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A Developmental Rubric for the Dissertation Literature Review:

A Participant Design Study

A “culture of argument” is being pursued in our School of Education and in our program, the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders (IDPEL). In the midst of that pursuit, we encountered an opportunity: to participate in the design of a learning tool, a developmental rubric to help us construct our dissertation literature reviews. We embraced the opportunity in a research seminar in the summer of 2007. The result is the study reported here: the initial step in a design-based research program that will interrogate the capstone demonstration of learning–and key milestones along the way–toward an Ed.D. in educational leadership.

Although our primary purpose was to design a learning tool that might enhance our capacity to construct sound dissertation literature reviews, our effort served broader purposes as well. Among the broader purposes is the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED), and our Duquesne’s efforts, as an institutional member of the CPED, to transform our doctoral preparation programs.

The account that follows begins with the antecedents of the design, both empirical and theoretical. It continues with a description of how we designed the learning tool and how we tested our design. It concludes with a presentation of our design artifact and the steps that will be taken to evaluate its consequences, both empirical and theoretical.
Antecedents of the Design
The opportunity to design a learning tool to enhance our dissertation literature reviews arose, as most opportunities do, from a conflation of circumstances. Those circumstances define the theoretical and empirical context of our design effort. The major contextual elements, the antecedents of our design, are three in number: 

1. The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) and, in particular, Duquesne’s participation in CPED;

2. scholarly investigations of dissertation literature reviews; and 

3. the seminar in which we engaged the design work. 

Each contextual element is described in turn.

The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate 

The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) is a national effort to transform doctoral preparation in education. As one of the universities selected to participate in the CPED consortium, Duquesne is focused on the transforming its own doctoral programs and sharing what it learns from those efforts. CPED is described first, followed by a description of Duquesne’s efforts as a participating university. 

CPED. The nature and purpose of CPED form a critical aspect of the context for the design-based research program that will emerge from this report. Therefore, it is important to have a fairly clear idea of the project. The description below is excerpted from the website of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.

The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) is a three-year effort sponsored by the Carnegie Foundation and the Council of Academic Deans in Research Education Institutions to strengthen the education doctorate. The participating colleges and universities have committed themselves to working together to undertake a critical examination of the doctorate in education with a particular focus on the highest degree that leads to careers in professional practice. The intent of the project is to redesign and transform doctoral education for the advanced preparation of school practitioners and clinical faculty, academic leaders and professional staff for the nation's schools and colleges and the organizations that support them. 

Most of the participating education schools offer both the Ph.D. in education and the Ed.D. or doctorate of education. The blurring of the distinctions between these two degrees over the past half-century invites examination of their purpose and their content. … The goal of preparing better scholars and more skilled practitioners is a shared aspiration of the participants, but the specific focus of CPED is the education doctorate leading to highly skilled leadership in school and college settings and in the organizations that support them.

The education schools which have been selected to participate in this initiative are committed to working together over the coming three years to strengthen every facet of their current doctoral programs—from candidate selection to the "capstone" experiences for advanced candidates, from the assessment procedures used in the program to the curriculum that is offered. Participants will be guided by recent work of the Carnegie Foundation that has focused on pursuit of excellence in doctoral education and professional preparation. 

Participants will frame their work with an emphasis on:

· The scholarship of teaching [and learning]

· The identification of a "signature pedagogy" to guide the work

· The creation of "laboratories of practice" in which future practitioners experiment and undertake "best evidence analyses"

· New "capstone" experiences in which future practitioners can work together to produce outstanding demonstrations of their proficiency

The goal of CPED is to reclaim the education doctorate and to transform it into the degree of choice for the next generation of school and college leaders. (see http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/programs/ index.asp?key=1867)

Universities gained membership into the CPED consortium by proposing a pilot initiative, an initiative that identified each university’s starting point for its efforts to “reclaim education’s doctorates” (see Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, & Garabedian, 2006). 

CPED@Duquesne. “CPED@Duquesne” refers to the effort in Duquesne’s School of Education to redesign its doctoral preparation programs. What follows is a summary of how CPED@Duquesne began and how it is connected with the national effort described above. (The summary borrows heavily from one of the “assignments” that was completed for the 2007 Summer Convening of CPED and from one of the “Working Papers” that are used to document CPED@Duquesne efforts [McCown, Miller, Lamar, & Bleil, 2007].)

