauad for Cycle 2, especially for the
Acceptable Standard. The detailed results agaw #ifect sizes to be quite small
(typically <.10 but with some variation).

Results for the Diploma Exams show few statistycaignificant effects. The general
trend, as shown in the detailed results, was tosvalightly negative gains. This
pattern is quite different from that found in Cy@geespecially for the standard of
excellence, where the results generally have shiften small positive to no effect
over all themes and strategies.

Relatively few results were available for locallgveéloped measures in Cycle 3 and
most of those that are available show no signitiediect. Again, this is different from
what was found in Cycle 2, where most effects vpargtive.

* Assessment was also classified as a theme in Gylmle this category almost completely overlapped
the assessment for learning strategy. The latsruged in the analysis because more projects and
measures were identifiable.
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Projects | Measure PAT Diploma Local Parent| Student Teacher Survey Provincia
S Survey| Survey Satisfaction
Acc | Ex | Acc| Ex| Acc| Other Growth  Satisfactign
Themes
Differentiated instruction 117 1231 X X X X X X X
Professional development 57 684 X X X X X X
Professional learning X X X X X
communities 48 528
High school completion 21 216
Strategies
Assessment for learning 134 1577 X X X X X X
Learning styles 60 886 X X X X X X X
Experiential learning 47 470 X X X
Project based learning 35 445 X X
Balanced literacy 36 432 X X
Mentoring 33 427 X X X X X X
Workshops 25 367 X X X X
Cooperative learning 31 355 X X X X X X
Alternative delivery 32 352 X
Guest speakers 22 278 X X X X X
Blended structure 21 276 X X X
Problem solving 29 272 X X
Small groups 23 269 X X X X
Individual programming 25 251 X X
Combinations
DI x learning styles 45 731 X X X X X X X
DI x project based learning 19 329 X X X
DI x problem solving 14 169
DI x cooperative learning 15 191 X X
PLC x learning styles 13 201 X X X

*+
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As before, the results for the student and paneweys tend to be positive across
themes and strategies. However, the detailed sesluttw considerable variation within
themes and strategies. Three strategies — mentaoogerative learning and small
group instruction — stand out in the detailed rssas$ having greater and more
consistent effects across the measures than ofkleds.these also showed significantly
positive effects for these same measures in Cydefterentiated instruction and
assessment for learning also show consistent sféarbss measures. However, this is
at least partly an artifact of the large numbeprafects for each measure, resulting in
smaller within-theme errors. All of these alsowkd significantly positive effects for
these same measures in Cycle 2.

The provincial satisfaction surveys formed a didtmeasure in Cycle 3. Most of the
effect sizes available for this measure are maligipasitive indicating that satisfaction
with the system as a whole was increasing.

3.3 Cycle 2 and Cycle 3 Summary

The picture for Cycle 2 and 3 effects by themetstia and measure is complex and
difficult to summarize in a concise way. Whatlisar is that the effects within

particular themes or strategies are not highly istexst. There is somewhat greater
consistency within measures across themes andgat However, that is not
particularly helpful in determining whether somerties or strategies are more effective
than others.

One way to create a concise summary is to lookfiects that are consistently positive
over the two cycles. This can be made more exjlicgetting some effect size criterion
and determining whether this criterion is met fagrhes and strategies within measures.
In this case, a relatively liberal criterion wa®pted, based on the idea that the mean
effect size for a particular theme/strategy andsuemacan be considered statistically
significant if its confidence interval, as repreteehby the error bars on the graphs, does
not overlap zero for either cycle.

Table 2.3 shows these consistent effects. It isnag@dent that the surveys yield the

most significant effects, further reinforcing theimt that the results are more measure-
specific than theme/strategy specific. However, eunthis criterion, four areas —

professional development, assessment, cooperaamihg and workshops — show

significant PAT effects. Professional developmentl avorkshops overlap by about

40%, so these should not be considered as indepeeffiects.
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Table 2.3 Consistent Mean Effect Sizes by Themai&iy and Measure, Cycles 2 and 3

PAT | PAT DE DE Local | Local | Parent| Student| Teacher| Teacher
Acc Ex Acc Ex Acc | Other| Survey| Survey | Growth | Satisfaction
Differentiated
Themes instruction S S
Professional
development S S S
Professional
learning
communities S S
000 Assessment S S
Strategies Learning styles S S
Experiential
learning S S
Problem solving S
Cooperative
learning S S S S
Alternate delivery S
Small group
instruction S
Balanced literacy S
Mentoring S S S
Workshops S S
Differentiated
instruction x
Combination learning styles S S

**
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4. Correlational and Multivariate Analysis
4.1 Correlations Over Time

Most Cycle 2 projects were repeated in each ofhihee years of the cycle, while two
repetitions were available for Cycle 3. One sinyégy to test whether the results for
particular projects are consistent over time isdoelate the results over the years for
which a particular project is repeated. In sumneanyelations were found to be
consistently positive, as expected, and that thaignitudes were relatively large. Since
correlation coefficients may be interpreted dingets effect sizes, by Cohen’s criteria
most of the effects were at least medium and masmg\arge. This supports the view
that, despite maturations in understanding angpraaches to implementation, it is still
reasonable to treat repetitions of a project owee &s replications.

4.2 Correlations of Outcomes with Baseline

Correlations of the AISI outcomes with the baselmeasures yielded the expected result
with correlations averaging more than .80. Thiy@taken as an indication that the
measures are highly reliable and that AISI projacgsno exception to the general pattern
in pretest/posttest studies where previous behawadypically the strongest predictor of
later behaviour. What is more important, howevethat the correlations between
baseline and effect sizes were generally negaflVes suggests that the results may be
subject to what is known as statistical regresdioeffect, this means that projects
applied to students with lower baseline scoredikedy to yield positive effects while
those with higher baseline results are likely ®lginegative effects.When a measure is
repeated (as in comparing baseline to later outyoime regression effect results, on
average, in an increase in the scores at the lemetof the distribution and a decrease in
those at the higher end. This is unrelated totegatment effect but may be confounded
with the treatment effect, especially when lookatgesults that are particularly strongly
positive or negative.

A second effect, which seems related to regressubwliffers in principle, is what is
known as a “ceiling effect”. In common sense terthis relates to the expectation that it
would more difficult to achieve gains for studewtso are already at the high end of the
achievement scale than for those at the lower dinéire is a link between regression and
the ceiling effect in that both can serve to redogEome scores at the high end and
increase them at the low end. However, thesetsfge not logically related. All other
things being equal, the regression effect will altjureduce outcome values for those at
the high end whereas the ceiling effect will makelly result in smaller gains but not
actual reduction.

®> A commonly used illustration of statistical regsies is the height of children relative to theirgats.
Children of tall parents will tend to be tall besalwf heredity but will tend to be shorter tharirtparents
because of other factors affecting parents’ heigtith are not present in the offspring. The opjgoisi
true for the children of shorter parents. The sahmnomenon applies to any quasi-experiment where
subjects are selected from the high or low endb@baseline distribution and the change over time
measured.

*/
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In order to examine this point more closely, thariutions of baselines by project and
measure were divided into five equal groups, ontijles. The mean effect sizes were
then computed for each quintile. These results beasummarized as follows:

The general pattern was one of positive effectsderbaseline projects and zero
or negative effects for high baseline projects.

The results for the PATs and the Diploma Exams wessentially symmetrical,
with the positives for low baseline projects beingstly offset by negatives for
the high baseline projects. This is consistent wie small overall effects for
these measures, and suggests that the treatmecitisffoo small to be detected,
once the regression effect is taken into account.

For the survey measures, almost all of the efféotyoth high and low baseline
projects were positive, suggesting a treatmentetfat is independent of the
regression effect. However, the pattern of hig¢fects for low than for high
baseline projects was as pronounced for the su®ysr the achievement
measures.

Even though these results point to the likelihdwat tegression effects are strong
contributors to the results, it is not a simple teratunder a quasi-experimental design, to
separate the treatment from the regression effecthie regression from the ceiling
effect. The fact that the average effect remaosstiye for most measures, and that the
low and high quintile results are not generally syatrical, indicates that something
other than regression is at play. Also, an arguroantbe made that higher gains on the
part of those with the lowest starting point isesidable outcome in any event. However,
this is not particularly useful when the goal iseparate treatment effects from
regression effects.

4.3 A Multiple Regression Model

As mentioned earlier, statistical techniques magetomes be used to control for
extraneous variables that may be confounded wéhrdatment effects. The possibilities
for using statistical controls on the AISI data lm@ted because the data base does not
include background information on the schools, hees and students taking part in the
projects. However, a model can be developed intwthie baseline values are used as a
proxy for all of the possible external effects whioay exist. The assumption here is that
student demographic and socioeconomic backgrosetiepl characteristics, teaching
strategies, and other pre-treatment factors thghtaffect the outcome are embodied in
the baseline. Controlling for the baseline alsotaas for both the regression and ceiling
effects. While this is, at best, a rough approxioma a model which controls for the
baseline can help shed some light on the extemhtoh treatments have an effect
independent of many extraneous background factors.

® In a true experiment, the regression effect isafiatinated but is controlled by virtue of random
assignment of participants to the treatments. Ehahis effect appears about equally in the tnegit and
control groups.

*0
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Two models, one with effect size as the outcomeaaredwith the mean actual score,
were run for each measure for which sufficient deg¢ae available. The results may be
summarized as follows:

As expected, the baseline is a strong positiveigi@dof the actual outcome.
Those who start at a high baseline tend to remgimdnd vice versa for those
who start low, regardless of any other effects.

The baseline is generally a strong negative predaftthe effect size. This again
offers evidence of ceiling effects and/or regresstiects.

The important question is whether any of the theanesrategies show effects that
remain positive after controlling for the baselifi@king the results over the two types of
outcomes and the two cycles shows that many odffleets that were positive in the
initial analysis become negative once the baséicentrolled. This suggests that some
of the observed effects for particular measuresgracts of the baselines for projects
involving these treatments.

A few themes and strategies were found to be sagmif predictors of both effect size and
actual outcome within a cycle. These effects anersarized in Table 2.4. With baseline
controlled, it is more plausible to consider thasdreatment effects. Most of these effects
are, however, measure-specific. Also, none shoeanaistent effect across the two cycles.

Table 2.4 Consistent Theme and Strategy EffectEfi@ct Size and Actual Outcomes by Measure

Measure Cycle 2 Cycle 3

PAT acceptable Technology integration (+) Smallug (+)

Professional development (+)
Professional learning
communities (+)

PAT excellence Early intervention (-) Small grop}

Professional development (+)
Professional learning
communities (+)

DE Acceptable Learning styles (-)
High school completion (-)

DE Excellence

Local achievement measures | One on one (-) Learning styles (+)
acceptable Problem solving (-)
Cooperative learning (-)
Balanced literacy (-)
Workshops (+)

Local measures “other” PLC (-)
Cooperative learning (-)
Mentoring (+)

Parent survey Alternative delivery (-) Mentoring (+

Student survey Problem solving (-) Mentoring (+)
Assessment (-)
Cooperative learning (+)

Teacher growth Differentiated instruction (-)

Teacher satisfaction Alternative delivery (-) High school completion (-)
Problem solving (-)
One on one (-)

*1
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5. AlISI Results Relative to Provincial Trends

One issue that has arisen in discussion of thel gffi@tt sizes for provincial measures is
whether provincial averages have changed overamdewvhether it is desirable (or even
possible) to adjust the AISI results for any sukchrge. This section addresses this issue
for the PATS, for which provincial average results available.

5.1 PAT Provincial Overview

PAT provincial results over all grades (3, 6 an@®) subjects (language arts, mathematics,
science and social studies) are based on detaibdgsees and may be summarized as
follows:

There was slight growth in provincial average perfance on both standards
during the Cycle 2 baseline period from 2001 to3200

The provincial averages were quite stable oveQiyrde 2 years, 2004 to 2006.

Taking 2004 to 2006 as the baseline for Cycle & pitovincial average for the
acceptable standard declined in the Cycle 3 yedrde the average for the
standard of excellence increased slightiJhis suggests greater variability of
results in these years.

5.2 AISI Averages Compared to Provincial Averages

The main question of interest is whether the AESlults follow the same pattern as the
provincial results. It is difficult to determinkis for the overall results across all PAT
measures because the mix of subjects and graddSiims not the same as that for the
province as a whole. For that reason, the analyassconducted by subject and grade for
English language arts and mathematics only.

The results for the PAT acceptable standard shdkhatdhe AISI baselines were
generally lower than the provincial baselines, ey in Cycle 3. This suggests that
AISI projects may have been targeted to some estestidents or schools that had been
performing below the provincial average in yeaismio the project. For the most part,
the AISI trend lines were similar to the provindiand lines, suggesting that AISI
projects generally did not break the general praairpattern. However, there were
some notable exceptions to this. The most obvieasfar Grade 3 English language arts,
where AISI students started at a relatively lowdliag average and continued to improve
in 2007 and 2008 even in the face of an overaNipaial decline in those two years.

The pattern is similar, though not so pronouncedEhglish language arts in the other
two grades. The performance of AlSI students igra mathematics showed
improvement in 2007 despite provincial decline detlined with the further provincial
decline in 2008.

" The percentage at the acceptable standard actaedig to “at least acceptable” so this includese at
the standard of excellence. A reduction in the getage at the acceptable level thus implies thaeémo
students are below that level.
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Comparable figures for the PAT standard of excelbeshowed a general tendency for
AISI students to have been above the provinciatageein Cycle 2 but below in Cycle 3.
Beyond this, the general pattern is for the Al8htt to follow the provincial trend.
While this may be partially an artifact of the féleat the reported AISI numbers are
likely higher than the actual number of student®ived in AISI projects, this is not the
sole reason, since the AISI and provincial mean® w#ferent in most cases.

5.3 Can the AISI Effects be Adjusted for Provin€i@nds?

In principle, to avoid confounding of AlISI effeatsth provincial trends, any changes
over time on provincial measures found for AlSIjpots should be adjusted for these
changes in overall provincial results over the séime period. In practice, this proved
to be problematic for several reasons, includingati@ans in the differences across
subjects and grades, differences in the mix ofexibjand grades for AlSI and the
province as a whole and problems with the numbstwafents reported as participating
in the PATSs within projects. The data available eviérerefore not judged to be precise
enough to permit any direct adjustment of AISI admasults for provincial trends.
However, this could be done if a more preciselyaimadl student level data set were
available.

6. Summary and Conclusions
6.1 Interpretation of the Results

These results support the conclusion that posifnage has, indeed occurred over time
and across AISI projects and measures. HoweveAl®Bkedesign does not allow this
change to be attributed unambiguously to AISI adale or to specific themes or
strategies within AISI. In particular, the effedtAlSI is confounded with a statistical
regression effect. It is also not possible to d¢jeseparate AISI effects from other
changes that may have occurred over time. This isleerent limitation of the before and
after design; a limitation that cannot be overcdim@ost hoc statistical methods. While
analyses such as those conducted here can pgatdntial alternative explanations for
the outcome, they cannot definitively distinguibk AISI treatment effects from other
possible sources of change.

The fact that effects are larger for surveys tlmrathievement measures is indicative of
a possible Hawthorne or halo effect. The Hawthearfifect was first noticed in classic
studies in organizational theory in the 1920s wiverker productivity increased as a
result of various interventions — even ones thatdedeteriorations in physical working
conditions — because the workers were respondiaufably to positive attention in an
environment where little of it had been accordethem before. That is, AISI may well
be perceived as effective by various stakeholdecase of the attention and positive
emotions of respect and recognition that are showrarticipants, without there actually
being any impact on student learning. There issardit possibility that the additional
resources available, and their use for variougaels purposes in schools, may be the
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cause of the relatively large effect sizes fortdecher measures in particular. Again,
this cannot be positively identified as the causie survey effects, any more than can
the actual AISI treatments.

While some might argue that a Hawthorne or haleatfis as good as a real one,
especially if the goal is to engender positivetadiies, it is not clear that this was the
purpose of AISI as a school improvement prograne fHct that provincial measures
were the most common outcome indicators used, tatdtie goals of many projects

were stated in terms of improvement on these mesagattests to the importance of
achievement outcomes in the AISI design. The matgiffects on these measures should
be a source of concern — either in terms of faitareave impact on these measures, or in
terms of whether these measures are the most apgisopnes or have been selected
simply because they are readily available.

The general absence of differential results adiomsies and strategies may be interpreted
in two possible ways. First, it is possible thatodlthe themes and strategies adopted have
previously been shown to be effective, and heneeetls no reason to believe that one
theme would be more effective than another. Thedd extension of that argument is

that it may not matter exactly what is done as laggf is consistent with principles or
practices that have previously been demonstratbeé tffective.

The second, and conflicting, argument is that itniplausible to think that all themes or
strategies would be equally effective and that gertbemes, such as professional
development, might be expected to have smallectsftbhan more student-oriented
strategies such as cooperative learning or diftextad instruction. In this second case,
the absence of strong differential effects acrbeses and strategies, combined with the
small overall effect sizes for provincial achievernmeasures, is evidence that AISI has
had little impact on student attainment as meashyatiese indicators.

It is sometimes argued that an appropriate waxaonene effectiveness is to look at
“outlier projects,” specifically those with the tgast positive or negative effects. There is
some indication from Chapter 6 of the Cycle 2 Pmnoidl Report that this approach has
been used in AISI. Unfortunately, this technigsieendered largely useless because of
the existence of what appears to be a large ragresffect. It is not plausible to explain
why virtually all treatments are highly effectiverflow baseline students and highly
ineffective for high baseline students, other thgma regression effect.

It is also possible that the AISI results are benilyenced by external events that are
occurring within public education in Alberta, whichnnot be accounted for in the
analysis. Itis clear, for example, that Alberés lexperienced in recent years an influx of
new residents, from both other provinces and thindogmigration. This means new
students and new teachers, and likely greater studebility within the province than is
being experienced elsewhere. None of these eféeetbeing accounted for in the AISI
design or recorded in the data base in ways ttat dheir effects to be separated from
AISI treatment effects.
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6.2 Limitations of the AISI Research Design

It is important to recognize that AISI was conceized as a school improvement
initiative and not a research initiative. While avation, risk-taking and experimentation
were all inherent in AlSI, the program was not desd to meet the strict scientific
conditions required to establish causal conclusigkisthe same time, the desire to show
effects on a provincial scale has led to attemptdiding this one, to determine if the
program has had positive effects on student legrnin

Unfortunately, it is not possible to impose an expental design on the program
retroactively and post hoc methods cannot substitutsuch a design. However, these
methods, particularly replication, differentiatiand statistical control can bring us some
way beyond the direct baseline-actual comparisbhs.more detailed analysis
conducted here suggests that extraneous regresfteats as well as possible Hawthorne
effects are plausible rival explanations for th&Riesults.

A further design issue has to do with definitiord amplementation of the treatments.
Under an experimental design, each treatment woaNe to be carefully defined
operationally, individuals would have to be trairedmplement the treatment in as
uniform a way as possible, and processes woulddllgihave been developed to
monitor implementation. None of this is easy ittisgs as complex as schools and
classrooms, and it is not surprising that the Al&dign did not include such elements.
However, the absence of such information precludesom saying anything about
fidelity of implementation or from estimating theaunt of error in the outcomes that is
due to variation in implementation.

6.3 Limitations of the Measures

A further concern is whether the measures useticpkarly the PATs and Diploma
Exams, are appropriate indicators of AlSI outcontres. typical experimental or
guantitative input-output design, the specific omtes expected from the treatments
would be defined and measures of these outcomesedevit is not uncommon for
educational improvement outcomes to be definedrms of standardized test results.
However, in this case, it seems likely that the BAMNd Diploma exams were selected
more for their convenience and universal availgbthan for their direct relationship to
the treatments of interest. There are indicattbasthe results for these and other
measures included in the data base are not matttesdly to the students involved in
particular projects. Also, most students in Alagrtiblic schools seem to be involved in
one or more AISI projects and the duration of timimnolvement may vary with student
mobility or grade placements. Although the PATe administered to individual students
only every three years, results are availableastool or district level every year. In
the absence of student level data, it is impossthtetermine to whom the reported
results apply, whether the same students are iinjaqgb for one, two or three years, or
whether students are involved in multiple projects.

It might be argued that local student learning measare better than the provincial
measures because they can be more specificalbyadito the projects. It is noted that
many of these measures are also standardizedfastgous kinds. What is not known is
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whether these were selected to create a fit tptbject or if these were also selected for
convenience. In any event, the great variety e¢hmeasures makes it difficult to judge
their appropriateness or to compare outcomes aareasures. Technically, the use of
effect sizes addresses the comparability problestdrydardizing the measure of change.
However, this does not help in interpreting what thange means.

As for the surveys, it has already been pointedimattthe results on these measures may
plausibly be interpreted as pointing to a Hawtharnbkalo effect. Some might argue that
improved results on these measures are desiredroascin their own right. This is a
matter of what outcomes are valued by the Alberstéesn. However, as already noted,
there is no clear way to distinguish between Alfdas, regression effects and general
changes over time and halo effects on these ousome

6.4 Data Base Quality Issues

Systematic data collection, with a focus on outcerhas been part of the AISI design
from its inception. The AISI quantitative data basleng with other descriptive
documentation on projects, provides a rich soufeeformation on the program,
extending over nearly a decade. More generall$l Abs been well documented in
provincial reports at the end of each cycle, redeasviews, annual conferences and
symposia and presentations at national and infematconferences.

Nevertheless, this analysis has revealed severahtions of the data base, from the
point of view of statistical analysis of outcomélhe main ones are related to the quality
and suitability of the measures as indicated ab@hers are more specific to what data
are gathered and how the data base is compiled.

The data base consists of data aggregated towbleoeaverage scores on individual
measures within each project. The raw data frontlwthiese aggregates have been
developed consist of achievement scores for indalidgtudents and attitude/satisfaction
scores for students, teachers and parents. Howtbeendividual scores are not recorded
in the data base. Much of the variation in indinatiscores is lost in the aggregation.
This precludes the use of techniques such as sudtibnalysis, which can separate
within-project variation from between project vaiaga. Furthermore, in the case of the
PAT and Diploma Exam measures, and some othergljghis limits the analysis to
percentages meeting a specific criterion (maingéyabceptable standard and the standard
of excellence) rather than to average scores @r otfeasures of central tendency and
variation.

While the difficulty in compiling and managing amdividual level data base is
appreciated, this is now the norm in most largéesassessments and other projects of
this nature. Individual raw data are almost calyaavailable in electronic data base
form somewhere in the system. What is neededvayato bring these data together.
This should not be particularly difficult for prowgial measures, as the raw data base
exists at a provincial level. What is needed isag Y0 match individual students with
projects. Since a universal student ID does éxi8iberta, this would be a matter of
matching the project ID to the individual student.

[+
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A student level data base would permit an analylsibe level of participation of

individual students in projects and would ensued the data are aggregated for
participants rather than for all students in a stlo district, as seems now to be the case
for many provincial measures. This would also peanianalysis of the duration of
student patrticipation, student mobility and othaators, participation in multiple projects
and other aspects of student exposure to projects.

Finally, the data base does not include data atestuor school characteristics. Again, a
considerable amount of such data must exist inrath@& bases within the Alberta public
school system. Certainly school characteristic &g, school size, grade levels,
location, school level socioeconomic status, charestics of the student body, school
level performance on provincial measures, etc.paedlable and could likely be fairly
easily merged with the AISI data base. A dataddes exist on participating schools in
each project. If the characteristics of the paéiing schools could be merged with that
file, this would be a first and major step in cregta disaggregated AlSI data base. This
could be done without creating a complete new bdase and is recommended for the full
Cycle 3 provincial analysis.

6.5 Research Design Issues

It is perhaps unrealistic to argue that AIS| ashel should be transformed into a large
set of randomized clinical trials. However, it ssam@asonable to argue that at least some
of the larger scale themes and strategies, suploésssional learning communities,
differentiated instruction or assessment for leagrahould be investigated with more
rigorous research designs. Although many of tlaesas have been widely researched,
the dearth of large scale clinical trials limite ttonfidence with which we can attribute
improvements in student learning to these treatsaehaking this approach might make

it possible for Alberta to join the ranks of thevfgurisdictions that have made a major
contribution to the quality of evidence in educattbrough policies that allow and

support randomized clinical trials.

Added to this, it would be helpful if Alberta Eduizan were to clarify whether
improvement on provincial measures is an explicélgf AISI. If not, then it may have
to be acknowledged that gains on provincial measaire not the chief priority and that
other outcomes should receive greater emphasis.

6.6 Policy Issues

Several policy issues arise from this analysistFthere is the obvious question of what
outcomes are most important and particularly ofrélative weight to be placed on
provincial versus local achievement measures cogajptar attitude or satisfaction
surveys. If the main concern is that local schaold jurisdictions, and their student,
teacher and parent stakeholders are satisfied At&dprovides some evidence that that
is the case — which can be alternatively intergreea Hawthorne or halo effect of
educators receiving attention and being given aer/oi classroom and school decision-
making by policy makers. If, on the other han@, tbncern is with enhancing the
already high performance of Alberta students owipmal measures (and by extension
to national and international measures), thendiffgcult to argue from the results of this
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study that AISI has had any noticeable effect. Betwand beyond these two positions is
the consideration as to whether AISI's apparerdat$fon teacher growth and student
engagement or attitudes are worthwhile in their oght provided they do not have
negative effects on measured student attainment.

A related issue is that of value being receivedtierresources invested in AISI. While
this issue cannot be fully addressed from the tesalcouple of useful points might be
made. For example, AISI could be justified asrgdascale research program, designed
to determine if particular themes or strategiesedfiective in improving performance on
valued outcomes. While the investment in AlSI igéarelative to most research
programs in education, it is not large relativedsearch in the natural and medical
scienced.It is also not a particularly large component pémting expenditures on
public schooling in Alberta. In fact, the annuaéeage of about $70 million since the
inception of AISI amounts to about two percenttadtttotal.

In a more ideal world, and certainly under an optinresearch design, one would expect
to find, among such a large array of themes amdegres, some that are much better than
others that could be recommended for wider adopfibe fact that few interventions
could be identified as especially effective or feefive suggests either that all AISI
themes and strategies are of equal value or teatdlue of any specific theme or strategy
does not matter as long as there is a net galreteytstem. This takes us back to the idea
that of the impact of a systemic Hawthorne effect.