In the fall of 2005, discussions began regarding the redesign of our extant Ed.D. program in educational leadership, the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders (IDPEL).  Independent of the redesign work for our extant Ed.D. program, work was also proceeding on the design of a new Ph.D. program inspired generally by the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate (CID) (see Golde & Walker, 2006; Shulman, et al., 2006; Walker, Golde, Jones, Bueschel, & Hutchings, 2008). More particularly, the new design for a Ph.D. was inspired by the CID essays on education of Virginia Richardson (2003; see also 2006) and of David Berliner (2003a; see also 2006 and 2003b). Most particularly, the new design was triggered by Berliner’s proposal that doctoral students in educational psychology develop an understanding of educational policy (see McCown & Hopson, 2006a). Initial design decisions regarding such a program: one that seeks to prepare stewards of education who can bridge the gap between research and policy were documented in technical reports (McCown & Hopson, 2006b; 2006c). 

The proposals to (1) redesign our established Ed.D. program and (2) to design a new Ph.D. program were presented to the faculty at the 22 August 2006 retreat of the Department of Educational Foundations and Leadership in Duquesne’s School of Education. The coincidence of two proposals, the redesign of an extant doctoral program for practitioners, on one hand, and to design a new doctoral program for researchers, on the other, was the catalyst for the departmental “work group on the doctorate”. At the first meeting of the work group, the faculty began to experience the “CID Ripple Effect” as described by Shulman, et al. (2006).

The need to distinguish the doctorates in education derived from an acknowledgement of the obligations of doctoral students to both the enterprise of and the discipline of education, while differentiating how those in Ed.D. programs and those in Ph.D. programs fulfill those obligations. The “CID Ripple Effect” suggests that this challenge is best met by deliberating simultaneously the design or reform of Ph.D. programs and Ed.D. programs. That is exactly what happened at Duquesne. 

Our pilot initiative–which, at this writing, is still underway–comprises three parallel efforts: the re-design of our Ed.D. in educational leadership (IDPEL); the initial design of a CID-informed Ph.D.; and the development and utilization of a design-based research protocol. Our pilot initiative–and, therefore, the present study–is informed by the Carnegie Foundation’s work in the areas of the scholarship of teaching and learning (SoTL), stewardship, and signature pedagogy. 

Scholarship of Teaching and Learning.  SoTL is “a concept of moral action, aimed at cultural change” (Shulman, 2002, p.vii). Over the last two decades SoTL has evolved into the bedrock for serious investigations of the teaching-learning process (see Boyer, 1990; Huber, 1999; Huber & Hutchings, 2005; Hutchings, 2000, 2002; Huber & Morreale, 2002). The moral claim that underlies SoTL is what Shulman (2002) called the pedagogical imperative, an obligation that comes with intervening in the teaching-learning process. Having proposed such an intervention, we became obligated to make our CPED efforts “public and thus susceptible to critique [so that] it becomes community property, available for others to build upon.” (Shulman, 2004, p. 43). SoTL–and its underlying moral claim–is the reason why our pilot initiative includes developing and utilizing a design-based research protocol. Because our pilot initiative will expand eventually to deliberations of all doctoral programs in our School of Education, we expect the pilot protocol to be helpful well beyond the pilot phase.

The design-based research protocol will help us argue our design decisions, document the theoretical and empirical antecedents of those decisions, and develop and test the “proto-theories” that are consequences of design decisions (Barab & Squire, 2004; Cobb, 2001; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer & Schauble, 2003; Collins, 1992; Dede, 2005). “[D]esign-based research, which blends empirical educational research with the theory-driven design of learning environments, is an important methodology for understanding how, when, and why educational innovations work in practice.” (Design-Based Research Collective, 2003, p.5). By researching the learning environments that emerge from our pilot initiative (the present study is an example) and subsequent design efforts with other doctoral programs, we hope to enact the pedagogical imperative and perhaps influence the formation of doctoral students. 