6.7 Recommendations

Even within the current quasi-experimental approaamumber of measures might be
taken which could improve the scope and qualitthefdata available for secondary
analysis. Most of these have already been mentianddre simply reiterated here.

A student level data base is needed, which inclbdssline and outcome data on
individual students, as well as background infororabn these same individuals,
and linking this data base to existing provincialadbases. This is key to
improving the ability to apply statistical conttelchniques to distinguish
treatment effects from other influences on outcomes

More generally, all data should be recorded indha base at the lowest level of
aggregation at which the data are collected.

Systems should be developed for monitoring the emegintation of treatments or
innovations and the quality of the data provided.

Clearer documentation is needed on the contemtcal hnd survey measures.

8 As a rough comparison, the Alberta Research Cbhasian annual operating budget of $93 milliorsplu
about $50 million in grants and contracts. This pames to $70-75 million annually for AISI.
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Analysis is required on the validity of the measupeing used in relation to
project goals and designs. More specifically, arctecision is needed on
whether provincial measures should continue torbehasized, and/or others
developed instead/as well.

Further analysis is required on student and sctimaacteristics as possible
contributors to the results. Some of this can beedwy judicious merging of the
AISI data base with other data bases maintainedlibgrta Education. Other
work along these lines would require enhancemettieotiata base, as indicated
above.

The following recommendations apply to the brogmt#icy issues of AlSI goals and the
link between research goals and more general inimovand school improvement goals.

A clearer statement is needed on the researchidmnat AISI relative to its other
purposes, particularly to its purpose as a stirulat innovation.

Some of the major themes and strategies within Al®uld be investigated using
a randomized clinical trial design. This would eek$ the confounding of AISI
effects and extraneous effects inherent in thetiagislesign and would permit the
program to contribute more directly to the brodderature on the effectiveness
of specific innovations.
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Chapter 3: Using Complexity Science to Study the Ipact of AlSI on
Cultures of Education in Alberta

By Dennis Sumara and Brent Davis
1. Introduction and Overview
1.1 Orienting Questions

This investigation was oriented by the followingeges, originally posed in October
2008 by Alberta’s Deputy Minister of Education, KgrHenke:

1. What is the value of the Alberta Initiative for dh Improvement (AISI)?
2. Why couldn’t jurisdictions do this anyway (witho#tSl)?

3. Would the values of AISI continue without funding?

4. Has AISI changed the culture of education in Al@@rf so, how has it?

We were invited to bring a ‘complexity’ readingtteese questions — in brief, to study the
manners in which AISI might have affected educati@ultures within different school
districts, their perceived benefits and difficudti@nd whether such influences might be
self-sustainable.

1.2 Research Frame: Complexity Thinking

Complexity thinking has arisen over the last halitory. In education, it has been used
in relation to areas such as neurological progesspersonal dynamics, and global
ecology. Complexity research is characterized nmoterms ofwhatone investigates
thanhowone investigates. We operationally define comppyerasearch athe study of
learning systemsAny adaptive system that exists within a vibremitext can be
understood as a “learner.” Necessary traits of dexngystems compiled by complexity
researchers that are also relevant to this sturdyde:

Self-Maintenance- complex systems/unities adapt and adjust ofiythe
response to other dynamic agents and evolving mistances;

Self-Amplification- the behaviors of complex unities are betterattarized in
terms of feedback loops (that self-amplify or sinpen) than in predictable
linear-causal terms;

Harmonization of Internal Redundancy and Internalddsity— complex systems
do not operate in balance — indeed, a stable bquin implies death for a
complex system. Rather, the internal dynamics offlex unities are dynamic
harmonies, such as an ongoing dialectic of samesesxyl differences among
subsystems within a grander system;
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Level-Jumping- owing to the nested structures of complex systénms possible
(and often necessary) to distinguish and seleskthevels of an organizational
system that are most relevant for any issue.

Decentralized Network Structurethe ‘fingerprint’ of a complex unity is a
fractal-like structure of nodes of subsystems eltisg in larger nodes, which in
turn cluster into larger nodes — each giving ressagw patterns of activities and
new rules of behavior;

This latter quality is of particular significanathis research and relates to network
theory.

1.3 Network Types

Within network theory, four categories of netwohes/e been identified (see Fig. 3.1).
Each has a specific structure with advantages madivhntages.

®
PG A

Figure 3.1. Four Types of General Network Strugd¥awn on identical sets of dots):
centralized, decentralized, fragmented, and disteid.

The centralized netwotkas a hub through which all relationships (elgw fof
information, channeling of resources) are mediatelyantages are efficient
communication and resource distribution. Howeuss only as robust and only as
flexible as the central hub.

At the other extremey distributed networks characterized by tight and extensive local
connectivity, but no large-scale systemic conné@gtiv his structure has the advantage of
being very robust. However, distribution and comroation is very inefficient — and, by
consequence, phenomena structured this way arky megistant to change.

A decentralized networgomprises many centers. Nodes in such networksttebd
decentralized networks themselves. This structonebines reasonably efficient
communication with a reasonably robust structunapéng considerable flexibility and
high adaptability.

Because the decentralized network structure iscaged with life and learning, it has a
certain susceptibility to contexts. For exampldeaentralized system can be ‘forced’ to
take on a more centralized organization throughes&ed stress or constraint (e.g.,
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sudden limitations on resources, removal of cefft@edoms). Conversely, shifts toward
more distributed structures can be triggered byoreng stresses and constraints (e.g.,
overabundant resources, removal of accountabilégsures). As well, for all
decentralized networks, there is an ever-presestipitity of decay into a fragmented
network, in which the grander coherence fails tigigdor example, the loss of a layer of
‘connective tissue’ such as a shared purpose iabtelintermediaries.

Triggering the emergence or recovery of a decen&@inetwork structure is more
complex than destroying one. Figure 3.2 illussaeme possible starting places in such
efforts. Decentralized networks must be in constissgquilibrium. There must be
stressors (both familiar and surprising) that contipem to adapt/learn. Such stressors
should not be seen aausedor change, but asccasiondor transformation.
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Figure 3.2 Some triggers for movement among differetwork structures within social systems

These possibilities map out how people and ideasieawork. We applied these
possibilities to investigating communications aakhtionships and the emergence or not
of robust and productive learning systems withme¢hdistricts, with particular reference
to AISI. This analysis also revealed insights iexternalrelationships and networks with
a grander learning system at the provincial level.

1.4 Methodology

The unit of analysis or “learning system” in thiady was the school district. Three were
selected in consultation with the School Improvenimanch of Alberta Education: one
in a large urban setting, one ‘rural,” and thedhir a smaller urban setting. Being
attentive to the temporal frames of social andutaltsystems, this report is thus
organized around threfescriptive case studiegriented by an ethnographic attitude
towards the meanings and mindsets of each disticeiture, and informed by network
theory.
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Fieldwork was accomplished through a two-day \sikach district. These visits
comprised information sessions, focus-group inewe, and individual interviews —
involving administrators, teachers, school boafitials, parents, students, and other
community members. In each district, meetings wereducted in two schools and at the
school board office. We aimed to discern the netedistructures in each district, how
these networks might have arisen, and how theyletdi@nd constrained possibilities for
AISI within the district. We were specifically inested in how people were or were not
connected to one another, how resources and infammare distributed and accessed,
and how ideas and innovations circulate.

1.5 Structure of the Chapter

Our data and interpretations are presented asrgisitof the three districts and what
each perceives its work to be. Using data gathéueitg our site visits, we describe the
mindset that structures each district’'s ways ofcepiualizing its work and its
understanding of learners and teachers. We exptaineach mindset informs how
different roles and relationships are enacted, these enactments contribute to the
district mindset, and how all of these influence Ways school innovation and school
improvement (through AISI) is being understood andcted. Each portrait is organized
by the following five questions:

1. How does the District conceptualize its work?

2. How does this conception of work influence thistb$’s implicit conceptions of
learning and learners?

3. How do these conceptions of learning and learnemribute to enacted roles and
relationships in this District?

4. How do these enacted roles and relationships tanérito the developing and
maintaining of the organizational mindset that ggithis District?

5. How does this organizational mindset influencewlags AISI is understood,
conceptualized, and operationalized within thistins?

2. Pathways School District: The work of the Distrtt is learning.
2.1 How does Pathways conceptualize its work?

During a focus group meeting, the Superintendeplagxed: “Learning is the work.
Things are always changing in our District.” Thisghasis on learning was evident in
every interview we conducted. School Board membessribed their role as “learning
how to pay attention to what our students and teacheed to enhance their learning.”
Teachers continually expressed the importancereecdong learning as a way to ensure
that students’ learning would be enhanced. Onénexaexplained, “When | first came to
this District | thought I'd be here for only a yeartwo. What has kept me here for many
years has been the extraordinary opportunitiesamlthat have been provided.”

Enabling this emphasis on learning is a seeminghagoxical relationship between site-
based management and collective decision-makingle\Bbhools are given considerable
autonomy with budgets and school management, thiecexinking between and among
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schools through structured and organized practit@sstrict-wide consultation and
collaboration have helped to create conditiongHa District to continually monitor and
adjust its activities and priorities.

Coupled to these structural and organizationalfeatwas the often-expressed belief that
ongoing learning and the change that accomparaesitey is enhanced by a willingness
to engage with ideas and practices that are noegnknown or familiar. As the District
AISI Coordinator explained, “We know the importaraféaking risks — to take risks and
flounder. We know that if we're willing to do thatlot of good will come of it.” A school
principal commented, “In order to be an effectiearher you have to be willing to be in a
continuous state of fluctuation.” Commenting on ithportance of supporting innovative
projects funded by AlSI, a School Board membelestatSometimes it’s like cooking
soup that turns out differently than what was thdugwould like to see risk being
increased rather than calmed down.”

2.2 How does this conception of work influenceRhthway’s implicit conceptions of
learning and learners?

Change and learning are considered to be synonyraadst is understood that change
cannot occur without some degree of difficulty aimdertainty. As one administrator
explained, “There are tensions between capacitgibngi and measuring, tensions
between creating the conditions to risk and to vate.” Another administrator
explained: “We send groups of teachers to confe@®aad we ask them to bring those
ideas back here and use them. ... We are prepatakgaisks with what we've learned.”

All schools have used AlSI funding to schedule timreteachers to meet and work in
groups. Lead teachers from each school meet attaddievel to share ideas. The work
of learning and learners, then, is considered tergenfrom the work of collaborative
connectivity. One teacher explained, “We know th#iree of us decide to do it, it takes
the riskiness out of it. We can push ourselvesarrindividually because we have
support.” Another stated, “Our administrators ermage us to try new approaches. If they
don’t work, we know we can try something else.”detive learners and learning, then,
emerge from strong relationships among learners.

Teachers and administrators in this District tenedse collective pronouns (we/us)
rather than personal pronouns when discussingdesor learning (including their own
learning). Administrators regarded the creatiotheke strong relationships as one of
their primary responsibilities. One District adnsimator explained, “The more
relationships you can build in leadership, thedyathance you will have with being
supported with change.” The work of learning is emstibod in this District as lifelong
and, therefore, the learning that can be noticeldna@asured in schools is viewed with
healthy skepticism. A school principal suggestdidtagkes more than three years for a
system to change.” Another explained, “I don’t #hie’ll notice the effects of our AISI
projects in three years. If we track these kids|lwetice the most significant changes in
20 years.”
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2.3 How do these conceptions of learning and le@roentribute to enacted roles and
relationships in the Pathways District?

Key people have become ‘hubs’ in the District’'setgcalized network, carrying an
important historical perspective on how developra@mthe District may or may not link
to emerging challenges and opportunities. The Sujeaident explained, “There is an
openness to our conversations. [The AISI Coordih&dhe conscience of the admin
team. He is the person people look to in the systesay difficult things that need to be
said.”

People and systems are fluidly organized in wagsdhow specialized knowledge to
move to the fore as needed to contribute to thegingedirections being developed in
the District. As a result, the District embodiesumaerstanding that leaders and
leadership must shift in an adaptive and distribwtay as the system adapts and
changes. In the words of one school principal “Meris to say ‘yes.’ If you believe that
power is meant to be given away, then you say ‘f@things even if you can’'t do them
or personally control them.” Teachers confirmed gensibility. “There is no clear leader
[of our AISI projects]. There are a number of theho take responsibility for different
things at different times.” This emphasis on buigdand maintaining relationships
emerges because, as one principal put it, “We @itdibg leadership capacity through
collaboration. It's being done by building relatsrps and trust.”

This approach to decentralized leadership is supg@dry the District’'s conception of the
District’s work as learning, and by the need fartheers and learning to be supported by
nested layers of supportive communities. The Al8bdinator for the District described
it in this way: “We have well-developed networkspafople throughout the District who
know how to work together. We have had considerftblaing in collaboration and in
how to develop and use a professional communityehofdearning.”

2.4 How do these enacted roles and relationshipsritute to the developing and
maintaining of the organizational mindset that ggsdhe Pathways District?

The boundaries around institutions and peoplefferdint roles are porous. Teachers,
staff, administrators, and consultants know ondlrerand rely on these relationships to
assist the ongoing work of learning. One teachemkt80% of the 300 teachers in the
District.” Another observed, “We are not closed iofany way in this District.” The
Superintendent stated, “I can go to any schooltalhgou by name who is in each
school. There are many opportunities for peoplgeticto know me and one another.”

This well-developed culture of relationship builgisupported the ways new ideas were
infused into the system — often through inform#&tiactions. One new teacher explained,
“You can bring your ideas to anyone, anytime. Lyke're standing in line at the Tim
Horton’s and [names Superintendent by first namdéfhére — and | can give him my ideas
right there.” Another added, “Everyone seems teelamvoice: parents, community
members, teachers — everyone. And our School Blistccepts all of that. You can talk
about anything to anyone.”
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The importance of connecting and collaborating setenhave instilled into the district a
robust regard for difference and diversity — withimplicit understanding that these
gualities create conditions for enhanced systeeaming. A school board member, AISI
Coordinator and teacher made the same point: “We haespect for diversity,” “we
can't all walk down the same road together at dmestime.”

2.5 How does this organizational mindset influetieeways AISI is understood,
conceptualized, and operationalized within the Ratys District?

Pathways had longstanding processes and stru¢hatefcilitated communication,
connection, and collaboration in schools, betwedogls and local communities, and
between and among schools and the District offibese values of seeing the primary
work of the District as learning have been catalylag AISI opportunities. The
Superintendent explained, “I see AISI as the spatke network.” This helps to explain
the depth and breadth of understanding of AlSlgutsj across this District community,
and why AISI initiatives were not disconnected frdme District’s overall work.

Pathways has been able to leverage AISI resoutaieghance the learning potential of
the entire District. Pathways seems to believetti@best way to improve schools and
student learning is to develop and support a robeisentralized network of
communication, collaboration, and decision-makadbpf which are attuned to lifelong
learning for staff, teachers, administrators, StBward members, and members from
the community. In creating this network of learnitige District seems to have
accommodated considerable diversity of projecesasgdand opinions yet also maintain a
robust internal coherence in terms of emergentianisand vision. As several teachers
explained: “[AlSI-supported structures and initi@s] have allowed us to develop a
common language. We are basically all on the saage.p

2.6 Summary

Among the core elements of the Pathways Distragié-narrative are connectivity, a
commitment to shared work, an appreciation of tlexitability of change, and support

for innovation. Prior to AlISI, considerable eneagyd resources had already been
committed in support of professional development.oAs the District, a culture had
emerged in which new and “disorienting” ideas, psses, practices, and structures could
be incorporated and tested without compromisingritesgyrity of any one individual or
school. In particular, the District seemed ableat@ advantage of diversity — both pre-
existing and newly introduced — of people, expargmractice, belief, and ideas.

This long history of valuing communicative conneiti as a way to enrich learning
across all levels of the District meant that Palyswaas able to use AISI funding to
amplifywhat it perceived as its primary work: finding v8ap enhance learning for all
students and teachers. Most AISI resources have sl to further improve webs of
connectivity and communication by, for example gieaging AlSI dollars against other
funding to provide release time for teachers totm&g a learning culture, Pathways has
learned to think in groups and to be aware of hew ieas emerge from these collective
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learning experiences. In the process, Pathwayslésta conceive of itself as a
knowledge-producing system, and not merely a kndgéedisseminating system.

A vital aspect of this knowledge-producing charaetgses in the District having
managed to tap and support internal and externates ofdiversity New ideas are
deliberately drawn in by subgroups, while strucsusee in place to recognize and utilize
local expertise. This powerful use of diversitgreatly enabled by the emergence of a
“shared vocabulary” — a conscious recognition efithportance ofedundancie®n the
level of collective action.

Pathways’ emphasis on learning enables it to existfortably in an ongoing state of
disequilibrium. The District confronts its challexggthrough aecentralizedtructure in
which key hubs — places, structures, and persasltoperate to ensure connectivity of
stakeholders, flow of information, and archivingeaferience. These hubs are often
organized around key people, including the curBagerintendent and AlSI Coordinator.
However, consistent with a decentralized structomany others have emerged as key
hubs and nodes in the system’s network, leadirgsat@m-, school-, and district-wide
initiatives.

3. Hearthstone School District: The work of the diict is service
3.1 How does Hearthstone conceptualize its work?

Within Hearthstone, a conception of “service aswioek” appeared to drive an
uncompromising work ethic relative to learning aeaching, with particular attention to
ensuring that the very best ideas and practicesdlmiknown by as many teachers as
possible. An Associate Superintendent explainecg h&ve been on a journey of making
cultural change in the District. We now have incgla robust bottom-up/top-down
collaborative process, which has really helpecusse our AlISI funds productively.”

Over the years, this District has established asblayer of specialist consultants who
act as the “clearinghouse” for educational researthbest practices for teachers. Some
of these work out of the District office, while etls work as specialist teachers in
schools. Funded in large part through AlSI, thigetaof specialist support has become an
important way for this District to connect peopbenew ideas from research and to
ensure that these ideas are integrated into tegphactice. As one consultant explained,
“I spend two to three days a week coaching teackhsnew ideas and practices that
I've learned.”

3.2 How does this conception of work influence ltesone’s implicit conceptions of
learning and learners?

In this District, learning is the work of each iwdiual. The work of individual learners
should have discernible and measurable products.s@nior administrator explained,

“We have graphed our students’ progress over tand,we have seen the changes on the
PATs.” A diversity of approaches to learning an@Wiedge dissemination is supported
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by attention to developing specialization. Stromgidisciplinarity has been achieved
through enhancement of subject area and issuaf@detg., inclusive education,
pastoral counseling services) specializations.

This willingness to devote considerable time ancheyato specializations is supported
by what a deep and abiding respect for the autormfrmdividuals, who become linked
in community through shared beliefs and valuesis District, and who are also linked
through a commitment to demonstrate excellenckeir tearning achievements. As one
senior administrator stated, “I love the accounitigtjassociated with AISI] because it
gives me the leverage to go to schools and say,d&e@ccountable for these dollars.™
This discourse of accountability both supported wawad supported by a strong cultural
belief that the primary work of learning was to @resthat teachers had access to the very
best research and practices available, which weniédble the ongoing improvement of
student learning in schools. While there was ewdeasf considerable collaboration

among teachers in local school sites, its pringipapose was not to create knowledge
but to enable efficient distribution and dissemm@abf “best ideas and practices.” As

one teacher put it: “ would leave the [sortingatligh all the research in this area] to the
consultants. Let them figure out what is going od then share it with us.”

3.3 How do these conceptions of learning and le@roentribute to enacted roles and
relationships in Hearthstone?

In Hearthstone, people and systems are organiziednms of how they might best

provide services to one another and to the locatle®f schools and communities, based
on the values and commitments established by tegi€@icommunity as a whole. People
were well aware of the responsibilities of theiles They understood they were assigned
these roles because of their specific expertisehepcould provide optimal service to
others.

There is good connectivity within schools amongheas, administrators, and the
community, with a well-developed understanding @iviresearch and best practices
enable the development of success in learningifimiesits. However, teachers do not
have a global sense of what is happening in th&iftisWeak links’ that support
collaboration between and among different schaotbe District were absent, largely
because attention and value is placed on beingefécyent with knowledge gathering
and dissemination, not knowledge production.

Most teachers were not sure how decisions were aolet AIS| projects and were not
clear about what was happening across the Distiiben asked directly about how
decision-making relative to AISI occurred, one teacstated, “I don’'t know anything
about that.” Another teacher explained, “I appriectaere are people who have a vision
in certain areas and have taken the time to ifvestuse | know it's a big job. | haven’t
been part of developing projects, but | know otlerge been. It's a huge process.”

3.4 How do these enacted roles and relationshipsrimute to the developing and
maintaining of the organizational mindset that ggsdHearthstone?
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Hearthstone’s system of trust has enabled a hytopddown/bottom-up” approach to
decision making. One senior administrator explajfitd a focused goal-development
process with a lot of communication and a lot efdigack.” This development process is
led by a steering committee that sets the ovenadttion for AISI projects followed up

by a review committee that recommends specificgutgjthat are eventually ranked, with
some developed into proposals. People occupyimglak are involved in these
processes; however, primary decision-making authoests with the senior District
leadership.

We received mixed reviews and messages about hese fhrocesses are experienced.
Most were supportive. One teacher explained, “Weibto [the AISI projects] quickly
because we trust the people that are offering tioems.” Another commented, “| trust
[names senior District administrator] and [nameSIAdoordinator] have gone through
and worked the profiles for the AISI funds, so blanthat they have done their jobs.”
The layer of specialist consultants in the Distoifice or in schools select appropriate
ideas and practices and ensure they are knownsetlin schools. The consultants are
attuned to what is happening across the DistriceyTare the channels of knowledge
exchange between and among research/practice,|skdeoral administration. The
schools, then, take up these ideas and integrae itiito their local priorities and needs.

3.5 How does this organizational mindset influetieeways AISI is understood,
conceptualized and operationalized within Hearthst®

In the Hearthstone District, a robust service layas developed and expanded, in part
through AISI funding, to provide a well-developederface with relevant educational
research. One teacher commented, “We just know \ifsecoming down the pipe that
it's tried-and-true, based on good research, s&mveav that it will be a successful
project, and we’re willing to put our efforts initd’

One consultant explained, “AlSI has helped us éai@ new networks of support that
were not there before. We're now a whole new oigati A specialist teacher
commented, “Whether we are lead teachers or camsltthe amazing opportunity for
professional development was embedded into outipescat every level. And all
informed by new research on best practices.” thése “best practices” that have created
the connectivity in this District. Although teackexcross schools did not seem to be
aware of one another’s specific communities orquts, they were aligned around
similar ideas and practices, emerging from theimgztions to centralized specialist
consultants.

With considerable vision and leadership from thedksate Superintendent and AISI

Coordinator, the District has created a strongrlayérusted specialist consultancy,
which has become important connective tissue amongrsity-based research, central
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administration’s goals and priorities, and locatde of schools in the District. One
teacher summarized it thus: “We are not a charoaimand, but a chain of trust. It
seems to work really well.”

3.6 Summary

In the mid-1990s, Hearthstone was quite distribuistking systemic focus. The
District’s central administration had begun to addrthis issue a few years prior to
AISI’s introduction, implementing a District-widegsearch-focused professional
development project for all teachers. This initiativas commonly described as a
defining moment in the District’s unfolding narsai being emblematic of a strong
commitment to service and support for all and a wfagchieving systemicoherence

The centralized approach to that initiative setdfage for Cycle 1 of AISI, which was
developed around several District-wide projects were highly centralized and oriented
toward teacher support. These projects brought foetv forms of collaboration and
connection not previously possible in the Distris. well, in conjunction with projects
initiated in Cycles 2 and 3 Hearthstone now hadoh@ortunity to create a robust
specialist/consultancy service layer. This hasdgtipamplifythe District’s narrative of
service and support.

However, while this new service layer is effectikeontributes to a culture of
knowledge-distribution and not also knowledge-piaun. It operates well in moving
new ideas from a central authority to individualdeers, supporting the emergence of
redundancythrough a “common language” and being “on the spage”. However, the
system seems unable to recognize, much less ¢apitad, the tremendoubversitiesof
expertise and interest present within the Distrachmunity.

Hearthstone has evolved over the last 15 years i@ing quite distributed to much more
centralized At the moment, its AISI projects operate withisanewhafragmented
network. This evolution has been greatly enablatlearthanced by AlSI, perhaps even
triggered by it. The service layer that has artbeaugh AISI projects has become an
effective clearinghouse for ideas and practicegshAtsame time, some schools (or
nodes) do not feel as strongly connected to otbdes as they might, owing in part to the
fact that not all schools are involved.

4. Arrowhead School District: The work of the distiict is management.
4.1 How does Arrowhead conceptualize its work?

A strong work ethic organizes the overall minddeAwowhead. This was evident in the
orienting meeting with central and school admisitdrs, teachers, School Board
members, consultants and parents where there waarg raferences to creating and
supporting structures that would ensure goal-oei@mfficiency and accountability. The
Superintendent stated, “There has to be a grarehsehWe set the directions and then
schools build their plans.”
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There is a strong commitment to discerning “beatpces” emerging from educational
and other research on learning that might helmimrove student learning. Arrowhead
has encouraged school-based AlSI projects, whigome schools have become
embraced by teachers over time. The AISI coordmatone school explained, “We tried
to make sure that everybody got a little bit of AKme people got more, but everybody
could participate.”

Paradoxically, Arrowhead’s explicit work ethic hagated some loss of connectivity
among schools and between schools and the Disffice. A number of teachers and
administrators were very concerned that the detigiacentralize AlSI with one project
was not only curtailing most school-based initiaiybut also communicating disregard
for systems of in-school and inter-school connégtithat earlier projects had created.
The emphasis on managerial efficiency by consofidall AISI funds into one major
project is creating a networking shift in the Disttr- from being more distributed to
more centralized. As one teacher put it, “So wehaved from individualism to a more
collective whole — where now a [steering] committeés the expectations and how we
are to meet them.”

4.2 How does this conception of work influence whriead’s implicit conceptions of
learning and learners?

In the Arrowhead District, learning is understosdlaze work of the individual. These
efforts of individuals should have discernible aneasurable products. While some
culture of collaboration had been established éntt¥o schools we visited, collaboration
did not extend much outside school subject arearti@ents, among grade levels, or
across schools. As one administrator stated, “Weyiag to connect to other schools,
but we're not having much luck.”

Most people with whom we spoke discussed learngnihp@ process of developing
competence and producing artifacts demonstratiagabmpetence. One teacher
commented, “AlSI has provided a lot of good matsrigeacher resources, books, and
student books. [We appreciate these because] s@’'beisy trying to survive.” One
school had become very innovative by archivingteagenerated curriculum resources
online with access via interactive whiteboards tedan each classroom. However, one
teacher was concerned that teachers did not sebavéoopportunities to collaboratively
create or share curriculum resources. Collaboratften entailed more work with little
benefit. She commented, “[The District] does navte funding for us to do the prep
work for subs while we’re sharing our work with etiieachers. Sometimes | feel like
I’'m the only one sharing.”

Overall, effective learning and school change veeen to occur in an ordered and
predictable environment, where the direction ame tior these changes were set by
senior administration. One school principal stat&dlS| has helped me to move the
school forward to where | wanted it to go.” In thearning orientation, failure is to be
avoided if possible and, when noticed, is a probiefdne solved. As one administrator
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explained, “There are four major projects in thetbct of varying quality. ... Why waste
the money and keep on going?”

Architectural and monetary/value-exchange metapers often used to describe both
learners and structures/processes of learningnBtance, one senior administrator
explained, “The question becomes where one putsitieey so we can get the best value
for our dollar.” These discourses of efficiency Edwerized comments about how AlSI
funding had been used very efficiently and respuyngo create effective learning
environments for students. While the schools witedsseem to have found ways to
cohere internally into a collective mindset arolganing, there was little evidence that
teachers had a more global understanding of hoer gthools in the District are
organized.

4.3 How do these conceptions of learning and learoentribute to enacted roles and
relationships in Arrowhead?

Arrowhead seems to hold three interrelated conaegtor beliefs: learners are oriented
toward the mastery of established content; learrsrige work of the individual; and hard
work and efficiency are greatly valued. These cohteea clearly articulated hierarchy of
authority and centralized decision-making. Sentmnimistrators take seriously their
responsibility for working closely with the Boaradl ise funds appropriately (in
accordance with Alberta Education priorities) an@et directions for innovations
deemed necessary for the entire District. Therestmomg collegial relationships among
senior District administrators and elected Boaramners, with opportunities for shared
decision-making at this top level.

Within this organizational structure, individuahtiners are primarily responsible for
planning and developing their own professionalresy, which is evidenced and
measured in the production of physical artifactg Hre not unlike those in place to
monitor and “authentically assess” the learningheir students. The principal’s role
appeared to focus on effective management of tesichaivities by ensuring that some
resources and release time are provided for teathgrursue their individual
professional learning goals. This structured apgiaioes not appear to set a context for
collective knowledge production or disseminatiaquiring little collaboration and/or
communication between and among teachers or adrataiss. One teacher commented:
“All of the departments seem to have trouble comigating with one another.” When
collaboration occurs, it is primarily to distributkeas and workloads in an equitable and
efficient manner.

4.4 How do these enacted roles and relationshipéritute to the developing and
maintaining of the organizational mindset that ggsdArrowhead?

A commitment to efficiency also seems to have aeedrirrowhead to focus attention on
one major project. This is seen as a way to maxrthiz impact of AlSI funding on
teacher development and student learning. As tiperSuendent explained, “A lot of
money goes to professional development. Mostisfsub costs, conference costs and
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travel costs. If [teachers] are going to one ca@rfee, it may be 15 people going to it —
and that’s a huge amount of money. You could birniipat person for several days and
everybody in the system really gets to see their, them and work with them.” One
major challenge for this District seemed to beiggtteachers to “buy in” to centrally
directed AISI projects, mostly because the moveetatralization meant removing
resources that had once been locally situated.

One of the effects of a centralized approach toagament and decision-making is an
overall lack of information within the system ofa@IS| monies have been or could be
used to improve student learning. In one schookrefiunds had previously been used
for teacher release time, one teacher commentedyd8 have an extra prep, and now
you’re sitting in your room wondering, ‘How is thg®ing to help me to do anything?””
School based administrators described themselvaaastly cheerleaders.” One teacher
commented, “I have a feeling that some of our adstrators might not know what AISI
is about.”

4.5 How does this organizational mindset influetieeways AISI is understood,
conceptualized, and operationalized within Arrowtiiea

The Board of Trustees in Arrowhead works very dipseth the Superintendent and the
AISI Coordinator to determine the best (most feificient and effective) uses for this
funding, relying heavily on expressed District goahd values. These goals and values
are explicitly tied to Alberta Education accountipipillars. This past year, the decision
was made to centralize all AISI monies into onéative that would involve all schools
and teachers in a research-based project to imimstreiction at all levels. The AISI
Coordinator will work with all schools in the Digit to organize release time for teachers
who are participating, and also to provide otheressary supports to ensure that these
new ideas are integrated into classroom practioe=ffect, AISI monies are being
leveraged with other professional development fundke District to create a more
robust approach to teacher learning. As the AlSir@imator explained, “Professional
development and AISI: They are not different. ... M@ycle 4 | am using funding for
teachers to collaborate, so that they can partieipathe [name of the initiative that was
chosen).”

It is not yet clear whether this decision will deegreater connectivity in this District, or
whether it will create the sort of alienation teachsometimes experience when a
particular approach to professional developmentasdated. Teachers with whom we
spoke expressed concern about the movement tabeetiviewing this as an intrusion
on their professional development autonomy. Othatspragmatic concerns, related to
the work it would take for them to attend the regdidays of professional development
mandated by the District: “Every teacher will spéivé days at workshops [given by this
person] and that means five days of preparingudbs® While supportive of the

District’s initiative, one school administrator egpsed some concern: “With Cycle 4, |
am losing the funding for teachers to collaboratthe school and that’s hard.”
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4.6 Summary

Data collected from the Arrowhead District pointeda system that had become quite
distributed. There was evidence of very good gualiimmunication in nodes of the
system (including within each school), but weak ommication between and among
nodes and across administrative levels. In pad hths emerged from a long history of
very good management, where central administrétave excelled at using public funds
well and have responded appropriately to manddtétberta Education. Indeed,
references to this strong managerial ethic conetitthe principal site afoherencen
narratives of the District offered by its members.

Consistent with these long-standing narratives,| Al8ds have been usedamplify

sound management structures, focusing on projectprcesses that are clearly
articulated and carefully aligned with Alberta Edtion goals, particularly as those goals
relate to school improvement, student successdestidct accountability.

Strong management has also contributed to pocketscellence, with regard to a few
school-specific AlSI projects. These undertakingsdaverse powerful, and frequently
referenced as exemplars of the provincial initeti&t the same time, they are very
localized. There is little sense of District-leaglcomplishment around AISI. In
particular, this system appears to lack the socbaimunicativeedundancythat is
necessary to either an effective knowledge-dissatimg system or a robust knowledge-
producing system.

It is important to note that in Cycle 2 of AlSlgtrrowhead District devoted a
substantial portion of new resources to the creadind support of in-school professional
learning communities — including, in particularnsalerable release time for teachers.
However, this was done in a vatigtributedmanner, in which communications across
schools and levels of organization were not welleligped. Consequently, the intended
“professional learning communities” did not have Hort of system-wide effect that was
hoped. They did operate within schools to goodcgfteut beyond school walls,
discourses of disconnection, territoriality, anangetition prevailed. As a result, with
respect to AlSI, the District seems to have manmgdiafragmentechetwork of projects
through Cycles 2 and 3. This detail has not gomticed, and was in fact identified by
District administrations as the main impetus fa thove tacentralizeAlS| work

through a single major project in Cycle 4.

5. Revisiting the Research Questions

5.1 What is the value of AISI? (What are the vahfesISI?)

The Alberta Initiative for School Improvement igganized around an explicit awareness
that the improvement of student learning is intiehaentwined with improvements to the

contexts of learning. This core value of AlSI is ttey to understanding its emergent
values ofcollaborationandconnection
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In each of the three districts we visited, acrdstheee of the AISI cycles to date, there
has been a dramatic increase in opportunitiestmtters teollaboratein shared

learning projects. Teachers have chances to méetlearn from, and inform one
another. This has been of immeasurable value —regfhrd to innovations, educators’
attitudes toward their role, and appreciation efithnge and depth of teacher expertise in
the province.

The requirement to infuse current research intolAd¢tated projects has sparked
considerableonnectivity as each district developed strategies and stegto gather
and infuse new thinking into its system. In ouremsive experience with school
jurisdictions across the country, we have neveoentered districts with greater
awareness of or tighter links to university-baseskarch and researchers.

5.2 Why couldn’t jurisdictions do this anyway (witih AISI)?

A school district is more than an administrativeisture. Each of the three districts has a
core narrative that is coherent and stable, thatated in history and anchored to
community, and that informs discussions and oridetssions. While these qualities are
vital for effective and efficient day-to-day opeaat, they can be limiting. To that end,
AISI has helped tmterrupt and toamplify.

Like all complex systems, all of the districts wedsed are engaged in ongoing
adaptation as new educational and contextual cigdkearise, and these adaptive
activities certainly preceded the introduction d6A However, through challenging
districts to innovate, demanding accountabilityd arfusing a level of uncertainty around
the maintenance of funding, AlSI is providing afeliént-from-usual source of
disequilibrium. It is not allowing districts to plinto a ‘comfort zone’ or to do ‘business
as usual.’ It is unlikely that this sort miterruptionwould occur without AISI.

AISI has alsamplifiedthe work of each district. This has highlightegorntant
strengths and also unearthed some less positieetasg hrough compelling districts to
confront such matters, AlSI is presenting an oarafr systemic transformation that
would likely not otherwise be possible.

5.3 Would the values of AISI continue without fag@i

Our strategy for addressing this question wastemdtto the mindset of each of district.
We wondered if the emergent values of AISI — irtipatar, the elements of
collaboration, connection, interruption, and amgédifion — were consistent with the
historicized characters of each district.

In one case (Pathways), in which the District orgah its work around a narrative of
learning and learners, it is likely that the valo@#IS| would continue without direct
funding, given the District’s pre-AlSI history. Galboration and connectivity are deeply
inscribed in the District’s self-narrative, and valikely persist even without targeted
funding.
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However, with their work organized around narragie¢ service and management,
administrators in the other two districts acknowged that differentiated funding was
crucial to the maintenance of AlSI-like projecten® expressed anxiety over the
possibility that AISI funding might be folded inb@ase budgeting, let alone the possibility
that it might be discontinued entirely. In distsictuch as these, without clearly marked
funding, the sorts of projects associated with Al®uld fade away.

5.4 Has AISI changed the culture of education ime&h? If so, how has it?

There is compelling evidence that AlISI has affeciglolculturesof education in the
province (i.e., school districts). For example,\aooted shifts in vocabulary are strong
indicators of transformation. Unfortunately, iimspossible to attribute responsibility for
such changes.

To explain, each district demonstrated itself tmbesponsive and adaptable entity — a
learner — built on coalitions and networks thatrapein common purpose to create
coherent, self-maintaining systems. However, learnaust also be resilient. To maintain
coherence they must resist some sorts of changeasviiney adapt to evolving
circumstances. This point is especially clear adodistrict mindsets and the associated
attitudes toward knowledge. One system (Pathwagsiifests the power and
possibilities of a knowledge-production orientatitime other two seem to embody
attitudes that limit their AlSI-related projectsknowledge dissemination. This key
difference might serve as an explicit target ofltingative. In particular, our analysis
suggests two important points of emphasis: resngremergent networks and
embodying a learning mindset.

Regarding the first point — that is, resourcing egaat networks — it bears emphasizing
that none of the people we met were able to poieitherhorizontal (between and
among districts) or vertical (across levels of migation, from schools through the
Ministry) effects. No one was aware of what wasgan in other districts in any great
detail. What little was known appeared to be acatiale Given the pockets of remarkable
innovation in the province and deep commonalitiesierest, expertise, and activity
across jurisdictions, the time seems right for samerdistrict networking activity that
extends beyond the short-term encounters of armmrdiérences or the non-interactive
structures of web-based archives.

As for the second point — that is, of enacting prajecting a mindset of learning or
knowledge-production — we return to the examplthefPathways District. Tellingly,
even within Pathways, Alberta Education is not pemed as part of the learning
community. Rather it is generally seen as a toprgalisconnected, and dissemination-
oriented administrative structure — that is, suiaity akin to the Arrowhead District.
AISI has done little to interrupt this perceptidioting that culture cannot be borrowed
or imposed, but arises organically in the dailynr#fssommunication and shared work,
we would thus end our report with the recommendatiat efforts be made to enact
through AISI a more participatory and decentralizgdtionship with districts in the
province.
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Chapter 4: AlISI: A Qualitative Case Study

By Dennis Shirley and Lori McEwen

1. Introduction

This chapter describes a qualitative condensedstadg of 12 school districts in the
Alberta Initiative for School Improvement (AISI)his study employed interviews and
focus group discussions to gather data aboutniening and valuef AISI as
experienced by those educators and district peesavimo are most involved in and
responsible for issues of conceptualization, imgetation, and assessment of AISI
activities at the district level. The study wasgted by AISI after a colloquium
convened in October 2008.

For this study 12 districts were selected by Albé&rtiucation to be representative of the
diversity of public school authorities in Albertg type, size, and location. Public
districts included public, Catholic, division, addarter school authorities. They ranged
in size from just 1 school with under 300 stude¢atsver 200 schools with over 100,000
students. Geographically, the 12 districts wereag across the northern, southern, and
central zones of the province; they spanned melitappsmall city, town, and rural
areas.

To explore the research topic, 5 broad researchtigums and 11 subsidiary questions
were finalized in February and March 2009 througinacress of consensus by the
research team and Alberta Education. The 5 broadtopns were:

What is the distinctive theory-in-action (charegchitecture) of AISI?

What is the value of AISI? (What are the valoEAISI?)

Is it possible for jurisdictions to do thesejpcts and activities without AISI?
Would the values of AISI continue without fung?

Has AISI changed the culture of education ineMa? If so, how has it?

arwbnE

These were supplemented by 11 subsidiary questions:

What have been the successes of AlSI, as asksiEem multiple perspectives?
What are both the obvious and the subtle ingpaicAIS|?

How is AISI lived and practiced by educators?

What are the change processes at play for astnaitors and teachers?

What have been the difficulties and challengesISI?

Has AISI encouraged school authorities to & things?

Has AISI encouraged those involved to takesreskd to be more innovative?
What are the opportunities to expand the measafrAISI projects from the
vantage point of complexity theory?

ONOOAWNE
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9. What are the opportunities to disseminate knowlegigesrated by AISI by using
its networks and complexity thinking? Have theppartunities been used to
promote change across AlSI jurisdictions?

10.How has AlISI influenced policy developments at$hbbool, jurisdictional, and
provincial levels?

11.What are the implications of the research findifaysAISI as a work in
progress?

The questions allowed the informants to exploretiplel dimensions of their work with
AlISI to share the meaning and value of their atiéigi Informants discussed district foci
prior to their involvement in AlSI, the manner ifiwh AISI enabled them both to
deepen and to amplify their work, and the valuAIi&l as a change strategy that
strengthened their communicative connectivity witnd across districts. They
elaborated on the complexity of change processgslescribed the manner in which
district-level and school-based leadership evoleeslipport AISI activities. Through
these interviews a rich and multifaceted set oh @amberged that enabled the research
team to discern trends and patterns in AISI, areexdinarily ambitious and intentional
change initiative in Canada’s highest-achievingvpree.

This summary of the research team'’s findings isoized to focus on the 5 overarching
guestions with responses and commentaries relévané 11 subsidiary questions
embedded throughout the summary report for purpaofsesther clarification.

1.1 Methodology

The research team sought to achieve consistenogsatite 12 case study district sites by
assuring that in each instance individuals in ginplositions were interviewed. These
included:

The district superintendent;

Project coordinators and affiliated staff;

District school improvement, research and admiaiiste staff;

School principals and staff involved directly iropct implementation;
Parent and community participants in project atiési

Interviews were conducted in person during disBit visits and were semi-structured
around the questions with subsidiary probes tonaftor maximum rapport. All

interviews were transcribed verbatim and subsedyieatied to identify and illuminate
patterns and variations by drawing comparisonssadite 12 case studies. In case study
research, the goal is to generalize to theorgpicgbositions. Thus, the aim was to map
the different forms of project and district leargiim a number of settings and contexts.

The research team also visited schools and class,oshich was especially helpful in
terms of our ability to see AISI themes and str@®q action. Teachers provided us
with opportunities to observe their instruction dadee how children responded to
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pedagogical and curricular changes that they hateimented as part of AlSI-funded
projects. Several of the districts had preparedpdas of student work so that the
research team could track directly how AISI prggegere influencing student learning
over time. Districts likewise provided the resdaiream with copies of their AISI project
proposals, implementation plans, and annual rep@&tsne districts contacted parents in
advance so that we could interview them about AlSivities and their impacts on their
children.

1.2 The Case Study Districts: An Overview

Twelve districts were selected by the School Imprognt Branch of Alberta Education
to be representative of public school authorit@sis qualitative case study. The 12
districts provided an extraordinary breadth andjeaof AISI projects in diverse
geographical settings with their own local histerieultures, and signature practices.
Some themes, such as improving formative assesgremiices, recurred repeatedly in
the 12 districts. Yet more important than the amwpdf any single consistent approach,
AISI across the districts was seen as a cruciglialassisting educators to probe deeply
into teaching and learning with students’ very betdrests in mind.

2. The Research Findings
2.1 What is the distinctive theory-in-action (charagchitecture) of AISI?

AlSl is a program that encourages creativity amibwation and supports a wide range of
district-led improvement projects throughout AllzaerAISI’s theory-in-action empowers
educators to develop professional and intelleqiugjects based on their own locally-
created needs assessments and subsequent irstiati\se|f-initiated change. Over the
first three cycles, more than 1,700 AlSI projeasénbeen funded.

A stance of what may be characterized as “activ&'tfrom Alberta Education towards
teachers and school leaders has produced hundrégtsailby-generated initiatives that
have catalyzed educators to explore new routesaithing and learning that often are
precluded by more orthodox school reform strategMSI projects entail a tremendous
variety of undertakings. They span everything fianmjects serving language minority
students to new instructional approaches that dpvalusic as the central component of
an elementary school curriculum to schools endeéagao improve student learning
through differentiated instruction, high-school ploat prevention, or technology
infusion. Some projects emphasize parent and coritynengagement; specific
academic disciplines such as literacy, mathematicsgience; or transdisciplinary topics
that allow secondary humanities and science fataltpllaborate on local ecologies and
their histories, for example.

In addition to the diversity of their content areAtSI funding supports variegated
district-level and school structures. Some aratinedly centralized change initiatives—in
which four full-time AISI consultants work togetheith a technology expert from a
district office, for example—while others represamire diffused models of change, in
which large numbers of teachers dedicate one-giftiheir time in their buildings to AlSI
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projects while directing the other four-fifths dietir time to the traditional instructional
tasks of a classroom teacher. Most projects stppp&LCs among classroom teachers,
but other districts have gone further by creatih@®for administrators to provide them
with similar structures to promote organizationavelopment. In rural communities,
PLCs can stretch across schools by bringing togefitaele-level teachers to share
challenges and swap potential solutions with orathear over time. AISI’'s change
architecture allows districts and schools to evahear project foci and structures, with
the three-year cycles providing regular interlufitggeviewing previous activities and
striking out in new directions.

The creative and bottom-up possibilities embeddedli$I’'s change architecture explain
the universal enthusiasm for AISI of project papants. One charter school educator
commented that “The whole structure of AlSI is atifugreat, because it keeps a lot of
actual freedom in how you are going to work on yonmject. And that really allows for
so much involvement, individual involvement of pegnphey feel part of it. Like you're
part of the process.” Educators referred condistémthe value they placed on AISI as a
network that granted them freedom to address dall@tomplexities of their everyday
classroom lives while also providing supports teedep long-term change strategies in
their buildings. This ability to participate inaymd-level theorizing about long-term
goals, and to acquire the professional developitieitwould enable educators to set
structures and processes in place, puts AlSI dbtieéront of contemporary efforts to
overcome educators’ “presentism” or short-termkimg, a problem long recognized as a
central impediment to organizational learning bgislmgists of education.

The freedom and creativity AlSI extends to its jggrants is accompanied by a strong
accountability component that requires all projéstsomplete annual reports as well as
more detailed analyses at the end of each threeeyeke. These accountability
components require educators systematically toegathta about the nature and types of
interventions and project outcomes as well as @hilmber of students impacted and the
number of staff involved in the projects. Manyamhants complained that the amount of
detail required by the reports was excessive, mstralso understood and appreciated
that in the current policy climate emphasizing acdability, educators can no longer
expect to receive funding without evaluation arfteotion being built into the project
design. In addition to the project-level reportadacted by educators in districts and
schools, rigorous external reports conducted byairsity faculty document AISI impacts
both as an aggregate as well as for special grewgls as parents and First Nations,
Métis, and Inuit students. Educators stated thedd reports, printed by Alberta
Education in reader-friendly, well designed forma@ve them “a jumpstart to what you
want to do ... Instead of having to go to the gremtl pf research that is out there, you
actually have sort of a head start into what iskivigy.”

In addition to locally-generated and driven schagdrovement—characterized by
educators as “grassroots” in nature—AISI has festeretworks of districts coming
together through cross-site visits and regional@odincial AlSI conferences. These
events enable educators to learn from each otherk and to hear outside speakers and
consultants who inform them of new research finditigat are relevant to their everyday
classroom interactions with students, colleagued p@rents and community members.
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Many informants spoke of the power and importarfaautside consultants with solid
research records as well as practical experienosairschools and classrooms in
inspiring their thinking.

Educators asserted that AISI's change architedtelged them to learn to think about
themselves as researchers. Through AISI projadeles and consultants, teachers
learned to use appropriate tools and methodoldgigaprove their instruction. One
appreciative teacher stated, “AlSI | feel has helper teachers—has almost given them
more importance because they are part of the i@dsésam, and they've had to learn
about researching skills.”

Three topics emerged in the course of the intersiamd focus group discussions that
AISI may wish to address in relationship to itsrmgp@ architecture. First, most
informants wanted additional help with effectiveagtgies for improving parent and
community engagement. Second, some educatorsatedithat they were overloaded
with new projects and needed assistance with rengeand abandoning outdated
programs. Finally, more explicit attention todeeship development may be warranted.

2.2 What is the value of AISI? (What are the vahfesISI?)

Informants agreed that AlSI is catalyzing autheatid deep conversations about
teaching and learning that are contributing tachet repertoire of instructional practices
and improved student achievement in Alberta. Tdregited AISI with giving them new
ways to observe student learning, identify obstatdbeachievement, and revise
instruction so that their students learn at higiele None of them viewed AISI as a
distraction (with the single exception of what thegwed as excessively onerous
accountability requirements). The educators ahdfdéhe parents interviewed credited
AISI with creating grass-roots level excitementaiieaching and learning, and with
activating educators to develop their own needssassents and pilot projects to address
the needs of their own schools and communities.

These achievements of AISI are especially notewagien the extensive research
literature that documents the ways in which marmpstcultures exacerbate teachers’
conservatism, individualism, and short-term thimgkar “presentism.” (Cohn &
Kottkamp, 1993; Little, 1990; Lortie, 1975). By edging educators to alternative sets of
practices and by embedding ongoing support intoashthrough AlSI-funded lead
teachers and consultants, AISI has helped to owegdeachers’ conservatism and to re-
ignite their curiosity about new and better wayseaiching their students. The many
PLCs and AISI teams that have been constitutedajeqt elementary schools seem to
have replaced individualism (also called “privati¥mvith a more collective
understanding of peer learning and exchange, athawany secondary schools generally
still exhibit faculty identification with individuasubject matter expertise more than a
collaborative approach to foundational issues atliéng and learning.

As a consequence of these positive attributesctirabine both professional expertise
with public democracy, educational leaders conligstated that the return on
investment with AISI is superb. When superintendewtre asked point-blank whether
they would prefer unencumbered funds or those Bpaity designated for AlSI, they all
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preferred the latter, asserting that AISI consutavalues, and networking opportunities
possessed high value for their jurisdictions. lalse, not one classroom teacher
interviewed perceived AISI as an unwanted impositoa fad. Whether they were
superintendents, principals, or teachers, no indosstated that they would be able to
make better use of AISI funding in their distridtg were given to them with no strings
attached.

2.3 Is it possible for jurisdictions to do thes®jects and activities without AISI?

Many educational leaders stated that they had muwmsesrevious projects—related to
technology use, anti-bullying initiatives, charaateucation, or differentiated
instruction—that in many ways manifested the saare bumanistic values that they
identified in AISI. They viewed these values agoted around a child-centered
philosophy of education that included children’sjeative well-being as well as their
academic success as part of the core mission iofsittfeools and districts. To this
degree, AISI may be viewed as an extension andifwagibn of principles that districts
already possessed. Educators tended to view AtS3aimuch as the point of departure
for new values, but rather as a funding sourcedhabled them to realize the values that
they had always had but often became diluted irpthss of events.

When guestioned about AlISI and funding, one superdent commented, “We could
have done it without the encouragement, but ndtaut the funding ... we’re the kind of
district that doesn’t need to be pushed to do ghirgut without the funding, for sure,
more difficult.” A charter school principal was stgl clear: “Without the funding, we
couldn't afford it ourselves.”

Districts needed funding to support AISI consulatd provide teachers with release
time to learn from their colleagues, to purchaseueces, and to send teachers to
professional development activities such as thei@nconferences of the Alberta
Assessment Consortium. In remote rural distritis,opportunity to leave one’s small
town and to learn about recent research findingd @t or AAC conferences was
especially cherished. AISI funding for rural dists was viewed as a vital lifeline to gain
access to new ideas and research findings in edoaatd to establish lateral learning
networks with other educators with more experiend@e practical implementation of
the findings.