Stewardship. The frame of stewardship developed because, while some faculty were revisiting our extant Ed.D., others were inspired to develop a new Ph.D. that reflected the lessons learned from the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate or CID (Golde & Walker, 2006; Walker, Golde, Jones, Bueschel, & Hutchings, 2008). Although the faculty intend to implement the new Ph.D. program after the pilot initiative, its initial design will function as a foil for the re-design of our professional practice doctorate in educational leadership. Berliner’s CID Essay (2006) identified 5 steps that could be taken to improve Ph.D. preparation. Berliner’s 5th, as we came to call it, was “Develop an Understanding of Educational Policy” (p. 282) and has yielded deliberations of stewardship for the discipline and for profession of education. Richardson (2006) addressed the distinction in her CID Essay as well, but in terms of the “field of study” and the “enterprise of education”. The faculty’s focus on a stewardship of practice has guided them to questions regarding assessments, especially capstone assessments. The intention is to focus on the knowledge capacities inherent in stewardship (generation, conservation, and transformation) and on the moral formation of those who would–in the context of our pilot initiative–lead schools and school districts. 

Signature Pedagogy. Signature pedagogy arose as an explanatory concept from the Carnegie Foundation’s Preparation for the Professions Program (PPP), an investigation of the professional preparation of engineers, clergy, lawyers, physicians, nurses, and educators. Substantial publications have or will soon appear from the studies of engineering, the clergy, law, medicine, and nursing. Not so for education. Education was found to lack a signature pedagogy. 

Shulman (2005) characterizes signature pedagogies as the salient, pervasive teaching practices that prepare aspirants for three fundamental aspects of professional work: “to think, to perform, and to act with integrity.” (p.52, original italics). At present, these aspects of professional practice are viewed as aligned with stewardship and that alignment has become the motivation to instigate design studies focused on the capstone demonstrations of learning by those who seek to practice education. 
According to Shulman (2005), signature pedagogy is considered to have three dimensions: a surface structure (what the teaching ‘looks like’); a deep structure (assumptions about teaching and learning in the field); and an implicit structure (beliefs about what should be valued in the field, including professional dispositions). As faculty have contemplated capstone demonstrations of learning (and the assessment of those demonstrations), they have been intrigued by the deep and implicit structures especially as they align with assessment and evaluation: the key components for developing a signature pedagogy (McCown et al., 2007; McCown & Moss, 2007).

If we think of evaluation, literally, as the placing of value, we can examine how value is placed. Imagine, for example, two members of a university tenure and promotion committee. They are looking at a candidate’s teaching record. Both evaluators observe the same variation in a grade distribution, something approximating a normal curve, let’s say. The first evaluator infers from the data that the course is rigorous and that the instructor maintains very high standards. The second evaluator infers from the same data that the instructor failed to facilitate the learning necessary to achieve the high standards of the course. The inferences reveal what each evaluator is willing to claim and accept as evidence. The two evaluative performances reveal disparate assumptions regarding the teaching-learning process. (see McCown & Hopson, 2006a; Schreiber & McCown, 2006; Schreiber, McCown, & Perry, 2008).
In our pilot initiative, we are seeking to reveal the assumptions about teaching and learning that operate in our educational leadership program. Examining our evaluative practices allows us to see if our words match our deeds. By what assessments do we generate data, render evidence, and make claims? What arguments do we make, what accounts of our students’ learning and the quality of their preparation do we render? (see Shulman, 2007) So, as a starting point, we are examining how we have placed value with regard to the competence and formation of our doctoral students and with regard to the quality of our preparation program. 

Using the frame of stewardship, self- examination of evaluation practice should help us imagine, design, and test the assessments of competence and formation that would distinguish practitioners from academicians. For example, we are entertaining the possibility that generating, conserving, and transforming knowledge requires all doctoral students to inquire (see Boote & Beile, 2005; Eisenhart & DeHann, 2005; Maxwell, 2006), argue (see Booth, Colomb, & Williams, 2003; Kelly & Yin, 2007), and teach at high levels of competence and with clear understanding of the moral consequences of those actions (see Golde, 2006; Hostetler, 2005; Walker et al., 2008). Within inquiry, argument, and teaching, however, we have some preliminary ideas for distinguishing the capstone assessments of practitioners and academics. By starting with the end in mind (Shulman et al., 2006), we are imagining potential contributions to the problem of an “unsigned pedagogy”, including implications for laboratories of practice, and studying how other institutions have placed value, especially those that have been recognized for developing “professionally anchored” capstone assessments (Murphy & Vriesenga, 2005; Dembo & Marsh, 2007). As we move beyond our pilot initiative, we will be able to test the generalizability of our efforts to distinguish practitioners and professors. For these reasons, we anticipate that CPED@Duquense efforts will alter, perhaps drastically, the capstone demonstrations of learning in IDPEL in the future. At present, however, the IDPEL capstone is still a dissertation and the IDPEL Cohort of 2009 was, in the summer of 2007, and continues, in the spring of 2008, to develop their capacity to generate sound dissertations.