There is evidence of school divisions sustainirgjgmts beyond AISI funding, which
tells us that it may indeed be possittiat the jurisdictions could have done these
innovative projects and activities without AlSIor8e districts institutionalized lead
teacher, project leader, and consultant positibtiseacompletion of a given AlSI cycle.
AISI provided an effective career ladder for maggahers by giving them a chance to
identify a special area of expertise, hone it illadmration with colleagues, and
eventually acquire the confidence and skills teetak roles as AlSI project leaders in
their buildings or coordinators or consultantshait districts. Since some districts began
implementing meso-level policy changes such assassgprincipals based on their
efficacy at embedding practices from AfL in thatheols, AlSI actually seems to have
become something of a misnomer—not so much spaogsonitiatives as embedding new
norms and expectations.
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2.4 Would the values of AISI continue without fag@i

Many participants from elementary schools said thatcultures of their schools had
changed and that the practices that came aboubdAiS| were now embedded in their
schools. They stated that while AISI was indispétes in catalyzing change, AlSI
values were now embedded in their schools and woaritinue without funding.
Secondary school principals and teachers, on tier dtand, could point to individual
departments or clusters of faculty that had chanlgetalso acknowledged the presence
of reluctant faculty in their schools. For themiSAvalues still required funding to
enhance a larger cultural shift towards a greateus on student learning.

Several high school principals stated that theyewsw on the cusp of reculturing their
schools to help teachers to discover new waysgagntheir students and improve high
school completion rates. These principals werdogxg innovative ways of teaming
faculty across disciplines and embedding supparBLCs that help faculty to overcome
the initial obstacles that they encounter in madtytraditional instructional, curricular,
and assessment practices for struggling learriResearch (Hargreaves, 1994;
McLaughlin & Talbot, 2001; Muncey & McQuillan, 199hdicates that high school
faculty generally need continual, classroom-basggart from colleagues and outside
consultants to shift the focus of their attentiooni the transmission of their disciplinary
expertise to their students’ learning styles. Fi881A/alues to continue to spread at the
secondary school level, then, continued fundinikedy to be necessary for its projects in
high schools, especially if Alberta is to succertmproving high school graduation
rates.

2.5 Has AISI changed the culture of education ime&h? If so, how has it?

For many informants, the dominant culture of ediocain Alberta is defined by student
achievement results on the Provincial Achievemea#td (PATs). Educators knew that
the public dimension of their students’ achievemestilts reflected on them and that
poor years resulted in defensiveness and loss cdlenand good years built confidence
and momentum. They knew that their province hasltlee highest achiever in Canada
on national and international tests for many yeams, that these results in many ways
have come to give Alberta a unique educationaltitleas perceived both by insiders and
outsiders. Even when educators disliked the PATsnaare articulate about their
limitations, they still defined themselves in mamgys by them, as this principal’s
remarks convey: “l would say that I'm proud of flaet that once we won the award for
the fastest improving school in the province, amd or three other times we’ve been
nominated to be in the top 15 schools in the priaccording to their measure. But
it's not a measure that | agree with and support.”

On the whole, we observed a familiar phenomenargard to the multiple perspectives
that surfaced in our interviews: superintendergsevby and large the most enthusiastic
about the PATS; principals were critical, but neévhelmingly so; and classroom
teachers considered them to be a distortion ofeiming process, especially at the
elementary school level.
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Intentionally or not, AISI's change architectureshhed educators to question and in some
instances to challenge the logic of Alberta’s PATghen this occurs, AlSI is indeed
changing the culture of education in Alberta byftelg educators’ focus from summative
to formative assessments, with the attendant legropportunities that the latter implies.
Educators value AISI because it provides them téhsanction and financial support of
Alberta Education to raise larger questions abeathing and learning that go beyond
test-preparatory activities--and to modify theiagiices accordingly. AfL was especially
praised by educators in AISI project sites. Thayesl that AfL has helped them to work
more closely with students to develop criteriaxdedlence in their work, to provide
models of excellence, and to persist with studentsvising their work until all students
have demonstrated excellence.

Educators reported great “psychic rewards"—a keyuie of job satisfaction for teachers
in their teaching after adapting new strategies dlawed all of their students to achieve
at high levels. As a result of AfL in particulane AISI consultant stated, “Teachers are
engaging in a variety of assessment strategiesatbaheeting a variety of needs of
students ... they're really triangulating the evidenc making observations, listening to
conversations, and product work ... it's been hufged we’re going in such a great
direction, right now, that it's really exciting.”

AISI educators reported that their students quteedlly are “empowered” through
practices such as those promoted by AfL and theyager to disseminate them to other
teachers and schools. Yet one perhaps uninteradesgguence of AISI’'s success with
AfL is that aspects of the PATs such as multipleich items, time limits, lack of access
to dictionaries or “word walls,” and single chanteslemonstrate knowledge with pre-
established testing formats appeared to educatorstadents to conflict with the new
culture of teaching and learning that AlSI is dieg®ating in Alberta through approaches
such as AfL. For those educators who had mostrnalieed the research findings
associated with AfL, their work with AISI was vitahd urgent in advancing a broader
understanding of teaching and learning that théig\red held greater promise for those
children traditionally marginalized by orthodox scling practices.

3. Conclusion

AISl is now at the cutting edge of precisely thksels of changes that move beyond
individual initiatives and opportunities into a gee “Fourth Way” of educational change
with a carefully calibrated blend of both innovatiand sustainability. Teachers have
acquired new skills as researchers and micro-leekety makers who identify problems

in children’s learning, collaborate with colleaguesormulate potential solutions, and
then acquire funding, skills and support to putrtpeofessional knowledge to work.
Educators have side-stepped the kinds of short-$éraegies that lead to “gaming the
system” to get test scores up and instead areg&kirmore radical and profound
guestions of themselves and of their colleagudgeyBre challenging each other to work
with students to establish agreed-upon criterigef@ellence in learning and are
providing children with multiple venues for acqugiand demonstrating excellence.
They are embedding technology into a repertoirn@stfuctional strategies that presumes
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agency and intelligence on the part of learnersiatethtionality and purpose on the part
of educators. They have become accustomed tadaethat their long-term vision of
educational change matters and plays a role inisgpdipe future policies of their
province.

The importance of building ownership at havinggeaeally part of determining their
fates as a key theme in AISI has given distrigiaiicipatory and inclusive dimension
that is a striking exception to a more common retesthip of guarded caution or even
outright antagonism that exists between schooltland district-level authorities in many
jurisdictions (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Payne, 20Q08) our interviews and focus group
discussions the research team was struck by tinyhtgrative and porous relationships
that characterized school and district-level statjaged in AlSI projects. Teachers have
multiple opportunities to advance project actigta the district level and central-office
administrators are welcomed to participate in shgie daily life of schools in creative
and innovative ways that go beyond the implememmadf new mandates and programs.
The new emphasis on studying and then applyingrekdindings is creating a common
respect for the intellectual demands of the tearpnmofession and the responsibilities of
educators at all levels to stay abreast of edutaltiecholarship.

The research findings from these 12 case studiksate that AlISI enjoys enormous
popularity among educators and is credited witlpihglthem to advance their skills as
thinkers, researchers, and practitioners. At #mestime, some lacunae need attention.
First, to continue to advance, AISI will need todinew ways to engage parents and
community members. In most instances, educatodslyegcknowledged that they had
trouble engaging parents of students and espetiale students who were often absent
from school. They welcomed the emphasis on pametittommunity engagement in

AISI Cycle 4 and were looking for new ideas to iy in this area.

Second, AISI may need to find ways not onlhatll new opportunities for educators to
enrich learning, but also to advise educatot@ndonprojects that have outlived their
usefulness and are not appropriate for the chadetitat lie ahead. One principal
expressed enthusiasm for AISI in general but atsoptained that “the common

comment from most teachers is that we’ve broughint@ny projects. ‘Projectitis’ is

going on.” While this was not a commonly heard seeant from educators, in this
particular district it appears that district leaglaeeded technical assistance in developing
as well as casting off projects. In such distritte merits of abandonment may need to
be considered by AlSI leaders in the years ahead.

Third, AISI's great strength—educators’ enthusidemwork that they themselves can
initiate and drive in the way that they believetlrasets the needs of their schools and
communities—may need to be bolstered with a mopéi@ktheory and practice of
leadership development. In many ways, a greatafdakment in relationship to
leadership is already occurring in AISI sites. @8l coordinator discussed how

themes such as “teacher leadership research, &mgelprocess, and looking at resistance
to change” were prominent themes in AISI team mestin her jurisdiction. “What

we’re doing is trying to build up a leadership capapiece. The administrative PLCs

that were established in some of our districts @slelrd similar themes related to
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leadership, indicating that within AlSI, leadersiggemerging as an important topic for
future inquiry and development.”

Interviews with teachers revealed a remarkable tdeksalry about the evolution of new
leadership roles that is sponsored by AISI projedisere seemed to be a tacit
understanding that taking on leadership respoitséisilor becoming involved with
innovation was admirable and that as professiobtedshers are obliged to exercise
leadership in multiple domains simultaneously. Bseasteachers’ “privatism” has eroded
with support from AlSI, teachers are able to suppae another in their growth as
leaders across traditional disciplinary and selstamdaries.

If AISI wishes to generate new models of teaching earning in the future, it is likely

to need a more explicit theory of leadership dgwelent and capacity enhancement.
Some innovations, for example, may req@ven moraetworking opportunities among
and across district boundaries, thereby strengtigemhat complexity theorists term the
"robustness" of decentralized networks. Such iatioms can challenge the norms of
groupthink that settle too quickly into establishmems of reflection and action. An
innovative spirit expressed through new forms atteng and learning can ensure that
the school and the district remain learning orgatimns that are willing to tolerate a
certain amount of stress and pressure as pareafdébessary cost of growth and change.

The cumulative evidence from this qualitative cstsgly is that AlISI is providing a vital
catalyst to Albertan education that far exceedadtsal funding. The universality of
educators’ appreciation for AISI as a change netvwsimpressive and cuts across roles
and relationships. The topics of parent and comty@mgagement, abandonment of
themes and strategies that are no longer priqreied an explicit theory and practice of
leadership are three areas that AISI may wish tivessd as it now prepares for the fourth
cycle. These topics should be seen in light oflAlBnpressive achievements that have
promoted educational professionalism, capacity ecéraent, the study and application
of research, and the dissemination and generatinaw knowledge throughout Albertan
education.
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Chapter 5: The Four Ways of AISI

By Andy Hargreaves
1. Introduction

In today’s rapidly changing and volatile worldjgtno longer enough to achieve and
exemplify world-class standards and even to besamnational leader on measures of
educational attainment —important and admirabli@se things are. Learning more and
learning better are no longer enough — even anecesdfy in one of the highest
performing systems in the world. This is a time wkee must also start to learn
differently. As my colleagues and | have seen inaasessment for OECD of Finland’s
much-lauded educational system, what makes a sygieaessful by current criteria does
not guarantee sustainability of that success wherttiteria start to change (Hargreaves,
Halasz, & Pont, 2008).

A successful system is a learning system. It grdieis its way forward and responds to
the challenges of the future. Sometimes we ha¥i@ things before they are broken. We
have to start running the race differently evennvwwve feel we are way out ahead. This is
particularly true when the terrain starts to charigehe 2 Century, the terrain is
changing in seismic proportions in almost everyeaspf our lives. The result is four
major change imperatives:

the aftermath of global economic collapse thatdraated arconomic
imperativeof developing 21st Century skills for an innovatand creative
economy and of doing so with fiscal prudence (Eiagl, 2008);

the spread of excessive affluence that has rediheeguality of most people’s
lives, and given rise to theocial imperativeof developing better lives and
wellbeing for all, especially at a time of growiogltural and linguistic diversity
(Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009; UNICEF, 2007);

the impact of climate change and energy crisestiinaaten the survival of our
species and that raise theological imperativef producing both innovative
technological solutions as well as changes intfes towards education for
more sustainable living (Capra, 2005; Giddens, 2009

the generational renewal of the workforce with Bo®mer generation being
replaced by Generations X and Y whose approachide &nd leadership are
more swift, assertive, direct, team-based, tasketed and technologically savvy
raising thegenerational imperativef capitalizing on these assets to develop and
distribute more skilled and responsible leaderghipur schools (Howe &

Strauss, 2000).

All system-wide educational change efforts mustrasislthese imperatives. Yet there is
no single approach to educational change and refapproaches vary across the
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country, internationally and over time. They cad do address the four imperatives in
different ways and with different degrees of adegua

There have been four general approaches to or efagducational and social change in
many of the developed countries in the past 50sygdargreaves & Shirley, 2009).
Though the identification of these Ways is soligigunded in social theory (Giddens,
1999), and also in the findings of my own reseanckeducational change over time in
Canadian and US high schools (Hargreaves & Goodifi6), for pedagogical purposes,
these Ways can be likened to the mythical propedtgnmonly attributed to the four
planets of the inner solar system: Venus, Mars,cMigrand Earth.

This chapter reviews the different reform direcigapresented in these four Ways of
Change, and assesses their strengths and limgatiaelation to the four imperatives of
the early 21 century. It then examines in what ways AIS| reskesiaspects of these
Ways in its past or present practices and in iisréupotential. By undertaking this
exercise, we will then be able to determine morefadly what potential AISI can draw
on and what fears and doubts it can reignite frast periods or Ways of reform with
which it appears to bear resemblances. We can ke fits with and where it departs
from other reform patterns — what strengths itleaitd upon, what flaws it might be in
danger of repeating, and in what ways it can awodglshtake the lead.

2. The Four Ways of Change
2.1 The First Way of Venus

The First Way of Venus stretched from the end ef$liecond World War and especially
from the 1960s to the mid 1970s. Economist Johnridey Keynes and his followers
presented investment in state services and wedtdety nets not just as a social good but
also as a benefit for the economy as it developedgbbols of talent that would fuel future
prosperity. There was immense confidence in the’stability to solve social problems,
fueled by a booming economy and spurred by thegiBiaby Boomer population.

In the latter years of this age, a rebellious areative spirit entered public schools in the
form of experimentation, innovation, and child-aetd or progressive teaching.
Teachers and other state professionals had greatamny in the First Way. They
enjoyed high levels of passive trust from an inshegly prosperous public and were
largely left alone to get on with the job.

Teachers today are sometimes nostalgic for theldmeeto develop curricula to meet the
varying needs of their students as part of a mistdachange the world but some of them
bemoan the loss of their professional autonomy rbecause they could teach their
subjects just as they chose (Goodson, Moore & tgakges, 2006). The First Way of
Venus therefore suffered from huge variations sutand quality of provision and also
standards. Teaching was improved largely intuiyiaid individually, through
improvisation, on the job.
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Teachers from this period remember their principal$éarger than life characters who left
their stamp on the school, but not always in a geag. The kind of school in which
teachers taught therefore depended on this |lotfeisadership within an unregulated
profession of little and only local accountabilityhe First Way brought innovation but
also inconsistency. There was no leadership dewedopor professional development to
create widespread consistency of impact or efiamve was not enough.

The First Way left a legacy of the importance afamation but within and between
schools, innovation occurred only in scatterechidéa— not in continents or even
archipelagoes. Leadership made the biggest differemthe success of innovation, but
good leadership was not a focus of investmentall & matter of luck or chance. Trust in
educators as professionals was real; but sometimesust was blind or misplaced.

Figure 5.1 The First Way of Venus

The Alberta Initiative for School Improvement isoaib innovation as well as
improvement. It supports local changes and initeatj compared to centralized or
standardized mandates. It invests high trust irptbéessional judgments of teachers and
principals. There are many resonances of the West of Venus in the orientations of
AISI. More mature educators still in the systenovane nostalgic for the professional
freedoms of the ‘60s and ‘70s can value AISI’s restiion of a professional culture of
self-directed innovation and even improvisatiorg &a reigniting of their passion for
teaching. They might regard it as a recovery gbeesfor professionalism that had been
lost.

At the same time, morose and gloomy educators (@mvthe research team sometimes
heard but never directly met) may recall the incehee and inconsistencies of the 1960s
and 1970s and have a saturnine skepticism towacddly-driven initiatives like AISI
instead. An overly enthusiastic celebration of-sleffermined innovation and of
qualitative rather than quantitative approachesctmuntability also always runs the risk
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of triggering anti-nostalgic sentiments towardsamised 1960s and ‘70s idealism and
the discredited philosophy of letting a thousammavBrs bloom.

Cycle 1 of AISI embraced much of the individual @chinnovation that characterized
the First Way of change, but also, as in the Fifay, it seemed to achieve insufficient
coordination among these many bottom-up initiativiédee challenge for AlSI, always, is
how to recapture the innovative spirit that chaeazed some of the best practices of the
First Way, without repeating or retreating to tlxeessive amounts of inconsistency, the
lack of demonstrable standards or clear accourtiglahd the absence of consistently
high leadership capacity that were also widesptieamighout that period. AISI's ever-
present challenge, in this respect, is how to lwaland reconcile professional creativity
and organizational complexity with system coheresog accountability.

2.2 The Second Way of Mars

Because of the onset of economic stringency, andugfher questions therefore being
asked about value for money in the use of tax ol Second Way followed of market-
competition and standardization as developed nati@aded into the 1980s and ‘90s.
With long gas lines and economic recession, coupldda maturing labor force in
teaching that was becoming more expensive, pe@garbto question whether the state
was still the answer to everything. Many Anglo-Ainan nations placed schools in more
competitive systems of market choice for studentktaeir parents. The currency of this
market was more-and-more detailed standards, litdk&thh stakes tests that were
widely publicized in league tables of performannd aften combined with weakened
levels of resourcing, and accelerated timelinesnigplementation. Planning and
implementation processes became more systematidetaded, and driven from the top.
Charter schools and their international equivaleige began to emerge, though less
extensively in Alberta than south of the border.

Some benefits of common standards, increased atatnlity and inter-school

competition were evident in the emergence of clea@is, greater consistency, and
attention to all students with a stronger sensagr@éncy. Outside Alberta, drawbacks of
the Second Way of Mars also began to emerge quitilyg (Hargreaves, 2003). While
achievement gains often occurred for a year or thy soon reached a plateau. Parents
had more choice, but it was the affluent ones wi@akhow to work the system to
advance their interests and protect their privdedéne passive trust of the First Way was
replaced by active mistrust between teachers angublic in the Second. Standards
raised the bar but shortfalls of professional suppiue to diminished educational
investment, did not help children reach it. Thetsds the quality, depth and breadth of
children’s learning, to increased dropout and reduonovation, as well as to the caliber
of teachers and leaders the profession could temndiretain were considerable (Nichols
& Berliner, 2007; Oakes & Lipton, 2002; New Comnnigson the Skills of the American
Workforce, 2007).

In the Second Way, leadership was seen as ovedpadattractive and excessively
exposed in the context of punitive accountabilityadership had turned into line
management. Teachers saw their leaders as managetsad forgotten how to lead.
Their principals rotated in and out of schools wiitbreasing frequency and seemed to
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have more attachment to implementing governmentifias or advancing their own
careers than serving their own schools locally ¢rzaves, 2003; Fink & Brayman,
2006).

Alberta was arguably the first province to entexr 8econd Way in Canada. Its Student
Evaluation Branch (now called Learner Assessmesniglbped extensive and
sophisticated instruments of testing and accoulitialbAt the same time, the teaching
profession has been more extensively and inclusimeblved in designing and
implementing the provincial achievement tests (PAfian in any other jurisdiction in
North America.

There are undoubtedly tensions between the Firgtf& of AISI in its promotion of
locally developed innovation and improvement efontrelation to a wide range of
outcomes, and the Second Way-like emphasis ofrtherial accountability system and
its support for PATs connected to a more closefindd set of outcomes. In this review,
we found that the closer to the classroom that &dus are in their roles and
responsibilities, the less supportive they ardyilte be of the PATs. The views of senior
district staff are the most favorable, the revi@principals are more mixed, and the
responses of classroom teachers are consisteititalcPATs can give administrators
leverage with teachers and change and they careatdade them to respond to a range of
stakeholders whom they must routinely meet. Clasgarteachers, by contrast, sometimes
acknowledge the need for PATs or something likentheut regard their presence within
AISI as being one of distortion of and distractfoom the different learning and
improvement goals that they feel AISI projectstayeng to achieve.

In general, the quantitative component of this ipldtperspectives review finds no
strong association between AISI project initiatiaesl PATs. Reassuringly perhaps, at a
time of significant population changes in many dib&ta’s schools, there is no evidence
of AISI being associated with any deterioratiodPi&T scores, and indeed, there are
indications that AISI may be related to small PAding in subjects like mathematics at
times when the provincial PAT average has beeménll

Overall, the rigorously conducted quantitative gsigl concludes that it is extremely
difficult to demonstrate associations of any kimdvireen AISI projects or AlISI as a
whole on the one hand and PATs on the other. BHigcause:

those associations that have been uncovered gifsaato be statistical artifacts
such as regression to the mean,;

there is wide variability in AISI projects or treagnts which makes it hard to
group them together,

AISl is now so deeply embedded in and hard to dssegie from the overall
policy and practice of the Alberta education systkat it is hard to isolate AlSI
as an independent effect;

many AISI projects goals and emphases are nottdaeat increases in PAT
scores, or at improvements in subjects or aretssaafing that the PATs measure;
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PAT data are collected in other ways for other pags than those associated
with AISI projects, making it difficult to track AI's impact on particular cohorts
of students.

In conjunction with the four imperatives that opértleis chapter, the results of the
guantitative analysis raise significant questionsud the prominence and pre-eminence
of PATs within the provincial system of Alberta edtion as a whole, and about the role
and influence of PATs within AISI and AISI projean particular.

As we come towards the end of the first decade@Pif' century, there is evidence of a
worldwide movement in the developed countries afs@ay current levels of system-
wide, standardized testing. In some places, sudtoaa Scotia, within the context of an
economic recession, elimination of system-wideddadized tests is a simple result of
cost-benefit analysis: the tests are seen as “odhwhe costs” (Hargreaves & Shirley,
2009). In others, alterations to the system are aseessential in order to develop the
greater creativity and innovation in teaching agarhing that are integral in developing
21 century skills for an advanced knowledge econdhhys is evident in US moves to
develop different testing systems and testing itdesv Commission on the Skills of the
American Workforce, 2007) and also in Finland’s ooitment to testing and
accountability through the use of confidential mioning by samples in order to preserve
the flexibility and professional trust central tamaining the world’s most competitive
economy (Hargreaves, Halasz, & Pont, 2008; Sahll28@6). Finally, system-wide
standardized testing has been abandoned in Walé$ias seriously abated to the point
of almost complete elimination in England due toumiing parental, public and
professional criticism about the impact of testomgenjoyment of and engagement with
learning and school, especially among younger cmldBBC, 2009). The recent passing
of Motion 503 in the Alberta legislature shows mianaat in the same direction.

Within AISI, PATs are widely used as measures cbaatability and indicators of
impact. This seems to be more because they caadig accessed and rapidly employed,
than because they are regarded as a useful vafidureeof project impacts. The
extensive accountability requirements of AISI a¥ersas overwhelming by many AlISI
schools. An easily used measure can be a sedugtiien for busy teachers, even when
it is less appropriate than a more time-consunseti;developed one. At the same time,
the review team did not encounter systematic efftartrain teachers and schools in
designing valid and reliable indicators of progrésst were more coherently related to
their own project goals. One possible way forwaiay therefore be to build the capacity
of teachers, schools and districts to develop apdog their own rigorous instruments of
accountability as a way of inquiring into projeetgact and also meeting their
accountability requirements externally.

Last, as the Second Way of Mars leaves a legasydaspread use of standardized
achievement testing as a method of assessing prognel impact, it also leaves a further
legacy of linear and time-bound processes of plaprdevelopment and review linked to
cycles of funding administered from the top. In tiext chapter, Pasi Sahlberg, in his
response to the reviews, raises questions abawjecpbased approach to AlSI, divided
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into three-year cycles of funding. This, he sags), 'end to fragment AISI projects into
relatively short-term initiatives that do not emlmdntegrate into the system or build on
one another (as AISI nonetheless encourages ptepaitrs to do). It may also explain
why districts like Sumara and Davis’ “Arrowheattiat have a more top-down and
linear, Second Way approach to planning and impi¢at®n, tend to choose a focus for
AlISI related to a provincial thrust and directitwacked up by trainers and training
packages.

Second Way thinking about planning and accountglitiay not be well suited to the
further development of AISI and its culture of Iboaprovement and innovation in
particular, or to the worldwide move to develop mtlexible school systems that can
cultivate the 2 century skills of creativity, innovation, and fibiity that are essential
for advanced knowledge economies. This does noshadld not mean abandoning
commitments to rigorous processes of planning acduntability in favor of a return to
the local inconsistencies of the 1970s. But it doean rethinking how planning and
accountability within AISI and outside it should tEEonstructed in the more complex,
fast-moving and innovation-oriented cultures ansteys of the Zicentury.

Figure 5.2 The Second Way of Mars
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2.3 The Third Way of Mercury

A new Way is needed that can keep an eye on cateeerd consistency, and retain the
sense of urgency about learning and achievemerailfetudents, while also maintaining
AISI’s positive impacts of professional growth agrekrgy, as well as developing the
higher levels of creative learning and skill deyslent that are essential for competitive
economies and cohesive societies. In this Third VE&Century skills and systems take
on particular prominence.

The 2 Century skills agenda has its origins stretchiagkomore than thirty years to the
work of Daniel Bell (1976) who first invented thertnknowledge societip describe a
post-industrial world that would require an edudat@rkforce capable of working in
services, ideas and communication. Since then, gesment gurus and futurists (e.g.
Toffler, 1990, Drucker, 1993), educational refordvacates (e.g. Schlechty, 1990;
Hargreaves, 2003; Wagner, 2008; Zhao, 2009), dgking government leaders (e.g.
Reich, 2001), national think-tanks and partnersfijesv Commission on the Skills of
the American Workforce, 2007; Partnership fof' Zentury Skills, 2009) and
international organizations (e.g., OECD 2001, 2d@8)e argued for the development of
21 century skills in knowledge society schools thdt promote innovation, creativity,
flexibility, adaptability, problem-solving, crititahinking, lifelong learning, ingenuity,
collective intelligence, teamwork, risk-taking ac@htinuous improvement.

21 Century skills are part of a Third Way of educatibreform — neither child-centred
and permissive, nor basic and standardized. Inshegdare like the winged messenger of
Mercury - characterized by speed and communicdtianhsuits a modern world of
information-driven profit, trade and commerce. TiMiemotes economically useful cross-
curricular skills in learning; new patterns of mre$ionalism as well as professional
interaction and networking among teachers: and magiel and flexible ways of
managing change in organizations.

This Way of Mercury directly addresses three offthe 2% Century imperatives
outlined earlier. It develops the skills and presssthat accelerate the innovation and
knowledge circulation that are vital for regenargta floundering economy. This culture
of innovation and ingenuity is equally indispensibi dealing with the environmental
challenges of climate change and energy short&gegmging with the digital and
attitudinal realities of 2lCentury learners also appeals generationally westis and
their younger teachers who have been born digital.

Although it is important to be realistic and acknedge that not all the work skills of the
21% Century will be 21 Century skills and that many of today’s middlesslare
consigned more to the routine cubicle work thaeminiscent of TV’sThe Officethan

the high-powered corporate judgment and problemusglof The ApprenticéCrawford,
2009), the Third Way of Mercury does set a new dgesf student skills and patterns of
judgment and decision-making that are requirecbmgmex, fast-moving, flexible,
information-driven organizations.

This Third Way of educational and social reforns sietween and beyond the state and
the market (Blair & Schroeder, 1999; Giddens, 1999)he Third Way, there is stronger
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support for state professionals at the same tingedesnand for more accountability from
them. State requirements persist, and these areommonly expressed as market-like
performance targets. Services offer more choiceflaribility for clients and consumers.
The most distinctive feature of the Third Way, [@$, is its infusion of greater lateral,
professional energy into the process of changaraptbvement (Hartley, 2007). More
resources and energy are invested in professi@valopment and involvement, in
constructing professional learning communitiesafaboration and teamwork often
around data-driven improvement agendas, and inteanisg networks of professional
learning and interaction between and across sclagolgays to build motivation and
spread innovation.

The Third Way of Mercury offers flexible and custi@ed pathways for students’
learning in school and for professionals’ engagdanreimprovement within their
organizations. Unlike the Second Way of Mars, dre B0 longer fits all. AlSI offers

just such localized pathways of innovation and imvpment, not in the completely open-
ended sense of the First Way, but more typically morelation to a guided set of
priorities.

Since Cycles 2 and 3, AISI’'s approach has beerasingly collaborative, particularly
within districts, and one of the priorities of Cgal is to encourage collaboration across
districts too. Networks look different dependingwhether they work on First, Second
or Third Way principles. First Way patterns of irstetion are open-ended and not
especially accountable for results. Second Way odsvoften operate more like clusters
of schools drawn together on training days or farsultation purposes to facilitate
implementation of government or district prioritieghis is how interaction across
schools seems to operate in the Arrowhead digtiscussed by Sumara and Davis in
their chapter, for example. Third Way networks raxech more complex. They are
systems held together or given connectivity byrcéeal common purposes, personal
trust, strong relationships, and frequent intecarctis in Sumara and Davis’ Pathways
district.

All networks have an architecture but not all netwarchitectures are equally effective
(Hadfield, 2009; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Netwoake based around particular kinds
of conversations and activities; they have rulesmaiision and exclusion; are defined by
specific or less specific purposes; they are deted by designed patterns of interaction
through meetings, visits, website interfaces, ofex@nce gatherings; and they are
characterized by strong or weak forms of accouhtglof participation and results.

| recently evaluated one especially effective nekwo terms of its impact on
achievement results with Dennis Shirley and sonlleagues (Hargreaves & Shirley,
2009). The network comprised over 300 secondargasthat had experienced a dip in
student achievement scores over one or two ydgysrhoted improvement by schools,
with schools and for schools in peer-driven netwarklateral pressure and support,
where participating schools were connected witln edlber and with self-chosen mentor
schools, and invited to conferences that supphedhtwith inspiration, technical support
in analyzing achievement data, as well as a memshat, medium and long term
strategies for improving teaching and learning alsd achievement results. The
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network’s architecture emphasized transparencydigpation as well as of results in
which different levels of performance, participatiand success were visible to all.

In Cycle 4, AlISI plans to make significant stridesietworking across districts as a way
to spread innovation and disseminate improvemaemtsa district boundaries. As it does
so, it would be advised to move beyond First Wagqiples of permissive sharing and
celebration of practice alone to promoting morécai conversations among schools
about practice, and to finding ways to honestlynmeedge and identify different levels
of competence or stages of development in theativés being tried or in the capacity to
support them, so that networks can operate as afehtargeted forms of assistance
where needed as well as mechanisms to exchangeaddastrategies.

Elsewhere, some contemporary system-wide netwoyks imeet accountability
requirements by connecting network emphases andgti@st to direct improvements in
achievement results. In these cases, Third Wayarkimg strategies are tightly tied to
the continuation and even intensification of Secé/aly emphases on short term
achievement results. This connection can sometieaekto a narrowing of focus in
networks to easily tested basics, or to short-t@nohrelatively superficial interventions
that secure rapid achievement gains — undermiingdr-term and more ambitious
efforts to transform teaching and learning for 248 century. This attachment of
networking to short-term achievement results isrofinked to the availability of data
systems that highlight gaps and difficulties omstjin-time basis and to the pressures to
demonstrate system-wide results emanating front-$&on election cycles. In recent
years, these kinds of network patterns have bgegcedly evident in England (Barber,
2007) and Ontario (Fullan, 2005).

One of Alberta’s great strengths is its high degriegolitical stability that it shares with
other international high performers such as Finland Singapore. This releases the
province and also AISI from more intense politipegssure to demonstrate the
immediate impact of initiatives like AlISI on PATisstead, the province can concentrate
on the longer-term goals of transformation whilgeleping clear accountable indicators
of the progress being made in achieving them. Hewehe continuing organization of
AISI into three-year project cycles poses a riskthse longer term goals and the more
challenging interactions and transformations thélyrequire from teachers — beyond
implementing particular training packages, for epban

AISI and the Third Way of Mercury are and shouldrreovative and flexible, as well as
quick and agile. They also need to ensure thattieptain a longer term and sustainable
vision as well as a short or medium term one, Aatlthey address the needs and goals of
the social and ecological imperatives as well aspttedominantly economic ones.

AISI and the Third Way of Mercury offer immense prige for innovation, improvement
and professional growth compared to the standardizand professional exclusion that
often characterized the Second Way of Mars. Angl #@mbrace creativity,
professionalism and local determination withoutresging to the incoherence and
inconsistency of Venus. AISI and the Third Way barpushed harder into longer term
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transformation for competitive knowledge economiet® a wider social agenda; and
into forms of robust accountability that extend dxey the existing province-wide
instruments of standardized testing. Such moveddyaush AISI further into a Fourth
Way of change — the sustainable way of Earth.

Figure 5.3 The Third Way of Mercury
2.4 The Fourth Way of Earth

The Fourth Way begins with an inspiring and inalesinission beyond higher standards
or test scores alone. Teaching and learning ifrtheth Way are engaging and mindful,
and so is the learning of professionals (MacDo®gaghirley, 2009). This learning is
often reflective and ruminative. It is not alwaygla and quick. Indeed, says
psychologist Guy Claxton (1997), it is this verpdiof learning that is essential for
developing creative thought.

Fourth Way schools act urgently in the presentrdeoto protect and sustain the future.
Their short-term goals are connected to long-tesmroitments. And the targets are
shared and owned by them, not politically imposedifelsewhere. As in Finland,
collective responsibility precedes external accabitity.
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The Fourth Way of Earth goes beyond building pubtinfidence in education through
improved results. It builds community with pareatsl others in relationships of active
and engaged trust where they work side-by-sidetheg€Obama, 2005, Hargreaves &
Shirley, 2009).

In the Fourth Way as in the Third, teachers an@alshwork together, but teachers work
in thoughtful, evidence-informed communities thalue both hard data and soft
judgment, applied to deep and compelling questidsofessional practice and
innovation. They do not just hurry through meetit@groduce just-in-time reactions to
achievement data. And schools do not only netwatk distant partners though that is
an extremely valuable direction in itself. Theyoat®llaborate with immediate neighbors,
in pursuit of a higher common good in a communiheve the strong help the weak.

Leadership in the Fourth Way is not individual bystemic (Hopkins, 2007). Effective
leaders help other schools. The system providesiress to replace their time when they
and their key leaders assist their peers in thig Whis distributes leadership around
them and develops younger and hungry successoirsdattlem. In the Fourth Way,
leadership is sustainable as well as successful.

The Fourth Way of Earth meets all four of the cleaimgperatives that were outlined
earlier — economic, social, ecological and genenali AISI is already showing evidence
of beginning to move into the Fourth Way as welttesThird. Learning goals are broad
and diverse in nature. Principals are startingdokwiogether within their districts, across
schools, forming professional learning communiéigsng themselves as well as leading
them for their teachers. Cycle 4 is encouragingratdtion and networking across district
boundaries. More projects are being encourageddoeas parent and community
engagement and development. These are all progpa &irward as AISI moves to an
even higher level of sophistication.

There are still some strides that AISI can takledlding its place as a world-leader in
professionally inclusive change:

identifying schools and projects at different levef development or capacity;
strengthening systemic leadership across schodlgwn districts;

devising objective and transparent ways to highligh need for assistance and
support;

supporting teachers and schools in professionaiiyed efforts to develop robust

indicators, accountability measures and share@tstpat relate to and are
appropriate for their own project goals.

3/



The Learning Mosaic

Figure 5.4 The Fourth Way of Earth

3. Conclusion

From the First Way of Venus, AISI has rekindledamation and professional respect,
but left behind the inconsistency. From the Sedday of Mars, it largely addresses the
urgent and focused emphasis on learning and ach&vefor all students, but it does not
treat all kinds of learning outcomes as equivalertested achievement and it has re-
energized professionals in ways that the Second d\agot.

AISI has gained much from and contributes a great tb the Third Way of Mercury in
terms of creativity, complexity, innovation, flexiby, diverse pathways, lifelong
learning, teamwork, networked interaction and wagkivith diversity. By turning to the
Fourth Way of Earth and its concerns with inspoatand sustainability, AISI can be
even more effective in bringing people togethecommunities where leaders work
together across schools and where the strong helwéeak, to serve a higher and
sustainable purpose that is greater than everymmkto devise robust, school-driven
evaluation instruments as well as set their owrraw@ment and growth targets together
that are directly connected to these bold purposes.

21% Century skills require Zicentury schools and systems. Mindful teaching and
learning; increased innovation and local flexilgilitiexible pathways of student learning
and professional engagement; evidence-informedawgment that values data and
experience in fair measure; shared improvemenetsygrudent accountability on
measures that match knowledge society objectivesgeing networks that connect
schools to each other; and systemic leadershipenbaders assist weaker neighbors in
the service of a greater common good — these ars@me of the strategies that will give
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us the best ZiCentury schools that will develop the most chajleg set of 21 century
skills. AlSI is already a world leader in many bése strategies. Its challenge now is to
become a connoisseur of all of them.
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Chapter 6: AlISI: A Global Perspective

By Pasi Sahlberg

1. Introduction

Improving education systems and their schoolsgi®bal phenomenon. Even the nations
where educational performances are celebratecheesting significantly in further
development of teachers, schools and districtsirstance, Japan, Korea and Singapore
are investing heavily in fixing the flaws that timernational comparison studies have
indicated in their education systems. In Europagl&md, Germany and Finland all are
looking for ways to make their schools more ativecto students and responsive to the
emerging new expectations of their knowledge smseDespite these global efforts in
improving schools, there is not one dominating glesif change but rather a mosaic of
approaches.

In this diverse global school improvement movemAifs| is unique in at least three
ways. First, it is truly a system-wide effort tdnenost schools and teachers to improve.
It is not limited to selected districts, schoold@achers like most government-run school
improvement campaigns. Second, with its four cycddSI is an exceptionally long-term
intervention that is atypical in educational deypal@nt where short-term targets of
politics determine the lifespan of government cotnment, especially funding. Third,
AISI makes substantial funding annually availaldeifinovation and improvement in
schools. Funding ranging from $70 to 75 million CABch year corresponds to about 2
percent of the operating education budget of Atbdttis therefore a significant
investment in human resources of Alberta educamhunlike any known school
improvement initiative anywhere.

The purpose of this chapter is to present an iatemnal perspective to assist
understanding of the value and effect of AISI aodtextualize the analysis and findings
of the wider multiple perspectives review. ThrowgWider perspective, we hope, Alberta
Education will be able to continue good practiced maew cultures built in and by AISI
and weigh some alternatives for the future. Thedlehge is that there are only a very few
large-scale examples of school improvement thagnddompared to AISI, would do
justice to it. What follows therefore is ratheredleéction on AISI using an international
education policy perspective. It is based on aditee review, three commissioned
studies of different aspects of AlSI, discussionthe AISI Colloquium 2008 in
Edmonton, and in the AISI Review Retreat in BostoAugust 2009.

2. The Modus Operandi of AlSI

The purpose of AISI has been to improve studemhieg. This has been achieved by
financing about 1,700 projects based on the nekdistoicts, schools and the people who
work there. This has secured an approach thatlbasaken into account other local
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circumstances, such as willingness to learn, cipa®f schools and engagement in
other development activities. It is therefore faisay that AISI has been designed and
implemented as a meta-project that constitutesrakspecific projects.

A project-driven approach has its place when thgetad problem is clearly defined and
is soluble with available tools and resources. Bfjrition, a project has a beginning and
an end. Normally, between these two is a predetetnset of actions that make up
implementation of the project. Indeed, project éoginphasizes planning and evaluation
that normally require significant amounts of docatagion, meetings and administration.
Projects certainly have their place in developnieigeneral as well as school
improvement in particular. But they also have thienitations.

School improvement at the level of the school dadstoom only rarely has a clearly
definable beginning and almost never an end. Sahgqmiovement initiatives, pilots to
test alternative practical models and researcheswate examples of ‘projects’ that have
planned ends and beginnings. AISI has been admiacin three-year cycles within
which projects have had to be launched and cle8Sigabugh districts may now plan and
bid for longer periods, and projects can build oextend previous ones, the three-year
cycle of funding and accountability still drives ofiuof AISI’s logic as well as
widespread perceptions of how to undertake, plahcamplete change. This is one of
the main limitations of AISI. It rarely happens tlaay significant intervention in schools
that alters teaching and learning can have sulistamd measurable impact on student
learning in less than a three-year period. Thasparticular challenge for those
implementing such projects, i.e., schools and texch

Another limitation of a project-driven approachask of sustainability. When a project
is finished, activities financed by that projectenf slow down or stop altogether. School
improvement that focuses on student learning requsustained support for schools and
teachers. The risk related to the project appraaétiSI is that some improvement
activities may be terminated by the fact that thegget ends rather than because the goals
have been accomplished. There are some aspecisaal smprovement that can be fixed
by targeted projects (e.qg., ICT literacy, develgpmew curricula, tracking and managing
individual student progress, or redesigning scidaberatories) but much essential
school improvement requires longer-term engagenk@mtexample, cooperative learning
that has been one of the popular themes of AlSUieh a complex pedagogical approach
that it requires more than one project to be prigpetegrated into teachers’ repertoires
of teaching (Joyce & Showers, 2002; Sharan, 1999).

Third, a project-driven approach implicitly suggettat the nature of change in schools
is linear; that intended outcomes can be achieyexklecting the right actions or inputs.
Yet this multiple perspectives review demonstrétes effective (and even ineffective)
school improvement processes are characterizedraplexity, not linearity; especially
in the creation of new knowledge and practices.example, increased communication
and collaboration among teachers, networking wikieioschools and linking one’s own
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‘projects’ to a global community of schools mayateesituations of new learning where
working on the pre-determined plans and goals éesimportance than what the
emerging opportunities offer.

The modus operandi of AISI through its targeteddfag of enhancing selected priority
themes makes it more conventional than it migh¢wtise be. As an initiative this can
easily be justified. But is a project-driven appriodhe most appropriate strategic choice
for AISI in the future? What implications does @unalysis of AISI as a complex system
have for its design and architecture? Would anretése strategy better guarantee
sustainability and reduce ‘waste’ that administrathow produces?

An international perspective does not suggest nchaynges to what AlSI is already
doing. But this is not to say that AlISI should éoog as it stands. Three completed
cycles of locally driven school and system improeetrhave created a foundation that
makes other approaches possible. Teachers andsam@dberta have clearly ‘learned’

to deal and live with projects. As in any otherjpob environment, some have adapted to
project life so well that reporting of accomplishmeecan reflect more than what was
actually achieved. Some international initiativ@se of them being the Aquarium
Network in Finland in the 1990s (Sahlberg, 20083t have been publicly funded, lead to
the following ideas for the future of AISI.

Gradually transform AISI from a project-based mtitve into an open network.
This would lead to a system that would have varmusters of school
improvement operating within one network that islfeated, coordinated and led
by the government. There can be differing operatiomodels, including projects,
smaller initiatives and thematic actions, withirsthetwork.

Seek ways to make both entry to and exit from Ah®te flexible for schools and
districts. Formal procedures in many internatiswlool improvement initiatives
limit schools’ access to and exit from the schagbiovement activities. This was
one of the clear negative aspects of traditionabstimprovement in Finland that
eventually led to more open door policies in ediocal development in the
1990s. AISI would benefit with its highly professad participants from more
flexible ways to let teachers, leaders and schoaisthe network whenever they
feel there is a need for that. Development comnesdand networks can also
suffer from retaining members who are passive bagainst ideas of
collaborative development and change.

Reward and recognize collaboration and networkiegchers too need
incentives in order to do great things. Making teses available specifically for
collaboration and networking could be one meanzamote cross-district
collaborative projects and ad hoc teacher netwgrlincollaboration, sharing
ideas and networking are the key principles of Al&lodus operandi, then they
should also be built into the accountability systéat would recognize good
performance on the one hand and hold people acaiolerfor doing that on the
other.
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3. What is AISI Trying to Achieve?

The AISI framework states that the goal of AlStasimprove student learning through
initiatives that enhance student engagement aridrpgance and reflect the unique needs
and circumstances of each school authority” (Al&htbook for Cycle 4, AISI Education
Partners, 2008). AlSI views learning broadly asgeioncerned not only with knowledge
but also skills, attitudes and behaviours. If AkStompared to other government funded
development initiatives, it stands taller than mathers because of the way it perceives
learning as a broader concept. In contexts whévead measured data of student
achievement are available (e.g., England, Singajbrited States) learning is often
narrowed down to achievement on standardized @stshe other hand, in places where
such systematic data are not easily available, (€iigland, Sweden, Estonia), learning is
normally seen within a more generic concept thed abfers to non-academic
achievement, such as social skills, self-esteenmbahdviour.

The question of whether an intervention and investiniike AISI is making any
difference to the quality of education in Alberi@stboth political and scientific interest.
During the first three cycles of AlSI, it is undinsdable that this question is partly
answered by looking at possible gains of studeieaement on PATs. But this may not
be enough — or relevant — in the future if thaahiquestion — does AISI contribute to
student learning — is to be comprehensively ansivdreat is why this report also
suggests widening the scope of data collectiondawetsifying the research function
within and of AISI. Some international efforts siamito AISI suggest that non-academic
outcomes, such as improved student engagemertigreiavolvement in school
development or improved school climate, can havecarally significant impact on the
quality of work and learning in school comparedii@ct interventions. The issue that is
well known among those in charge of AlSI is thahsgif not all of the important
learning outcomes are only observable (and meas)raiter a delay that bypasses the
length of AISI cycles.

In Canada, as in all other developed countriesfabes of education policies will
gradually shift to emphasizing the knowledge, skalhd competences that are necessary
to live a happy life and succeed in the world ofk(ECD, 2008). A common term
used in this context is ‘21century skills’. These skills, among them problsatving,

team work and risk-taking, are only marginally c@eein current curricula and
measurements that indicate how students succesathaol. In the forthcoming cycles of
AISI, the role of these Zcentury skills for competitiveness, sustainabitibd personal
development will likely be strengthened. The chadke is that teaching these skills is
much more difficult and demanding to teachers tieaching conventional academic
knowledge.

The other dimension of this challenge is that lerthese new attitudes and skills is
dependent on the cultures of the schools, in otleeds, how schools as organizations
operate based on these attitudes and skills.faingxample, difficult to imagine that
students would learn to take smart risks in thein éearning if their school reflected an
opposite way of operating for their teachers. Inggal, teachers will be able to create
and maintain conditions for learning®2dentury skills in their classrooms only if they
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can practice and experience these same skillssimubeir staffrooms. This two-tier
phenomenon of change in schools will be a partiathallenge for the future of AISI.

AISI has been planted and then grown in a particed@acational and cultural soil. Highly
professional teaching staff, dedicated leadersagm@sperous economic context have
provided a close-to-ideal situation for this partés kind of school improvement

initiative to become a success. This would not eesfble without at least some degree of
mutual trust within schools between principals gathers, in communities between
schools and parents, and in the province betwestniais and the provincial government.
But the political realities have also created aregtionally tight accountability system
that holds schools and teachers accountable fontieek through tests and examinations
mandated by the government. For any external obsénis would invite a question:

How can trust-based school improvement, which reisdecal needs and actions for
change, be put in the same equation with test-bassalintability that indicates an
undermining of teachers’ and schools’ judgementsosd well their students are
performing? In this sense, AISI is trying to buaditual trust in the education system at
the same time as the system is maintaining distryistiggesting an even tighter grip on
schools through accountability.

Building trust in public education is an importgntrpose of AlSI. Looser control over
each project, a softer approach to determiningesscor failure of projects and better
communication of what schools are doing to themownities would be possible means
to give more space for trust to flourish. The Aquiar Network of Finland aimed to do
just that. Finnish schools and teachers were legra be in a new environment that
required mutual trust, openness and transparengydmte as planned. The Aquarium
Network was one of the main avenues — together tvérschool-based curriculum
reform of 1994 — to show how to give schools tifiiedom as well as responsibility.
Thus, AISI has a great opportunity to become am ewvere powerful engine of trust-
building in the Albertan education system.

How can AISI orientate itself to the question otiedtion for the future? When
describing school improvement in Alberta as an stiveent McEwen (2006) writes that

if school improvement is about improving studeirteng, then we must focus
on the future. What students learn today must pecieem for a future more than
a decade hence when they will take their placa@duative members of society
both economically and socially. (p. 15)

In other words, AISI has by definition a futuristdentation. It is strong in trying to help
teachers to teach their students in ways thatthelp in turn to cope with an
unpredictable world ahead. But AISI is focusing imless on ‘learning from a future’
that would help students to comprehend the comlexithe unknown. Future-making
aspects of the AISI Cycle 4 are “A new focus ondbmplexity of innovation and
change processes” and “increased emphasis oné¢haf dgyital technologies and
innovative approaches for communicating, shariegworking, and disseminating
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knowledge”. An opportunity that AISI now has té&éas a good step forward that
strengthens the focus of AISI as a facilitatoruatife-making as part of the new vision
for Alberta.

4. The Weakest Link: Involving Others

When AISI handbooks describe the AISI framework asd#tey characteristics,
‘partnership’ ranks very high with being ‘studeattfised’. Just to illustrate the level of
detail in defining what partnership means, the €ycHandbook (AISI Education
Partners, 2008) states that AlISI is

a partnership among teachers, superintendentsedsjdusiness officials,
universities, parents, and government. The AlSingaiship is characterized by
trust, collaboration, and teamwork among the edoicgdartners who share a
commitment to improving education for Alberta stot$e who are the
beneficiaries of this strong and diverse partnersdBy working together, the
partners continue to develop new relationshipatesgies, and practices that
provide long-term benefits to teaching and learmmgur province. (p. 5)

High priority given to ‘partnership’ as a principbe the AISI framework indicates that it
is also an expected element of accepted projehts.i§ a common feature with many
other large-scale school improvement initiatives,example in the Accelerated Schools
Project in the United States and Hong Kong, Thevative Design for Enhancing
Student Achievement in Schools (IDEAS) in Austradiad the Aquarium Network in
Finland. In many international large-scale schagdiovement initiatives, partnership
refers to parental involvement, community engagdroeschool-university partnerships.
This is how it seems to be in AISI as well.

Case studies included in this volume indicate tihette is room for further collaboration
even within AISI itself. First, the steering of Al&ould most likely benefit from larger
representation than it has currently. AccordinghAlSI Handbooks, the AISI
Education Partners Steering Committee that haseduite development of different
cycles, themes and strategies constitutes thenfmlp AISI Education Partners: Alberta
Education, Alberta School Boards Association (ASRAperta School Councils’
Association (ASCA), Alberta Teachers’ Associati®Tf), Association of School
Business Officials of Alberta (ASBOA), College ofb&rta School Superintendents
(CASS), and University Faculties of Education. Tehase all relevant and important
partners. A critical question would be: Where is tioice of parents or the third sector
(civil society) in AISI management? For example #xperience from the Aquarium
Network in Finland indicates that the role of yoatid sports organizations in steering
and implementing the network strategy were vitalvds not only that it was ‘politically
correct’ to involve partners outside of the edumasector who work with the same
young people as schools, but these external-toagiducpartners brought fresh ideas and
new questions to the work of educators.

The AISI partnership has resulted in the buildifgrast, collaboration, and teamwork
among the education partners. Indeed, trust bigldirone of the conditions for success
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in AISI. It is also necessary that AISI pays ati@mto expanding current partnerships at
the district level by engaging more individualss@sations and business organizations in
AISI activities. This is important, as internatibeaperiences suggest, because the
drivers of renewal of education often are outsitischool. Changes in the economy and
thereby in labour markets, local social issues@mgbing globalization all have a strong
influence in how the role of education shifts otiere in our societies. Government is
responsible for adjusting education policies tortheds of the society but it rarely is the
driver of educational change.

There is no evidence that business leaders hayegbkny significant role, in general, at
the local level. The perception that business lesadee not systematically engaged in the
dialogue of school improvement in districts getssart from my own experiences when
visiting several jurisdictions and communities ibérta in spring 2009. Meetings |
attended were not related to AISI but more gergaitierings for people to talk about
their schools. With a couple of exceptions those védpresent local businesses or
employers were missing.

Further networking would probably be good for Aisthe future. There are two aspects
that could receive attention. First, the centrahagement of AISI could expand the
representation of education partners by involvimdjviduals from youth, sports or other
third sector groups that have a similar missioAl®l to help young Albertans to learn
better. This would then, hopefully, lead to widexkeholder engagement at the district
level. The Finnish experience in a similar situatshowed that it would have been a
serious mistake to leave out those associationsmnaidduals who work with the same
youth with similar goals. Second, there could beemetworking between the districts
within AISI. One purpose of this lateral networkiwguld be to share experiences in how
to establish constructive dialogue and partneraliip the communities. It would, as
international experience suggests, also by itsgihace professional development and
strengthen the professional learning communitigbése districts by collaboration
among teachers and principals from different ditsri

5. Energy Efficiency and Sources of Renewal

AISl is a complex system as others have describédis volume. Complex systems are
open in the sense that they “continuously exchangiter and energy with their
surroundings (and so judgments about their edggseaire certain arbitrary
impositions and necessary ignorance)” (Sumara & av this volume). From that
systemic perspective, change in AlISI can refemtpfovement’ that operates as a
process of renewal. A typical form of renewal imgex systems is self-organization
that spontaneously arises as the actions of autonsmgents that will be connected and
co-dependent. In an international perspectiveishésunique approach to analyze a large-
scale government-funded school improvement inv&ati

A key question for the future of AISI is to whattemt it will be seen as a process of
renewing education in Alberta, or as retainingotsus on improving student learning in
schools. Renewal here refers to continuous systehainge of the education system
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driven by the changing environment and improvedrimal conditions, including
resources (energy) (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006). Rah&anot possible based merely on
rational agendas — what is required is a provirgiiagle and a common, inspiring goal.
Alberta has been successful, so far, in buildipgasperous, well-functioning society
with a world-class education system. However, e duccess factor in the future will
not be national or provincial capacity to fix thestem and improve its parts but system-
wide renewal capability. In several analyses (sddlirg, in press) of the progress of
Finland as a knowledge economy, such renewal haers identified as one of the key
issues in the national strategies of Finland dutivegpast few years.

AISI has great potential as a system-wide chanfgetéb act as a source of energy for
renewal. If this becomes a more focused intentiohISl, it is important that it will

bring people — teachers, principals, students,msi@nd community members — even
more to the forefront of action. An aspect thatrportant in further ‘humanizing’ such
change initiatives as AISI is to minimize ‘wastlat from the point of view of schools —
reducing unnecessary administration, shortening tivaé and optimizing paper work. It
also requires finding a good balance between analtieducation policy agenda and an
emotional as well as symbolic drive that peopld fimspiring and stimulating enough to
take action. It is perhaps interesting for Albestéam read what Professor Stahle (2007)
wrote about the need of renewal for the futureiofdad:

Renewal is always based on people, their knowlelégening ability and
motivation. Technology as well as societal struesurave an integral role in the
renewal process though they are seldom the kegmdtiin renewal we generally
deal with various dimensions — emotional, cognjtwganisational, and political
— but the order of appearance and importance gossthe emotional to the
cognitive. (p. 1)

Emotional energy most often flourishes in commaesitivhere people are together.
Dialogue in communities can become an act of emgcimteraction where people help
each other to be their best and rise further timg@e could go alone. It is to understand
that helping others to succeed is the best strdategg successful yourself. In order to
create enriching cultures in districts and in tiseinools, there needs to be trust and
mutual responsibility in the community of educatangl students. Trust is the foundation
on which a community builds its being and behavidfhen there is no trust, people fall
through that foundation to the stage of fear aredtheir energy on coping with insecurity
and survival. An enriching community, thereforsegges in trust, security, and
togetherness — all core values of education in éband beyond. An enriching
community and interaction that drives it are coiodis for risk taking, ingenuity, and
creativity. It requires that each member in thengwinity is valued, i.e., that each
experiences concretely that he or she is impodadtneeded in the community that
enhances the feeling of belonging. A culture of petition is often harmful in efforts to
build enriching community. Therefore, school imgment should enable teachers and
students to learn and create conditions for emigcimteraction. Figure 6.1 presents ways
to build enriching communities that enable systenewal.
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Figure 6.1 Building of Enriching Communities

Creativity in school is only possible if people etl students and teachers — are
encouraged to take risks. This requires safe attee@ommunities where mistakes and
effort are rewarded as much as achievement. lildhiae noted here that Minister Dave
Hancock in his speech to the AISI community ing@009 encouraged teachers and
schools to take risks and not be afraid of failimdpeing wrong. This is a very powerful
message for a more creative and experimental A¥ging new ideas in practice often
brings joy and increases meaningfulness in schbelhweople can fulfill their personal
wishes and create new ideas and experiences fosgtees and others.

A creative culture of learning is the ultimate goakchool improvement. That is more
than ‘improved student learning’. It is driven &ypersonal goal, vision, or dream. It is
stimulated by positive emotional energy that, imfus a source of renewal and
sustainable development. A dream is a counterfoiréear (or nightmare). That is why

in school improvement we need not only rationallgead measurable targets, but also a
compelling vision and inspiring dreams.

| have written elsewhere that policies that suppohiool improvement should focus on
developing three elements: creative and competoylp, productive structures (i.e.,
schools and learning environments), and creatilteires of learning (Sahlberg, 2008).
AISI Education Partners can be confident that skshibave enough creative and
competent people. In other words, based on thisweof AISI, there is reason to claim
that a critical mass oehrichers’exists in schoolEnrichersare those who know how to
create enriching interaction and who can work wetders to build enriching
communities in districts and schools.

Second, AlSI already supports and has createdtgtascthat enable people to
communicate, meet, and exchange ideas much mareritzay comparable large-scale
school improvement initiative. But there is alwagem for improvement. Further
networking, cross-district collaboration and invetvent of the wider community in
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dialogue are good ways to do that. Productivectires and light-touch administration
are necessary elements of successful school immeve It is important that teachers,
students, school leaders and others involved if AdSe opportunities for informal
interaction and communication outside of formalf@ssional contexts.

Third, as mentioned earlier, AISI has promotedding trust in schools and thereby
reduced feelings of insecurity and fear in the sthé&ear, frustration, and hopelessness
lead to development of different coping strategined suck energy from individuals. For
example, it is a common phenomenon in schoolsitkatiduals play several coping
games in order to survive in insecure situatiorst. iNaking a fool of oneself in front of
others is a typical coping strategy. It takestafeenergy to keep that strategy up,
especially in problem-solving or creative situatidhat school improvement typically is
about.

Four common aspects that are important for renandlthat characterize successful
implementation of AISI are the following:

1. The school has a vision or preferably a dream.
2. There is creativity in the school.

3. The school is an enriching community.

4. The school has a culture of trust.

AISI can lead the way to build ideal cultures @ri@ing in schools by focusing on
enhancing the use of emotional energy and buildmgching communities in schools.
Figure 6.2 describes the tension between intertgiates of emotional energy and
enriching community on one side, and an emotioaalum and impoverishing
community on the other side.
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Figure 6.2 Community-Energy Tensions in School lompment

What is the essence of enriching interaction iroetihmprovement? The answer is that
one can adopt the tone of the other. As Himan8A{Rhas claimed, a test of this is to
see if you can sense what the other person hayslaaged for. School improvement
policies — if the community-energy tension in Figér.2 is taken seriously — should
provide more room for genuine dialogue and collabon in schools as expressed by
many experts (Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Joyce & S:trsp2002). Inability to do so may
have very negative long-term effects. Apathy, l@N-ssteem, and fear are some of the
features of a culture where dialogue and collabmmatave vanished and are replaced by
monologue and isolation. This is not a rare ocawean schools that are driven by
internal competition, artificial races for exceltlenand a search for higher standards that
may not be what young people need in their liviess. therefore important that the future
of AISI gives proper focus to building enrichingnamunities in schools and driving
change through emotional energy released by saftaiteadership.

6. Conclusion

AlSl is a shining star in the sky of global largeake school improvement. It clearly has a
lot to offer to others who are working on similarads. It is difficult to find anywhere a
comparable change effort that would be of the ssite and overall magnitude of AISI.
International literature on school improvement ¢stssof many similar projects but they
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are without exception focused research projecssricéed pilot or experimental
initiatives, or short-term government interventig@i-kin Lee & Williams, 2006;
Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009; Harris & Chrispeels)@0Sahlberg, 2010). That is why it
is difficult to compare AISI and its achievementtoy other government-run initiative.

Finland is an interesting comparison to Albertaeyhave same size of population, are
both modern knowledge-based societies and in mayg Wwave similar social values.
Moreover, 15-year old students in Alberta and Fidldo equally well in the OECD
PISA surveys. But Finland has attracted much maermational attention in global
media as a good example of an education natiorertsthas a lot to offer to others as
well. Based on this review it is easy to suggest &lberta Education would use AlSI
bravely as a modern, evidence-based example aftarsywide school improvement
practice that has also a proven record of makiddference in schools and their
communities. Finland, in turn, has only a littletéd others about how school
improvement is arranged at the level of the edonatystem. On the global scene, the
strength of AISI as a change design is that iys$esn-wide, builds on schools’ own
initiatives and has an extraordinary system ofextihg and using data for monitoring
and research.

Alberta also has a great capacity of human andhéiadresources to conduct something
of the magnitude of AISI. Political stability andstainability, a strong Teachers
Association as an active partner and well-traimatihers provide a unique context for a
longer-term change strategy. What distinguished At#n the Aquarium Network
initiative in Finland in the 1990s is the strongrouitment — both ideological and
financial — by the Alberta government that Finlahd not have. The challenge that
remains in Alberta is the further development divoeked leadership of change that is
an issue of school and district leadership anddesiilp development more than that of
central administration.
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Chapter 7: Findings

By Andy Hargreaves, Robert Crocker,
Brent Davis, Lori McEwen, Pasi Sahlberg,
Dennis Shirley & Dennis Sumara

1. Introduction

This chapter brings together the results of thedtavidence-based components and the
two historical and comparative reviews that congtigs multiple perspectives review.
In the project timeframe of six months, this revieas undertaken

a system-wide statistical meta-analysis of AlSigact and of the challenges of
measuring AlSI's impact on Diploma Examinations @anolvincial achievement
tests of student performance, and a range of gilemtitative measures of survey
results such as satisfaction levels;

a study of three contrasting school districts dwairtdifferent approaches to
interpreting and implementing AISI,

a collection of 12 condensed case studies of Al§kepts across the entire
province;

a review of and response to these data-driven sesliyom the perspective of
international comparisons with similar initiativiesother high performing
countries, especially Finland;

a location of AlSI, its architecture, impact antuie possibilities, in relation to
four historically sequenced approaches to or “Wajssystem-wide educational
reform.

The results of these components have not just t@mbined in an additive way, but they
have been synthesized and integrated through teass-dialogue in telephone
conference calls, email interaction, critical resges to all draft chapters by all team
members, and a three-day project retreat to rethese drafts and responses and both
develop and discuss overall findings and recommigotg in August 2009. Responses
and reactions to early drafts for AISI accuracyevaiso provided by those responsible
for AISI within the School Improvement Branch ofb&fta Education. In some ways, we
hope, the conduct of this multiple perspectivesewhas been representative of the
rigorously interactive and collectively committepesses and practices of AlSI itself at
its best. Chapters of findings and recommendaioeghe result of this process.
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2. Findings

This section summarizes the findings of the revidiws organized by the overarching
guestions.

In general, the research team found that AISI ¢tates a world-class and world-leading
example of a system-wide educational strategy. Stnggegy, designed by Alberta
Education and its partners, inspires teachers dmingstrators. It enhances their
professional growth and enthusiasm. AISI seeds nesearch-informed practices within
local communities then spreads them across ds@ittl schools; and it diffuses existing
knowledge as well as creating new knowledge.

AISI embodies a change process that addressesiti@exity and adaptability necessary
in a fast-moving, knowledge-driven world. It aveithe excesses of unregulated chaos
and permissiveness of uncoordinated innovatiorherohe hand, and of hierarchical and
inflexibly linear systems of top-down or layeredpl@mentation on the other. It achieves
all this new and ground-breaking work with no dredele negative impact on the
exemplary record of student performance as measwyredovincial achievement tests

for which Alberta has become world-renowned.

AISI has never been a static initiative. It unfaddn a continuous culture of inquiry,
openness, reflection and adaptation that is ra@grgovernment-sponsored
innovations. The School Improvement Branch of Alaétducation does not merely
endure critical feedback but actively solicits @hen rapidly responds to it. All projects
have onerous accountability requirements and haea bubject to rigorous evaluation,
leading to clear consequences of adaptation, chamgeshifts of focus or direction. This
review forms part of the transparent learning celtihat is evident in many of the
projects as well as in AISI's overall leadershipisTcontinuous and deliberate process of
inquiry and review has led to shifts in the cultare orientation of AISI over time. In the
past decade, AISI has transformed and continugansform

1. froma project-driven and initiative-driven approaoha more embedded and
continuous change process and strategy;

2. froma predictable, time-bound planning process ofarmffunding cyclesto a
more flexible process of planning and development;

3. froma collection of disconnected or loosely connectejiegtsto a province-
wide network of improvement and innovation;

4. froma change process that has swung between bott@anelfmp-down
orientations in the first two cycletq a change process that balances and
integrates these dynamics and also adds a stiategall peer-driven change
dynamic in the third and fourth cycles;
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5. froma strategy to spread and embed existing knowlatdgedier to enhance
improvement and implementaticio,a strategy that also creates new knowledge
in support of increased innovation.

Our review also identified some of the limitatiarfsAISI so far as well as challenges
that it faces in the future. For example, elemgnsahools have embraced AISI more
deeply than high schools, where teachers’ undatsigs of their roles as experts in the
area of academic content knowledge have madsdfituliffor them to focus on the
province’s learners and their current and futuredse AISI also needs to work more
deliberately on leadership development, and esjheoia modifying the roles of
principals and other staff to support the developnoé teachers. AlSI projects can also
benefit from more robust knowledge disseminatioth @xchange across district lines.
Finally, there is scope for more explicit attenttorthe development of stronger
relationships with parents and other community mensib These and other findings are
organized in relationship to five overarching qies, plus an additional one, that
guided this study and are elaborated in the recamatens.

What is the distinctive theory-in-action (changehgtecture) of AISI?

What is the value of AISI? (What are the value&\d1?)

Has AISI changed the culture of education in Ala@@rtf so, how has it?

Is it possible for jurisdictions to do these prdgeand activities without AISI?
Would the values of AISI continue without funding?

What are the future challenges and action poimt&\s1?

oA LNE

2.1 What is the distinctive theory-in-action (charagchitecture) of AISI?

AISI promotes and funds locally-developed, distlext innovations and improvements.
It networks educators and parent and community neesniogether through schools,
conferences, and a web-based AISI ClearinghousadoTso, AlSI has a four-
dimensional architecture:

1. vertical — top-down and bottom-up;

N

. lateral — project-to-project, school-to-school;
3. radial — outside-in and inside-out research expertiskepaactitioner inquiry;
4. temporal- connecting medium-term and longer-term perspestiv

AISI is a complex mixture of top-down, bottom-upddaterally-driven change. Itis
guided by the AISI Education Partners Steering Cdtamand managed (but not
micromanaged) by the School Improvement Branch8fB\lberta Education. SIB
works collaboratively with the AISI partners to geiorities and strategic directions for
each cycle. SIB manages three-year project cyitlesther manages the application and
approval process, coordinates conferences andegédatebsite Clearinghouse to create
connectivity across projects. SIB operates in asistently transparent, inclusive and
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responsive way, with a quiet passion for locallgtgrded and professionally driven
change that serves the public good of all studétrgges its role as facilitating, steering
and gently but firmly monitoring and revising tlugcess over time.

From the bottom-up, AISI’'s theory-in-action empowseducators to develop professional
and intellectual projects based on their own Igeatbated needs assessments and
subsequent initiatives for self-initiated changeny of these projects come from the
individual passions or recent professional develepnexperiences of teachers and
administrators who connect their initiatives to gnmrities in the current AISI Cycle.
Others — up to 40% per cycle — are selected byiassin relation to province-wide
themes such as differentiated instruction, protessilearning communities (PLCs) or
assessment for learning that are AISI prioritied also related to a more general policy
thrust in Alberta Education as well as to the alality of external trainers who seem
able to deliver implementation. Although all preiefeel local in location, many are
nonetheless provincially central in origin. Irrespee of the source, what matters in any
project is the degree of ownership teachers andasetministrators feel towards it.

A stance ofctive trust(Giddens, 1994, p. 186) from the School ImprovenB¥anch
responsible for AISI towards teachers and scha@uldes has produced hundreds of
locally-generated initiatives that have catalyzddaators to explore new routes to
teaching and learning that often are precluded bserorthodox school reform strategies.
AISI creates significant opportunities for incredi$eacher leadership either for teachers
to be promoted to roles of coordinators in thewaldistrict office, or for them to be
allocated time in the school day to plan and irttievédth colleagues within and across
local schools, without having to abandon their massand contributions as classroom
teachers. AISI promotes many educators’ profesgmanot by taking them out of the
classroom but by helping them to understand beftat is transpiring within the school.

The change architecture for administrators anchieaglays out differently in AISI
projects and also varies over time. At the begigraf Cycle 3, and earlier in some
places, the emphasis moved from individualistic ancoordinated projects at the
discretion of schools or groups of teachers towanbfrella approach” in many districts.

As a consequence, the change processes and pimgearme more focused and also more
centrally driven and coordinated. Sometimes thlds¢éean emphasis on implementing a
particular strategy with the support of trainerd afadministration by a district-based
coordinator. In the worst case scenarios, theséeimgntation-oriented strategies could
come across as contrived or forced with infrequetractions other than training events
leaving schools and projects with little knowledgdevhat their peers were doing. On
other occasions, building consensus and utilizmogh-based steering committees guided
the work and the decisions around change projacasaay that spread responsibility and
garnered support from participating educators.

The freedom and creativity AISI extends to its pob$ is accompanied by a strong
accountability component that requires all projéstsomplete annual reports as well as
more detailed analyses at the end of each threecyeke, related to indicators and
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measures of impact. Many of these measures andnmshts are selected from those that
are already easily available such as provincialesgment tests and province-wide
satisfaction surveys.

Laterally, AlISI projects and project schools araally connected within their district.
The degree of connection varies from occasionalnsomworkshops and training days
with external providers, to complex and continuusraction. Some districts hold
celebrations at which teachers or teams of teaden® poster presentations of their
work, inviting comments and critique from their peeA few districts have also created
district-wide professional learning communities floeir schools. Annual provincial AlSI
conferences as well as a number of regional coméesethat connect smaller rural
districts create further opportunities for schdolshare and celebrate practices and learn
from each other’s experiences. The AISI Clearinglegorovides transparency about the
nature of the work that is going on in AlSI sitesaughout Alberta. Because educators
have easy access to those sites, they can contbezigues throughout the province who
are working on similar issues and share similaflehges.

AISI expresses two aspects of innovation — creatorabination and disruption. Creative
combination involves bringing together differentstxg resources to solve new
problems — refining methods of instruction, combgexisting approaches to
cooperative learning, adapting and integrating nexserials etc. Abrahamson (2004)
argues that this is a neglected but effective waynidertake innovation in the corporate
world. Second, innovation can be disruptive (Clnsen, 1999; Christensen et al., 2008)
— a potential that AISI poses when its collabomtivetworked processes of teacher-
driven innovation pose problems and tensions fafitionally top-down systems.

The creative, bottom-up and lateral processes awedbivith central guidance and
support that are embedded in AISI's change ardhiteexplain much of the universal
enthusiasm towards AlSI that is expressed by pr@adicipants.

Conceived three-dimensionally, AISI is not onlytoat-up, top-down and lateral in
nature; it also combines inside-out and outsidehi@inge processes that penetrate into its
core and back out again. Several districts hadlohated with university faculty at
various points in their project funding cycles aadeived assistance in designing
surveys, studying student achievement data, andfyimaglassessment practices. AlSI
has made explicit the connection between acadessearch and professional practice.
External stimulation and assistance are balancddraegrated with internal study and
reflection.

Like all change strategies, AlSI also has a fodithension: time. AISI’s three-year
cycles establish longer timelines for change, actind results than is common in most
other system-wide reform efforts. In less staldktipal environments, these are usually
driven by the demand for measurable short-termeaelnnent results. In these other
cases, this culture giresentisn{Lortie, 1975) can deplete energy and distrach#te
from securing the longer-term transformations acteng and learning that are more
appropriate for competitive knowledge economiddSI largely avoids these
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distractions through an approach that is iteratnasparent, and participatory. Project
participants consistently praised AISI staff foeithaccessibility and respect for the on-
the-ground realities of teachers and school staff.

AISI has a unique architecture of educational ckahgterms of scale, it encompasses
more than 95% of the province’s schools and ard%f the provincial education
operating budget. It has now been in operatiorafdecade and is into its fourth cycle.
The spread and duration are greater than for dmr school-based or network-driven
initiatives that are usually smaller, more locamporary or self-selected and voluntary in
nature. Yet compared to national or province-wiglerms of similar scale, AISI is not
about implementing or delivering centrally-deteredmmandates, on short timescales, in
a small number of core and basic learning areasatte usually linked to tested
achievement results. It is complex, flexible, pssienally inclusive and locally
adaptable.

AISI values research-based practices, but doesxamgerate their universal applicability
to all schools and students, it does not automitieaalt them above teacher judgment
and knowledge, and, in recognizing the value ddrsdically-based improvements, it
does not exclude the value and necessity of new/letge or innovation created then
diffused by teachers locally as well.

Most other systemic reform models are at best tineedsional. They have top-down
pressure, bottom-up support and perhaps somellatenaction to help implement
central mandates. AlSI is four-dimensional. Thédoo-up and lateral improvement
processes are more vigorous, but more importathittye is a more deliberate and robust
interactive engagement between outsider and inkittewvledge, and more openness to
mid-term and longer-term improvement goals and gsses than other reform models
can normally accommodate. AISI is a national, im&ional and provincial treasure of
improvement and innovation. It is worthy of presgion and recognition. Its
architecture also needs further renewal.

While AISI is indeed a complex system, local digiivary in the degrees of complexity
they exhibit and have the capacity to manage. @kstieering and guidance was often
welcome, but AISI funds were absorbed by someidistinto mechanisms for
implementing pre-packaged priorities such as peid@sl learning communities that
seemed to spread in brief but intense outbreaksadthe province. Local innovation or
improvement could turn into contrived collegial{tyargreaves, 1994). AISI funds were
sometimes used to replace existing core fundingrfofessional development instead of
enriching and extending professional developmenteachers.

AISI connectivity within districts is often strongut as yet it is much weaker in
connecting schools and projects across distriatskivwg with universities and university
research communities, and connecting with parto#rsr than educators. AISI's
networks and partnerships are largely ones of psud@als working with professionals,
not professionals also working openly and enthtiselty with other partners like
parents and businesses. The directions establish€gcle 4 for increased networking
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and collaborating with other partners are in tleisse both timely and welcome, though
more could be done by connecting with other larggesnetworks internationally that
have records of proven success.

AISI's combination of outsider and insider knowledgn a province-wide scale is
impressive. The gap between these different kimdsiowledge is, however, currently
too great. On the one hand, external knowledgeaghtific’ methods of instruction
provided in packaged workshops by outside trairseodten persuasive and even
inspirational (though not always so, as when sofiieeoresearch team heard that in
classrooms, some trainers could not persuasivelgtipe what they preached in their
workshops). However, in this format, what is usppllesented is interpreted in the
context of advocacy of a particular approach antketassociated with the trainers. So
it is vital to develop strong school and distriattares that can interact critically and
selectively as a community with advocacy-basedgmagions of external knowledge. On
the other hand, educators in schools did not sedm taccountability-literate” and were
often inclined to select external quantitative nueas like PATs that were not related to
their project goals, and to rely on descriptive aadative portrayals of a qualitative
nature when providing evidence of their own. Thera great deal of need and a lot of
room for projects and schools to be able to deviep own appropriate evidence and
indicators of progress of a quantitative kind thia as persuasive, and indeed more
persuasive and appropriate than externally avalatdasures. Universities have been
able to support the development of that capacitgdmne projects, and perhaps the
current focus on assessment for learning may iseraacountability literacy even
further, but the room for growth and support rereaionsiderable.

Last, on the fourth dimension, the timescales ahge within AISI are a refreshing
change from the short timescales of imposed, @séd system-driven reforms in many
other countries and provinces. Imposed, short-targets in these cases certainly do
deflect attention from longer-term goals of a manellenging, transformational nature.
But equally, mid-term and longer-term goals in Apsbjects are less likely to be
achieved unless there are clear indicators of nmaneediate or proximal progress
towards those goals. This is another case for dpired the capacity of schools and
districts to develop and deploy their own indicatof shorter-term progress towards their
ultimate goals, and also of the need for persigtevith projects and initiatives beyond
funding cycles if there is evidence that movemewntards those goals is demonstrable.

2.2 What is the value of AISI? (What are the vahfesISI?)

No large-scale educational project has value uniegss results. What matters is what
kinds of results are valued and what methods am#adle or can be devised to
demonstrate them (or their absence). The resutthaw confidently we can make
statements about them are the value of AISI, anat wiings count as results (and the
ethical means of achieving them) are the valuesi$f.

At its core, AlSI seeks to “improve student leaghand enhance student engagement and
performance” (AISI, 2008). Its unique architectig¢he organizational and ethical
methods it selects and designs to try and secase ttesults.
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Positive changes over time were found for all mezsin all three AISI cycles. AISI’s
impact on provincial achievement tests (PATs) waalkbut larger for local
achievement measures and survey measures. Dlsleegffiect sizes on PATSs are rather
modest, and many seem attributable to being statistrtifacts of, for example,
regression towards the mean or outlier effects.

AISI's impact on provincial achievement tests (PAiBsthe first and most obvious
measure that many might choose to determine thiatiae’s effectiveness. Here, the
evidence is not compelling on any dimension omwy direction. There are few
consistently positive or negative correlations lestw AIS| themes or treatments and
PATs. Some upward trends could be detected in metties achievement at a time when
provincial scores were falling, but even these weresustained.

PAT results can be interpreted in a number of wBgshaps AISI has had no
significantly consistent effect anywhere on anyghtonnected to student learning.
Having used several analytical methods to examoneelations with PAT scores of
project themes and treatments, across projectswrdime, the widespread
demonstrable absence of anything in terms of effecte way or the other, seems the
least likely explanation.

A second explanation is methodological. PAT dataret easily connected to traces of
particular students who have experienced specifil hitiatives. Apparently similar
AISI projects on the same themes might be andlgleae sometimes implemented quite
differently — so effects may not be at all consitt®rojects vary over time as they
mature. Many AISI project themes are also not meaahtve a direct impact on PATS.
They are designed to change the nature of learratiggr than raise scores in existing
kinds of learning. There is a strong need to craatkidentify instruments and indicators
of AISI impact that have a clear and coherent i@tahip to AISI project goals.

A third explanation is systemic. AISI has becomaéasingly integrated into the
educational system and improvement processes @irtvince as a whole. Itis a

complex reform, not a simple treatment or interi@mtand part of its success is its
increasing influence on the educational culturgeneral. Highlighting its independent
impact is far from easy. One promising step forwaight be to design some AISI
projects as experimentally controlled interventieren idea supported by one member of
the review team. Given AISI's culture of integratiand spreading ideas throughout the
profession, on a continuous and cumulative basiscand possibility is to devise more
precise impact measures project-by-project, thenutate these effects across projects.

AISI shows stronger correlations and effect sizél survey measures of satisfaction.
Increases in student satisfaction and changesitad&s might be seen as indicators of
improved levels of student engagement in learnisgrmething that usually precedes
improvements in achievement. However, attitudessatidfaction are only rough
indicators of engagement and it would be helpfulni@re projects to use one of the
many student engagement instruments that are gleeailable instead.
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The strongest AlISI impacts were on measures ohexagrowth. It is possible that these
represent a halo or Hawthorne effect althoughithaself is an indicator of teachers’
appreciation of the trust, resources and recognttiat are accorded to them in the AISI
architecture. Our review’s qualitative findings gegt something deeper is also at work
in terms of AISI's impact on teachers’ sense off@ssionalism and on the development
of teacher leadership opportunities and experienidesse factors represent AISI's
values as much as its actual value.

Informants all agreed that AISI is catalyzing autieand deep conversations about
teaching and learning that are contributing tachet repertoire of instructional practices
and improved student learning in Alberta. Theydaszl AISI with giving them new

ways to observe student learning, identify obstattleachievement, and revise
instruction so that their students learn at higlele By exposing educators to alternative
sets of practices, by embedding ongoing suppastsohools through AlSI-funded lead
teachers and consultants, by connecting teachdrprafects to each other in
relationships of mutual learning and support, A& helped to re-ignite teachers’
curiosity about new and better ways of teaching gtedents.

Not all collaboration, innovation and networking a&ffective and one or two examples
that came to our attention, especially in someidist interpretations and
implementations of province-wide thrusts and asgeditraining programs could be
superficial, faddish or forced. There is certaialgeed to push harder, deeper, more
consistently and more urgently in ensuring thaturek of professional collaboration
move beyond sharing, celebration, contrived impletaigon and quick exchange into
interactions among colleagues that are charactebyereater critical challenge and
inquiry. But in general, research evidence poiatsttong associations between
professional collaboration and improved studentlieg (Rosenholtz, 1989,
McLaughlin, & Talbert, 2001), and the qualitatiestimonies of AlISI participants, as
well as the quantitative correlations with professil growth reinforce that.

2.3 Has AISI changed the culture of education ime&Ra? If so, how has it?

AISI's change architecture has led to clear shifthe culture of teaching and
improvement in Alberta. We found many instanceldl influencing school and

district policies in ways that represented a matatt in understandings about teaching
and learning at the school and classroom levek Wais evidenced in the creation of
common report cards, the alignment of curriculartent with local assessments, and the
development of principals as instructional leaddrigarning, for example.

Instead of seeing assessments as unwanted extapaaitions of provincial

achievement tests, the emphasis on assessmeeaafomg has helped teachers grasp the
value of diagnostic and formative assessmentscHrasupport their classroom practice.
There is room for further growth in terms of teash@&nd schools developing and
deploying more of their own designed or chosen tjiadive instruments and indicators
so they can monitor impact of and progress in thelirdesigned initiatives; but the
emphasis on assessment for learning in AISI’s tbyae has undoubtedly started to lay a
foundation of a learning-driven culture of greaiesessment literacy.
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One clear and demonstrable impact of AISI on thaeweducational culture of Alberta is
in terms of consolidating and extending a strondj emthusiastic culture of
professionalism and professional collaboration agrexhools and their teachers. Without
exception, all of the educators and parents wenvig&ed were enthusiastic about AlSI,
and the way that it energized the profession. A& -driven culture has challenged the
three Ps that traditionally perpetuate classroonservatism in the culture of teaching:

presentism- concentration on short-term changes that makieleiand

immediate differences with one’s own studentshat tespond to external
accountability demands for short-term gains ing@stchievement results (Lortie,
1975; Hargreaves, & Shirley, 2009a);

privatism— enforced or preferred isolation from other temshand reliance on
individual judgment and improvisation comparedharing and developing
expertise with colleagues (Little, 1990; Rosenhd&89)

parochialism— believing that practical experience and perspagment are
always superior to external theory or the evidesfaesearch (Hargreaves, 1984).

At the same time, AISI projects and the culturevileg from them have largely (though
not completely) avoided the excesses of other facgée reform efforts and their
attempts to counter the three Ps — compelling tadlo participate in particular kinds of
trainer-driven and administratively imposed profesal learning communities
(contrived collegiality, where teachers are required to meet to lootegpond to and
implement the results of analyzing externally prastldata and researgrgfessional
dependengy in relation to raising scores in short-term agleiment results on a narrow
range of tested subjects (perpetuating culturggexdentism and conservatizm

With the vision and freedom to become engaged midium and long-term change,
classroom teachers involved with AISI are graté&ulthe opportunity to study research
and they integrate research findings into theiradomg) professional development and
classroom practice. Schools have changed as d oéQlSI’s work to provide more
time and support for professional development,tanidcrease dedication to
collaborative decision-making involving a wider ganof participants. If there is any
single area in which AISI is most advancing polityanges at the provincial level and
throughout the wider culture of education, it ighis crucial domain of collective
learning, connectivity among schools, and ovenatiaancement of capacity.

Teachers have also acquired new skills as researahd micro-level policy makers who
identify problems in children’s learning, examindeznal research evidence, collaborate
with colleagues to formulate potential solutionsg #ghen acquire funding, skills and
support to put their professional knowledge to w@kerall, more and more teachers
have become accustomed to the idea that theirtrmg-vision of educational change
matters and plays a role in shaping the futurecpdiof their province.
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Along with changes in teaching have come shiftsaw leadership is developed in
schools. Leadership has come to include and engewigater teacher leadership
(Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Katzenmeyer & Moller, @D) and distributed leadership
(Harris, 2008; Spillane, 2006) — not everywhere aodalways — but by taking on roles
as consultants and coordinators and by securing gfdime in school to coach and
mentor colleagues, teachers have increasingly dphedr wings to be leaders of other
teachers. Leadership is no longer confined to threipal’s or superintendent’s office
but is increasingly being spread throughout thégasional community, where it retains
a close connection to classroom learning. Thissgaificant, inspiring and world-
leading aspect of the changing culture of educatiohlberta, at time when teacher
leadership is little more than a cliché or a camtinice in many other jurisdictions.

AISI has also helped combat conservatism in theiibf teaching and administration
by promoting a culture of risk-taking. In his rerkauat the AISI Conference in February
2009, Alberta’s Minister of Education, Dave Hancoobmmunicated that mistakes were
to be expected and welcome along the way to mefnisghool change. Such
encouragement was very much appreciated by edgoatar were eager to pilot new
initiatives and to take greater risks to reachmjsged students.

Teachers stated that AISI projects offered justrithiet amount of risk and reward for
those who loved teaching yet also wanted to exmltrer dimensions of the educational
profession. AISI enables teachers to develop nelg & the areas of experiential
education, technology development, and local hystost may not be directly linked to
gains on provincial achievement tests but nonetlséi@ve great educational value. This
approach is integral to the deployment of 2&ntury professional skills in a rapidly
changing, culturally diverse and knowledge-drivenisty. It is essential to a learning
mindset.

There are three clear ways in which AISI does mbtsgem to have influenced the wider
culture of education and educational change in AdbeThe first concerns the existence
of prior and parallel cultures of hierarchical leeghip and administration in a number of
districts. The second is related to the centraliatstration of Alberta Education and its
impact on school and district cultures. The fiiraitation relates to the need for
extension of networking activities across districtpromote optimal learning among
educators.

AlSl initiatives and the ways in which they are dimped are often absorbed into the
existing cultures of administration within schodtdcts, which they, in turn, seem to
amplify. Districts organized on hierarchical linggh a narrative of management tend to
decide on and impose a focus, invest in externgtgges and trainers, use resources to
put coordinators into the district office therelwyetling the ranks of administration, and
create little independent connectivity among schiolohes of control are top-down,
implementing administratively selected initiativaesd making it difficult for schools to
learn from each other. Districts with an ethic arrative of service provide more trust,
invest more heavily in relationships, and securarogdment to common goals, but
patterns of implementation are still somewhat topsd and paternalistic, and staff
overload is heavy. This restricts the opportusifeg organizational learning.

A+
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Some of the educators interviewed in the 15 diststudied in the two qualitative
components of the multiple perspectives review comoated that Alberta Education is
not perceived as being part of a wider learningooimty. It is seen as a top-down,
dissemination-oriented structure. So far, AlSlexfble, adaptable, participatory and
networked approach with its broad conception aoffiegy has interrupted this perception,
but more as a refreshing alternative to largersiatonal approaches that leave
educators wary of other government initiatives.

AISl is, in many respects, a change of the Third Bourth Way — flexible, adaptable,
participatory, networked and broad in its learngogls. But the administrative structure
of Alberta Education is still largely seen as ofiagamore on the top-down and linear
principles of the Second Way. The dislike of pravah achievement tests by teachers and
to a lesser extent principals is undoubtedly patiis, and greater assessment literacy in
the teaching profession as well as the developwfembroader assessment portfolio in
the province may moderate these perceptions sontewha

The transactional model of Alberta Education isunaisual and seems to operate like
most other education ministries. It is perceivedMi§l participants as a system of central
policy development that is then implemented throtighhierarchical authority of
individual superintendents and line-managed bygpals below them. This system is
often well organized to implement common programd strategies. It is less suited to
innovation and to developing practices that reglaical discretion. On the ground, AlSI
is in tension with the existing policy culture. Bag AISI progresses further and policy
goals also begin to incorporate more innovativenelas suited to knowledge economy
goals, this tension could become a creative andyeieg one of productive disturbance.

Whereas AISI appears to be releasing the straniglefigrivacy on the culture of
teaching in Alberta, there is a persistence ofgmyvand isolation between districts that
inhibits the potential for learning and networkingtween schools and projects
independently of detailed district control.

Within schools, AISI appears to be eradicatingltmgstanding presence of privacy in
the culture of teaching. PLCs among teachers andrastrators have been established to
study the real and most daunting problems as wdha& most inspiring and innovative
challenges facing schools and then to develop metegies for responding to them.
These are not just individual teacher opportunibigiscollective professional
responsibilities. This is an enormous achievertteatthas eluded educational reformers
in many other jurisdictions around the world.

The greater challenge of privacy and isolation tt@ssroom teachers have experienced
in the past is now a different one. It is the petivand isolation that insulates and
separates school districts. This inhibits the pidéfor learning across schools and
projects independently of detailed district contréVhile some districts have been able to
surmount these problems, systemic decisions now ttake made on behalf of teachers
and learners in the others:
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Is AISI essentially going to an outlier to or exsesafety valve for a relatively
traditional provincial system of education?

Or, in a context of the province’s reinvention asaanpetitive and innovative
knowledge economy within an increasingly diversaeroanity, can AISI now be the
catalyst for a more participatory and decentralizgdcess of policy development?

In other words, can AISI create a renewed and remed relationship between the
central ministry and its districts as well as amdhg districts themselves?

None of the people interviewed by the review tea@nenable to point to horizontal
(between and among districts) or vertical (acresslks of organization, from schools
through the Ministry) effects. No one was awargvbt was going on in other districts

in any great detail. What little was known appedrede accidental. Given the pockets of
remarkable innovation in the province and deep comdtities in interest, expertise, and
activity across jurisdictions, the time seems rigintinter-district networking that extends
beyond the short-term encounters of annual conéeear the non-interactive structures
of web-based archives. The more that this netwgrlevelops, the more there will be
creative and hopefully productive tension with éxésting culture of ministerial and
district administration in Alberta.

To some extent, AlISI enables and encourages a giiedulisruption of existing systems
— constituting an important form of the disruptraher than merely incremental
innovation described by Clayton Christensen (18859 Christensen et al., 2008). Here,
disruptive innovations like the jet engine in r&atto the propeller-driven one, the diesel
shovel compared to the steam shovel, or laptopgpaced to desktops, do not introduce
small changes to existing systems, but bring abigumificant step changes in the system
as a whole. Like all complex systems, all the ditdrwe studied are engaged in ongoing
adaptation as new educational and contextual cigdkearise, and these adaptive
activities certainly preceded the introduction d6A However, by challenging districts
to innovate, demanding accountability, and infusaigvel of uncertainty around the
maintenance of funding, AISI is providing a diffatdrom-usual source of
disequilibrium. It is not allowing districts to plinto a ‘comfort zone’ or to do ‘business
as usual.’ It is unlikely that this sort of creatigisruption would occur without AISI.

2.4 Is it possible for jurisdictions to do thes®jects and activities without AISI?

Educators tended to view AISI not so much as thetd departure for new values, but
rather as an opportunity and funding source tazeafalues they already cherished but
found difficult to fulfill.

Districts needed funding to support AISI consulatd provide teachers with release
time to learn from their colleagues, to purchaseueces, and to send teachers to
professional development activities such as thei@nconferences of the Alberta
Assessment Consortium. Especially in remote lisdticts, the opportunity to leave
small towns to access new ideas and research §imédnprovincial or regional
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conferences and establish lateral learning netwertseducators in implementing them
was priceless. Districts would almost certainly nave embarked upon many
innovations and activities without AISI.

2.5 Would the values of AISI continue without fag@i

Many participants from elementary schools saidctiieures of their schools had changed
and the practices that came about due to AISI wevweembedded in their schools. In
secondary schools, AISI values were embedded ire stepartments but others
conserved a transmission model of education tltahadi promote student engagement.
Gains are being made at the high school levelAlfsik project leaders indicated that
improvements require more careful modeling and stidpr faculty over time of the

kind that appears to be the case in elementaryotho

The districts and cultures most likely to sustai®alues in the absence of continuing
funding are those that already operate as compléxHective learning communities.
These districts have established the organizaticudadres that support teachers’
continued introspection, collaborative inquiry, adjustment of instructional practices.
Such districts organize their leaders and nottjust teachers into PLCs to study data
and research and to inquire into and improve icsitvoal supports.

The Davis and Sumara study of contrasting disitmgiementation indicates that some
districts organize their cultures more around gamh as service and management that
tend to concentrate leadership centrally and adwenprojects vertically rather than
around learning, where both leadership and innomaitre distributed more laterally and
bound together by frequent, complex interactiohe Tormer types of districts may find
it difficult to accomplish the learning goals thiegve established for themselves because
they conflict with pre-established institutionaltcwes that make learning subsidiary to
service or management. AISI values can be pilotesdich organizational cultures, but
they cannot become embedded, and they are untikddg sustained without funding and
also a development of networking structures withigI that may stimulate productive
disturbance of these existing district cultures.

Some educators expressed anxiety that AISI funefiigint be folded into base budgeting,
let alone discontinued entirely, especially inmagiof economic contraction. They
worried that without clearly marked funding, thetsmf innovative, grass-roots projects
associated with AISI will fade away. They fearbkdttwithout continued support for

AISI as an autonomous agency, their schools wootgrosper from the opportunity to
mature into the more complex learning systems andces of innovation that Alberta
will need for its students to thrive in the future.

2.6 What are the future challenges and action oot AISI?

The presentation and discussion of overall findioigsur review points to a number of
challenges for AlISI and to future points where@ttinight usefully be taken.
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AISI and those who participate in it first haveréwisit AISI's goals —is it
primarily concerned with improvement by dissemingtexisting knowledge, or
with innovation that promotes the creation of newoledge?

Parent and community engagement, stronger conmedibouniversities and the
business community and sponsorship of cross-distetworking are three areas
in which connectivity can be significantly improved

The assessment and accountability agenda cantherienl by reviewing the ways
in which student achievement data are collectedti@otted and connected to data
about school characteristics; by helping teacherdantify, design and employ
more sophisticated instruments and indicators @fich and progress that are
aligned with their project goals; and by mitigatiegchers’ feelings of
accountability-overload by using measures in thetsg assessment for learning
that have direct diagnostic and improvement vakieal as abandoning themes
and strategies that are no longer priorities.

A more explicit and systemic theory of leadershepelopment may help
transform the district and school cultures thavsers “hosts” for AISI projects,
and lead to more effective forms of distributedder@hip among the wider
professional community.

A clear and urgent strategy to reach and influenoee high schools will
significantly enhance AISI's credibility, as web &egin to make a dent in the
provincial dropout rate.

Last, in Cycle 4, the attention being paid to lealg development and
networking, as well as to more flexible ways of agistering timelines for
funding may begin to move AISI from being a setlisicrete or clustered projects
with defined beginnings and ends to an integrdted)-term, complex policy
process of improvement and innovation that forrtrsilg province-wide mosaic
of learning.

These are the key findings and challenges pos@dibgnultiple perspectives review. Our
final task is to set out some recommendationsudhér development arising from them.
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Chapter 8: Recommendations

By Andy Hargreaves, Robert Crocker,
Brent Davis, Lori McEwen, Pasi Sahlberg,
Dennis Shirley & Dennis Sumara

1. Introduction

This final chapter of our report makes suggestams$ recommendations for the future of
AISI. These are drawn and developed from the sameess as our findings.

As we present these recommendations, we do sotirermombined perspectives of
appreciative inquiry and critical friendship thatvie guided this review and all its
components. We have been impressed, at every, pgithe openness and receptiveness
of the School Improvement Branch (SIB) team to toiesive feedback. The absence of
defensiveness is admirable. Our findings and recentdations are addressed to a culture
and community we have found to be characterizeth&ynost productive combination of
commitment and doubt.

We note, for example, how responsive the SIB teasldeen to the discussions about
AISI, its impact and its future to which AISI staKISI partners, participants from AISI
sites, as well as critical friends such as oursebantributed during the October 2008
AISI Colloquium. Many of the new submission critefor AlSI Cycle 4 are clearly a
direct result of this organizational learning, amirit of self-critical inquiry in pursuit of
professionalism, improvement and enhanced learioingll students that epitomized that
Colloquium. Thus, many of our recommendationsréaa such as leadership, network
development, cross-district collaboration, and edésl partnerships have already been
signaled by AISI leaders as key priorities for @&y4l

As an advanced organizer, our recommendationsutard action particularly concern
the following issues:

1. developimproved ways of collecting and compiling provialcachievement data
that will make it possible to trace the impact ofrplex but distinct initiatives
like AISI,

2. createleadership and support systems for teachers anthetrators involved in
AISI projects to access existing data bases, reégunesreceive data analysis
services, and design their own instruments andatdrs of accountability that
are appropriate to their project goals;

3. extendAlSI project content and processes towards greateivement of parents,
community members, businesses, universities aret pértners;
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increaseAlSI’'s attention to and impact regarding innovatend improvement in
high schools, with particular reference to incregshlberta’s relatively low rates
of high school completion;

investin province-wide networks that cut across distrithat reach beyond
annual conferences and that incorporate provemg@sinciples of effective
network architectures that have clear, positiveaotp on system-wide outcomes
for students;

developleadership skill and capacity amaoaldy principals and district-level
leaders so that the effectiveness of AISI projdoiss not suffer when existing
leadership capacity in particular schools and idistis not strong;

embedAlSI into Alberta Education as an integrated ppktrategy. Do this
without diminishing the attention, resources, adoycand professional
development regarding the distinctive approachgsdtessionally driven, locally
adaptable and laterally networked processes ofaugmnent and innovation that
AISI has championed.

2. Six Thematic Areas

Our recommendations are grouped into six thematiasa

ok wbhE

Preservation

Purpose and focus
Impact

Culture

Structure and funding
Leadership

2.1 Preservation

AISI should be continued as a provincial priori&ySl is a unique, world-leading
strategy for developing innovation, and improvingfpssional quality and engagement
in teaching. At the end of its first decade, itwhalear evidence of positively impacting
teacher professionalism, of creating and sustaiaipgpfessional culture of inquiry and
innovation, and of serving as a professionallyusale vehicle for delivering a number of
key provincial reform and improvement prioritiexkuas professional learning
communities and assessment for learning. AIS| doesithin a budget that is a very
small percentage of the overall provincial totaléducation, and without any evidence
of prejudice to standards and achievement resolfgavincial achievement tests in a
context of shifting student and community demogregpthat are bringing more
immigrant groups and second language learnerghitprovince.

Provincial achievement tests and similar measueegrgortant instruments of
monitoring traditional kinds of achievement andweirg) public accountability. Some
have held out the hope that AISI would have positensequences for achievement
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measured in these terms, though because of thatioms of existing data sources and
collection procedures, demonstrating any such odiorehas been elusive despite the
most stringent efforts. Nevertheless, AISI doesapgpear to harm provincial
achievement scores at a time when it is releasingvation and renewal into the
education system of Alberta.

Vitally, AISI also addresses and fulfils other innfamt goals within the public education
system of the province. In an era following a glamxonomic crisis, and at a time of
great volatility in energy prices and demands, eouin diversification is an essential
public policy priority for every jurisdiction, inading Alberta. Education systems
therefore need to demonstrate outcomes beyond otorelly tested basics in order to
create flexible cultures of creativity and innoeatin schools and society, and in ways
that harness and heighten the capacity of higloparhg teams to deliver what are now
being described as inalienable*Xtentury skills for economic competitiveness and
ecological survival — and all within a context @dging cultural diversity (OECD, 2001,
Hargreaves, 2003; Wagner, 2008; Partnership fdiChntury Skills, 2009). Students
must be educated to join the innovative, high-penfog teams of the future economy.
Engaged and innovative teachers who model suchgegbrming teams and share their
skill sets with their students are the only possitriofessionals who can deliver those
outcomes for our students.

AISI's strengths and distinctive contributions tha¢ particularly worth preserving are:

Its culture of creatively combining existing resourddeas and assets in the
service of continuing and sometimes disruptive wation AlSI is a vehicle for
enhancing implementation of provincial prioritiesit it is also a funded and
favored niche for fostering innovations and innoxatultures that extend, add to
and sometimes even creatively disrupt those piesritt is unlikely that a diffuse
and even disruptive culture of innovation couldshetained without the targeted
efforts of AISI.

Its strategy of targeted funding@his ensures that amid all its other pressurds an
short-term demands, the provincial education systédhtontinue to prioritize
the innovation and professional engagement thedsential to the province’s
long term future. Given that it is in the naturarafovation that some of it will
fail and not all of it will yield immediately measable results that can obviously
be scaled-up, Alberta’s politically stable enviramhis an immense asset in
enabling the province to maintain its commitmengupporting educational
innovation through AISI. IThe Innovator’s DilemmeClayton Christensen
(1997) shows that most organizations’ initial inabens tend to become
normalized over time, inhibiting other innovatianghe future. This is the
paradox of innovation and sustainability. His agyitherefore, is that all large
organizations should allocate a definable portibbumiget to supporting future
innovations, even and especially when they cha#iehgse that have been
successfully been implemented in the past.
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Its promotion and achievementiotreased teacher professionalishigh
performing education systems such as that in Fihéae founded on being able to
attract, retain and develop teachers who practioag professionalism together
in relationships of curricular and pedagogical @lotiration (Hargreaves, Halasz,
& Pont, 2008; Sahlberg, 2006). Alberta alreadydatong and internationally
envied tradition of involving the teaching professin significant system-wide
changes such as curriculum developments and pralachievement test
designs. AISI's results point to further and moidely distributed effects of
heightened teacher professionalism. At the verst)ehere is a positive
Hawthorne effect of teachers valuing initiativeatthn turn, value their skills,
judgment and involvement. More than this, AISI pdes teachers with clear
opportunities for making self-initiated changes tiney especially value, rather
than implementing externally imposed mandatesdbiate from afar (Hargreaves,
2005). It also creates many new opportunities apeeations for teacher
leadership of colleagues and of improvement effdiss is increasingly being
acknowledged as essential to successful schoobweprent (Harris, 2008;
Spillane, 2006).

Its increasing commitment teetworking across schoolslost teachers do not
perform consistently well, or learn how to improifehey teach entirely alone.
This is why there are professional learning comrtiesi Most schools do not
improve either unless they are able to learn froimeioschools. This is why it is
important to develop networks. In the past, netwdrave often been open-ended
and permissive and created a lot of interactionaantigity but without much
impact. At the other extreme, in other provinces systems, schools are
sometimes brought together in clusters to implersgstem mandates, but this
does not induce innovation or increase professiemalThe reports comprising
this review show clear evidence of networks emeygicross a number of school
districts that increase the connectivity that seesial for innovation and
improvement in complex and fast-moving systems.IARES a particular and
prioritized network architecture for developingstitonnectivity. Although this
architecture requires further development, it iseue aspect of AlSI that is
unlikely to originate in or be sustained by anyastaspect of provincial strategy.

Its distinctive commitment to developing a widegateulture oteacher-based
inquiry. The commitment to teacher-driven research anginpgs not unique to
AISI, but the form it takes, and the extent ofréach are. Elsewhere, advocates of
professional learning communities support and enstitutionalize school-wide
analyses of data as a basis for action, but timegery activities are often
confined to and consumed by preoccupations withtifyeng statistical gaps or
shortfalls and designing rapid interventions thait yield short-term results
(Datnow, Park & Wohlstetter, 2007; Dufour & Eak&898; Shirley &
Hargreaves, 2006). Indeed, some provinces and igesifitave implemented such
processes extensively as key elements of theirme$trategy (Barber, 2007,
Fullan, 2006; Levin, 2008). AISI offers a differeaggproach to inquiry that
engages in deeper, mindful and more sustained engags with the nature of
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student learning and with the changes that teactesd to make in their own
teaching (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2009; MacDonal®Rirley, 2009). This is
more likely to lead to longer-term transformatiamseaching and learning that
are more suited to the development of Zkntury knowledge and skills.

Its emphasis omnovation and interaction with accountabilitISI provides a
protected space for innovation and incentivesrioraased professional
interaction, combined with the essential accompaninof internal and external
accountability. Not all AISI educators are satidfigith the expectations for
accountability, and we have some ensuing recomntiemdaor streamlining
them as well as making them more stringent, butrtbl@sion of accountability
criteria related to reporting what was done, deieirng its impact, and designing
revised plans as a consequence, is an indispemsgvkrlient of an initiative like
AISI. This does not mean that educators involvedl®l projects should feel
pressed to demonstrate early or eventual succesgeoy occasion — the point is
to demonstrate and stimulate learning, even amhdfom failure as much as
from success; for this is the essence of innovatimhthe relentless quest for
continuing improvement.

2.2 Purpose and Focus

After ten years, and more than three cycles,titng for AISI to clarify, renew and
redefine its fundamental goals. AISI is alreadyhpog its program priorities into new
areas such as leadership, parent and communitgemgant and network development;
many of which are not only worthwhile initiativesdadirections in themselves but they
are also ones that will help create increasing sioingfor AISI as a strategy of
knowledge development and dissemination.

It is important for AISI to establish clear prioeis. Sometimes these purposes will align
closely with and help implement the strategic ttswd Alberta Education more widely.
This approach carries both benefits and risks. Bte that different cycles have
witnessed a significant critical mass of projeatsated to differentiated instruction,
professional learning communities and now, assesisfoelearning. In many ways, this
synchronization of AISI with wider strategic direwsts is admirable and to be
encouraged. At the same time, it is evident theseéhthrusts and priorities typically have
packaged programs of external trainers and traiattaxhed that can be high in
consultant costs, ephemeral in influence and examésn impact, once the trainers and
their albeit engaging and entertaining workshopghmssed by. There is a concomitant
risk that training and trainer-dependent packagin@ large scale can actually create the
kinds of professional dependency on outside exgeethiat AISI in many ways is
designed to counteract with its emphasis on scimiiidted innovation.

These issues of synergy raise questions about ehAtBl is now so institutionally
embedded in the system as a way of making chargé $hould no longer be treated as
a separate initiative. At the same time, dataghatv early signs of some tailing off in
teacher satisfaction levels and other outcome measwuiggest a need for other
approaches within the AISI design to keeping intiavegoing and pushing new
initiatives forward. And it is clear that while semaspects of AISI are indeed embedded
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into the wider policy and change process, otherdh ss its approach to networking and
interconnectivity among schools have not yet baeshpd or embedded far enough.

Finally, in considering our recommendations inté&m of purpose and focus, we are
aware that the impact of AISI seems weakest irhtgle school sector. With high dropout
rates being a significant concern within the preoeint is important to find a way of
increasing AISI’s energy and impact within high sols as a way to leverage innovation
in this traditionally hard-to-change domain. TowfaISI projects have been focused on
improving high school completion rates — a higlasgeted area that would also be easy
to measure.

Taking into account our findings on AISI and itspact, we therefore advance the
following recommendations about purpose and focus:

Rename and redirect AISI as a process or a netwakan initiative. Initiatives
in excess eventually become professionally disteddis patterns of innovation
and improvement. After a decade of operation, a@$® stretching the argument
to call anything an initiative any more. The desigon of AISI as a network or
process will be a signal of AISI's robust embeddiragher than conditional and
marginal presence within an ongoing approach tovation and improvement in
Alberta Education.

Reconceptualize AISI as a bridge t6'2&ntury learningAlSI’s distinctive asset
and approach is not in delivering better resultsxisting and more conventional
approaches to learning and achievement. It is veldping, deepening and
delivering the new kinds of learning that are eigéfor the province’s
competitiveness in a future knowledge economy (OR001, 2008) and also for
its contribution to combating and adapting to tieninent threat of climate
change (Giddens, 2009), through embracing thernatemal advocacy for
education for sustainable living (Senge, forthcaghin

Refocus AISI around innovation and renewal as ag&limprovementt should
more strongly and explicitly promote innovation amdation of new knowledge;
not only dissemination and diffusion of existingokviedge that is embedded in
provincial priorities, or in the packaged prograshexternally hired consultants
and trainers. Our evidence indicates that AlSIgnty already sometimes create
new knowledge. They innovate, inquire and initiasewvell as implement and
disseminate. This does not mean that all new knigeeshould start with the
school. It is not the origin of knowledge that reastbut the way it is processed.
The strongest and best-led school cultures areaatuleeager to take knowledge
from many sources (including central programs adtdraal trainers) and make it
their own by connecting it, combining it, reworkirtginquiring into it and
adapting it to their own needs and circumstancésg#amson, 2004; Hargreaves,
2005). Understanding and extending this capacitgfeating new local and
generalized knowledge of learning is an immensedppity for AlISI.
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Concentrate disproportionate efforts and resour@esnnovation and
improvement in high school&lISI currently seems to make the weakest inroads
into high schools. High schools are the leviathafrschool reform and
improvement — large, content-driven, constraine@xgminations and framed by
university qualification requirements (Goodson, 49 he strongest leverage for
initial change is often in smaller subjects, amgagnger teachers, with diverse
populations, in traditionally more marginalizedasdike counseling and special
education, or within lower grade levels (SkerrettH&rgreaves, 2008). The
challenge is then how to spread innovation throughbiwe higher status areas of
the high school community. Achieving greater susceih AISI in high schools
is unlikely to come about just by greater exhootatiFocused effort and targeted
funding may be required, with perhaps dispropogterand protected resource
allocations being directed towards high schoold athange momentum has been
established. Promising starting points might béh@existing commitment to
improving high school retention; developing curtiou innovation for 21

century skills across the curriculum or within netream subjects such as
mathematics and science; and developing innovaiohconnectivity in the years
preceding and following student transition to hagiool.

Increase priority for proposal and actions that ple increase parent and
community engagemeint their children’s education. The First Way of nga

was characterized lpassive trustvhere parents unconditionally trusted
professionals with their children. A periodative mistrusthen set in as the
public looked to external accountability instruneetd guarantee commitment and
guality. In the Third Way, progress in measurediitsssecurepublic confidence
in the education profession. The Fourth Way movesam this position and
developsactive trustbetween professionals, parents and community membe
working side by side. This approach is about dgvatpand organizing
communities to be stronger advocates for and stgsoof their children, not just
about delivering government services to communitiegeed. AISI can make a
significant mark by promoting more open kinds @dieer professionalism in
which the boundaries between teachers and diversencnities weaken, and
patterns of mutual influence, trust and respecivgaotively between them.

In summaryhighlight and broadcast AISI's prime purposes asthat
encompass improvement, innovation, and professiemghgement to develop
and demonstrate 21Century learning This refinement of purpose and
direction, we believe, will infuse new energy iitsl and the Alberta teaching
profession, and maintain momentum at a time of dtarally shifting educational
and economic needs.

2.3 Impact

Whatever the goals of AlSI or any other educati@ha@nge strategy, it is crucial to be
able to determine what impact the strategy is ngakimpact assessment is essential for
establishing external accountability, public coefide and justification of resource
allocation in relation to other priorities on theechand; and as part of the recurring cycle
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of improvement across the strategy and within edesirict and school on the other.
Without impact assessment, confidence wanes, reselecome hard to justify, and
there is no evidence or feedback to guide or praeffptts to improve or refine chosen
strategies.

Our review indicates that educators are sometimgsat and even resentful of existing
accountability mechanisms. Required paperworkeagetid of each cycle seems excessive
in its call for narrative accounts of what actievere taken within projects and what
consequences ensued. This sometimes makes AlSikiz@h imposition rather than an
opportunity. Many of the quantitative measures ends document impact seem to be
selected because of their easy availability ratinen their usefulness in evaluating
particular projects. Provincial achievement tesadae easily accessed, for example, but
not necessarily the most useful as measures atettmdevelop new kinds of learning.
Satisfaction surveys similarly often seem blandakyend too easily pulled down from
the provincial menu of instruments rather thanractis fine-tuned instruments to assess
precise forms of impact. There can also be a mtéiimplied expectation to exaggerate
or fabricate success when, in the case, of innowati might be more useful to
demonstrate what has been learned and what actigs be taken as a result. Finally,
the existing program structure of three-year cychas make accountability requirements
feel excessive, repetitive and overwhelming.

In reviewing our evidence, the conclusion we realobut impact and accountability
requirements is that they should be streamlinedienmaore stringent, be more embedded
and actively utilized within each project’s proce$sliagnosis and inquiry, and be the
subject of expert and ongoing technical suppottithdifferentiated according to levels

of need and existing capacity in each project. Bipatty, this leads us to make the
following recommendations:

Streamline external accountability requirementsdgucing the length and
frequency of external narrative reportinghe exceptions would be where there
was a clear purpose for the reporting other thaowaaability per se. Thus, some
schools or districts might produce lengthy reportsa sample basis, if the schools
were to be visited by a review team at a later pmirengage in dialogue with
them about the future of their project. Other répamight be extended in
exemplary cases for the purposes of publicationcatebration of successful, or
especially innovative practice.

Continue and extend systematic research into tipadnof AISI as a systerAISI
already has an impressive record of cycle-by-cyelgews, quantitative and
gualitative evaluations, project self-reports, &md multiple perspectives review.
We encourage AISI to continue this work and alsgddurther — especially in the
guantitative domain, by developing and utilizinbet objective and robust
indicators of impact than the existing measurextviare readily accessible but
designed for other purposes and also, sometimes:; kinds of learning and
learning outcomes. Such measures should include:
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0 Robust measures of student learning and impaciuaiest learning in more
creative and applied areas of2Entury skills such as those measured by the
international PISA tests, those that ask studemdg@achers what ways of
learning they value most and how often they expegaghem etc.

o Adoption of existing scales related to stages gfi@mentation and levels of
use (e.g., Concerns-based Adoption Model) in creetermine how
successfully initiatives have been implemented,thwdrethese have reached
only levels of awareness through external trairsingtegies or have been
integrated into teachers’ practices, and whethgaiives have spread beyond
a few early-adopters to teachers whose approaold#dsmnge are more
cautious or even resistant.

Establish an AISI Institute of DatAlID). This will comprise a systemic support
service that enables teachers and researchersktmmae efficient and effective
use of existing data, to be aware of and accesssheiments that are most
appropriate for their projects, and to developrtbein instruments as necessary.
AID would collect, compile and compute data relai@dhdividual student
numbers more swiftly and efficiently than teachemselves — thereby
significantly streamlining the accountability amdjuiry process. As in the long-
established Manitoba School Improvement Projedd éduld also advise
teachers and schools in provincial and regionalazences, as well as district by
district, about how to select, develop and utiliiruments that enhance the
process of inquiry as an integral part of contirsimaprovement. This local
support function of AID might be most effectivelile structure of AISI cycles
and the associated proposal process were reddBredelow).

Initiate a project review process on a basis of ghmg, invitation and/or need
An AlSI-wide continuous systemic review process mige enhanced further if it
was not itself tied into three-year cycles, evah@gprojects that had finished,
once the work was over, but if it also followed fhrenciples of assessment for
learning and became an integral part of the imprem@ and innovation process
itself. Thus, a central review team establishedI8/ might undertake sample
reviews of projects-in-action, connecting an exeshhternal review and
narrative by the project team, with a 2-3 day ¢is# and external review by the
Central AISI team. This would contribute to moniibgy of quality, and to
assessing the ongoing needs for both celebratids@pport throughout the
initiative. Sites for review may be selected bydam sample, by invitation from
the sites, by indications of the opportunity toarecinstances of exceptional
exemplary practice, or by need for assistance vgonols or districts appear to
be struggling. This leads to the final recommeiothadf this section.

Clearly and transparently identify sites that haahieved different levels of
development, impact or succesgerms of robust and diverse outcome measures.
Without such a clear and transparent system, ssese&annot be celebrated, nor
can weaknesses or difficulties be pinpointed asétmce then offered or
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assigned accordingly. Highly successful networkswhere that bring about
systemic improvement (as well as individual exammgieinnovation) are

prepared to identify and acknowledge different lewd success in terms of
impact (Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009). Only in a gjparent system of
differentiated degrees of success can schools afieiseek assistance from peers
who are addressing similar issues to themselvekoaly in such circumstances
can there be a clear and accountable basis fordangvexternal support. This
presents a significant challenge to some existities of teaching and
professionalism that are articulated by a partickilad of equity ethic — so we
return to this recommendation later.

2.4 Culture

AISI has strengthened and extended a professiaittare of teaching in Alberta that is
already distinctive. It has valued teachers avacgents of change, not merely passive
implementers of others’ changes. It has promotadvation, improvement and inquiry.
It has validated the power of discretionary anteaive judgment as a fundamental
aspect of professionalism. AISI seems to have edeatpositive Hawthorne effect, with
measures of teacher growth being directly corrdlatigh AISI's development as a result
of the additional motivation teachers get from hguiheir own professional efforts
recognized, rewarded and resourced.

AlSlI is the product of collaboration among manytpars and its design promotes
collaboration within and between schools as a asnciple of professionalism and
change. Teacher collaboration and growth withirosthhas already resulted from AISI,
partly through the attention to developing profesal learning communities.
Collaboration across schools has also become mézasve after the Venus-like,
individual school initiative phase of Cycle 1. Tiuether development and continued
success of AISI depends at this point on extendimdydeepening collaboration and
partnership in three ways: widening the range daborative partnerships; forging
stronger connections and networks among schoabssdlistricts; giving collaborative
work a more explicitly critical edge and instigafioollaborative relationships of support
and assistance between sites that are unequalels lef capacity for change, or in stages
reached in implementation. Three recommendatioif®Aio

First, widen AISI project partnershipgVidening partnerships extends both
commitment and capacity. Partnering with parent@rmunity organizations
develops a more open professionalism and invohesyragents who can actively
contribute to the development and success of iddalistudents. Responsible
business partnerships, where businesses give ticheaavice to educational
projects as part of their role as corporate ciszether than in search for direct,
short-term returns on investment, builds capaatyrhprovement, develops the
profile and credibility of AISI within the businesemmunity, and gives positive
energy to developing the 2tentury skills that are essential to the changing
economy. Last, while many universities have devetigal hocpartnerships with
AISI and many include AlSI links on their websitkere is significantly greater
opportunity to access the research and inquiryurees and capacity of
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universities by forming structured research padhigs, government-university
research and development collaborations, and aoldive bidding processes for
Federal grants linked to AlISI through agencies saagthe Social Sciences and
Humanities Research Council. Enhanced partnerstitpsuniversities will also
strengthen the utility of university research foofgssional practice in schools, as
well as cultivating greater respect, understandingnd learning from
professional practice by university research facult

Second, provide incentives for network developmemtss school districtsSince
Cycle 1 of AISI, networking has rightly become agressively important priority
within each successive cycle. It is one of the apgd directions for AISI in
Cycle 4. Networks help educators and their schiealisy from and improve with
one another. They break down the insularity, pyvad even secrecy of
individual schools and their districts. They pravia means for strong and
innovative practice to be diffused and for succe$sée scaled up across the
system. They also offer opportunities for instibas and individuals with greater
capacity in particular areas to assist professipeals who are less well equipped
or who have not progressed as far. Networks areastg in strength and
effectiveness in many districts, but not in altleém. They are stronger among
teachers, very often, than among administratoh®ugh a few districts have
established professional learning communities acsokools among
administrators. Apart from annual AISI conferenaad occasional workshops
though, network development across districts iskw@&his limits progress in
developing the further learning, improvement ankdesion that is essential to
AISI's success.

Connections among districts typically have beenrdinated centrally in relation to
government implementation priorities. Inter-distgoordination also occurs through
conferences, meetings and other kinds of repres@emtamong district-level leaders.
These can often be effective mechanisms for dehgerentrally driven initiatives and
strategies. They are ineffective structures, howdwe coordinating and connecting
school-initiated strategies of the kind developetthiw AISI. With no effort at inter-
district coordination, school initiatives becomseatinnected and diffuse as in Cycle 1. If
all the direction comes from the Centre, then Ai&iply turns into another arm of
government implementation — in relation to alreadiablished priorities, training
packages and the like; lessening the likelihoodath innovation and sustainability, and
contrary to the intended culture and purposes &fl Al

There is a powerful need, therefore, to encourageceeate incentives for district-to-
district and cross-school/cross-district networksagnetimes with and sometimes
independently of district leadership control asaywo build capacity, accelerate
diffusion and enhance organizational learning. Thasn important priority everywhere
but may be most needed in those districts whereaddiased AlSI projects make the
least progress because of excessively weak oryoeenitrolling district leadership. In
these cases, AISI networking could actually creabteluctive, disruptive innovation
within districts of the kind that Christensen (198éscribes. Drawing on experiences
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with successful networks and partnerships elsewfgege, Hargreaves & Shirley, 2009),
inducements and incentives might lead AISI staff to

o Target funding allocations within the overall AllRidget for cross-district
collaborative projects

0 Require plans for networking of results and adggitacross districts within all
AISI submissions

o Further review AISI's website design to increagerdton to cross-district
knowledge-sharing — although the Clearinghous&ésady rich in
information

0 Structure conference activities so they do not gnomote showcasing of
exemplary efforts, but also expect schools to segland interact with
partners, and set norms for transparent displapsuicipation and results
among all AISI projects

o Provide a protected travel budget for teacher int&tations across the
province

o Designate funding for a leader of cross-distridivoeks and other
partnerships

Third, create processes and protocols for critidelcernment of professional
practice The culture of teaching is sometimes reluctamutolicly accept or
acknowledge different levels of expertise or degrafesuccess in professional
practice. While it is immensely important to sharel celebrate successes and
communicate examples of interesting and innovairaetice, the culture of
teaching, like the culture of self-esteem, can dones produce an over-
celebration of all practice that admits the existeaf neither exemplary success
nor of problems and shortcomings. Learning andavgment involve learning
from mistakes, and working with mentors whose penénce is, initially,

superior or advanced. This does not mean thatgrasr weaker schools or
districts perform better or worse on everythingiibdoes mean being able to
acknowledge and identify different levels as welkypes of professional practice.
Connecting schools that are operating at diffelergls with similar types of
students can, as other provinces and countriesd@wenstrated, lead to
narrowing of achievement and learning gaps (Fulk&®6; Hopkins, 2007). This
connectivity is vital not only when implementingteal reforms such as literacy
strategies however, but also among schools attagpimilar innovations or
initiatives, or with variable capacity in leadesior networking capabilities.
Deepening the critical, reflective dialogue amon§lssites can be achieved by a
number of measures, including:
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o Self evaluation and external evaluatiprocesses that engage insider dialogue
with outsider perspectives

o Deployment okpecific protocols for professional interactisach as that
used by critical friends networks, that promotedfegeck that is constructive,
affirming and also critical in nature.

0 Use ofmore robust internal evaluation instrumestsch as those that assess
impact on student learning, and stages of impleatiemt

o Deliberate and transpargueirtnering of AlSI sites that have different levafls
expertise, capacity or progregsimplementation

o Developingstrong norms of specific public self-criticisather than more
generalized kinds of modesty and humility in thestrexemplary, successful
cases so they model the value and necessity ofitggfrom mistakes to their
peers

2.5 Structure and Funding

Practices are embedded in cultures that valuecpéatikinds of interaction among
members of a community. Structures of roles, resmjrtime and space both create and
constrain opportunities for these kinds of intam@cttBy intent or by accident, they
permit and push some practices and also prohibérst AISI has several key structures
that are linked to its purposes. These includamdéa for distributing resources across
geographical space; funding cycles that orchespratect activities over time; proposal
procedures that signal criteria of acceptance ajattion; and design features such as
province-wide conferences that promote or prosquiitéerns of interaction between AISI
schools and districts. In line with our observasi@out the shifting purposes and
priorities of AISI, with the need to have a sussdile as well as successful strategy, with
the need to maintain and renew momentum, and Wwéméed for a more challenging
culture of professional interaction and evaluatiwa,make several recommendations in
relation to reviewing, revising and renewing theisture and funding of AISI.

Redesign a more flexible funding and proposal cydteee-year AISI cycles may
be too long or too short — it depends on the plepoSome sites may want to
experiment with a small-scale innovation in litgrder boys. Others may want to
transform their entire high school structure. Tingetscales for design,
implementation and possible success in each oétb&ses are profoundly
different. If everything is subjected to an ideatitmeline irrespective of need, it
converts a cycle into a treadmill - as a numbgyasticipants more than hinted at
in their remarks. Auto assembly lines in thé'2&ntury economy now have to be
flexible, not standardized. Public sector orgamizes need to follow the same
customized path towards increased and enhancadiliigx AlS| already leads
the way in this respect in supporting projects,a br 3 years’ duration. In
addition, it encourages submissions that buildrahdeepen past projects. This
flexibility can be extended by encouraging propsd$ait longer term projects at
the outset, the first stages of which are the tasfeequested funding. There is
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also evidence that some educators regard the yieaecycles as requirements
and there perhaps needs to be clearer and stroogpenunication about the
options available.

Develop funding formulae that are demonstrably teednd differentiated by
needin terms of factors such as the difficulty and pbewity of the project being
undertaken, the degree of innovativeness suggbgtdte project, the amount and
depth of collaborative engagement with other pastrthe importance of the
priority within AISI and the province (for instandat of high school reform)
and the size of the unit undertaking it. This raigee possibility of differentiating
and targeting funding into different “pots” thatcbébecome the subject of
different groups of proposals and bids. Such ags®evould customize resource
allocation more closely to need, release it onilfliextime schedules driven by the
nature and need of the project and the charadtsrist the site bidding for it, and
sharpen the thinking and planning of proposergliation to the focus and
direction of their projects. This would represestep away from the current use
of per-capita funding which is less adaptable &asphonsive to local need.

Provide a centralized resource for data collectaord managemenand
reallocate some AISI funding for this from indivalisite proposals to the
previously mentioned agency we tentatively named @AISI Institute of Data),
in order to streamline the processes of accouitiabitd site-based inquiry.

Define clear guidelines and criteria regarding peobed uses of AISI funding
for instance, for proposals that use AISI resoutoeeplace professional
development funding in a district; for proposalatthave no plans for
sustainability; or for proposals that establishgbgl or technological
infrastructure rather than promoting and enhanomg and improved practices of
teaching and learning.

Redesign the proposal process from one based ent®el to one that explicitly
promotes learning and developmentthat the most common outcome is not one
of acceptance or rejection but of resubmission Wighassistance of a technical
support team of AISI advisors. This team can preadpport on such matters as
how to collect and compile impact data, what fastorconsider in relation to
sustainability, and how to use trainers effectiv@that sites interact intelligently
with the models advocated by trainers, rather thigplementing external

initiatives uncritically. The proposal process litskereby becomes a distinctive
feature of AISI's developmental design — fostedi@@rning and connectivity even
at the point of application.

Extend or reallocate a proportion of AISI's resoesdo expand and deepen the
networks and partnerships that are essential téutther development and
impact This might include increasing the number of cosfiees that bring AISI
sites together, and doing so around clear pringipféransparency of
participation and results. It might also includeding allocations for inter-
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visitations across districts, especially whereetame clear gaps of expertise and
capacity between different sites. Specific addaldnnding for involving other
partners such as university researchers in thd@awent and evaluation of AlSI
innovations also offers a useful way forward.

Launch an international conference and think tankding together experts with
practical experience of leading school networksabvation and improvement
that have clear connections to resulifis expertise exists in a number of
countries including Finland, Australia, Singaponel &ngland. Drawing these
groups together would help AISI redesign its aeattitre as an effective
province-wide network.

2.6 Leadership

There is rarely lasting change without leadersAifl creates significant opportunities

for increased teacher leadership and for furthexezadevelopment beyond but not
necessarily instead of the classroom. AlISI, in othards, increased leadership density in
schools and school districts (Sergiovanni, 1984jn& AISI projects rely heavily on
teachers promoted into coordinator roles and #iges the question but also the
opportunity of developing internal leadership cafydeehind them in their schools when
they move into the district office. Other districksvelop more creative uses of teacher
leadership by buying proportions of time of mulipéachers so they can also experience
leadership with and of their colleagues withoutratmning their classroom roles and
leadership of students.

At the same time, success in AlISI projects seendepend strongly on the effectiveness
of principal and superintendent level leadershithinithe district. Some districts and
their initiatives benefited from outstanding leatep of more than one kind. The ones
that appeared to struggle or falter had high-l&sadlership that was either weak,
excessively controlling and inflexible, or isolatiedm other schools and districts. The
impact of AISI projects depended strongly on pleadership capacity in being able to
create a sense of direction and purpose and unikeashnovation and connectivity
among professionals across the system.

AlSl is already committed to developing leaderstapacity as part of its Cycle 4
priorities. It largely does so by advocating iraged commitment to shared leadership.
We agree with the importance of this emphasis hléss it is unpacked a little it could
be misleading. The paradox of leadership appeadns that effective shared or
distributed leadership does not only call for ms@cher leadership, but also requires
sophisticated levels of inner strength, couragecamdidence among high level leaders.
In closing our report, we therefore conclude witime recommendations regarding
leadership development.

Make leadership development a clear AISI projeatry and desired outcome,
not an assumed precondition of success. This nsFarpening the leadership
emphasis even further in Cycle 4.

F+
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Continue to affirm and expand the role and densitieacher leadershim AlSI
schools, balancing the needs of district coordomatvith the continuation of
leadership capacity building within schools.

Provide specific training and support for princigaand district level leader in
conjunction with their professional associatiang;elation to network leadership
and the development of shared responsibility f@ancfe.

Promote focused interaction and networking amond) @eross school leaders
and district leadersthat are characterized by mutual support, caddicussion,
honest recognition of differences in degrees o€sss and implementation, clear
protocols that promote critical dialogue, and opesfessional interaction in a
culture of collaboration, inquiry and commitmentitgorovement.

3. Conclusion

AISl is an impressive change strategy that is gesheathout parallel in the world today.
It contributes to teacher development and educalticimange in a manner that is stable,
steady, and credible among the educators it me&sde impact. AlSI leadership is
transparent, responsive, and trustworthy.

AISI has built a solid foundation to further evolaed address some of the most
tenacious problems in educational change todahdryears ahead, AISI leaders should
build upon their many accomplishments and expaadrtbst important themes and
strategies of AISI into new arenas. AISI shouldHar promote learning across district
lines and should increase parents and communitggamgent in schools. More
concerted efforts and sustained support need pwdweded to high schools to engage
students and to transform learning. In generatenfiexible and also more targeted
approaches to funding and funding cycles may hefyjeaie these goals.

AlSl is already promoting some of these changetsinew cycle of projects. Itis
imperative that AlSI act decisively and boldly @atling the changes. AISI has a unique
change architecture. It treats the learning adestis, teachers and organizations not as a
line, or even a circle, but as a complex, interilogkmosaic. AISI is a complex model of
improvement and innovation and also a transparehparticipatory one. This is why it
enjoys increasing visibility not only in Alberta @anada but also among policy makers
in other nations. AISI’s continued progress witbne of the world’s very highest
performing systems will be keenly observed by satsobf educational change and policy
makers focused on improving student learning frooulad the globe.
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