(Additional contextual detail regarding CPED@Duquesne can be found the in several working papers that have been produced to date. For those interested in how CPED@Duquesne has been framed by the School’s Identity, by our attempt to create a “Culture of Argument”, and by enacting the principles of design-based research, we recommend McCown, Miller, Schreiber, and Welch, 2007.)

Because our pilot initiative has targeted the capstone demonstration of learning as the key design parameter, we began investigating the literature. One of the arguments being discussed in the literature on capstones was based on the claim that the literature review is key to doctoral preparation.

Arguing the Dissertation Literature Review

In their article, “Scholars Before Researchers: On the Centrality of the Dissertation Literature Review in Research Preparation,” Boote and Beile argue the claim that “a thorough, sophisticated review of the literature is even more important in education research, with its messy, complex problem, than in most other fields and disciplines.” (2005, p.3). They view the dissertation literature review as the “foundation” and “inspiration” for sound, doctoral dissertations in education and, by extension, for improving the quality of educational research in the future.

Boote and Beile argue also that faculty who carry the responsibility for preparing the next generation of educational researchers have generally ignored and misunderstood the critical role played by the literature review in that preparation. After providing criteria–in the form of an evaluative rubric based on Hart (1999) and refined in Boote and Beile (2004)–they used the rubric to interrogate the quality of doctoral dissertations from a variety of colleges of education in public universities. Their interrogation did not differentiate between Ed.D. and Ph.D. dissertations. They used their findings to refine their conception of the literature review and to examine implications for the doctoral preparation of educational researchers.

The major artifact of Boote and Beile’s work is their “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” (2005, p.8). The rubric was developed as research tool to investigate the quality of dissertation literature reviews (Boote & Beile, 2004). The clear implication of the work is that the rubric might support further research and that it might serve as an evaluative tool in doctoral programs. Indeed, we expect that the rubric will be used for additional research as well as for assessment of student performance and program quality, both within and across doctoral programs. In other words, we expect Boote and Beile’s “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” to be deliberated and used by those who seek to design new ways of preparing doctoral students in education. 

Maxwell, in his commentary on ‘”Scholars Before Researchers”, raises several important issues that are worthy of discussion among those who seek to interrogate the role of the literature review in educational scholarship generally and in dissertations in particular. The issues raised should be interests as well to those who seek more broadly to enhance the quality of doctoral preparation. In this paper, we focus on Maxwell’s claim that Boote & Beile’s emphasis on thoroughness or comprehensiveness of dissertation literature reviews deemphasizes the imperative for relevance. 

Maxwell claims that relevance is a key criterion for any assessment of dissertation literature reviews. He reasons that by emphasizing comprehensiveness and de-emphasizing relevance, Boote and Beile conflate the purposes of “reviews of research” with “reviews for…research” (2006, p.28, original italics). 

Maxwell builds his argument by citing the distinctive natures of reviews of research and reviews for research. The former are represented by review articles: scholarly products in and of themselves. Reviews of research literature are not preambles to a research studies; they are the studies. Reviews for research are represented by empirical articles and by dissertations. Typically, the purpose of a dissertation literature review is to inform the research study (or studies) that the doctoral student will execute and report in her or his dissertation. (The exception would be an atypical dissertation, one that is a critical review of research.)

In Boote and Beile’s original article (2005), the authors discuss implications for doctoral preparation. Maxwell’s (2006) commentary concludes with a section focused entirely on implications for doctoral preparation, including five strategies he employs with his own doctoral students. In their rejoinder to Maxwell, Boote and Beile (2006) address more directly the implications of their criteria for dissertation literature reviews for doctoral preparation. In response to Maxwell’s call for relevance as a criterion, Boote and Beile rejoin that relevance is addressed in their original rubric under their “coverage” criterion: that decisions regarding the inclusion and exclusion of literature are justified by the reviewer. They point out also that thoroughness in reviewing literature contributes to a developing understanding of the literature, an understanding that may very well change how decisions to include or exclude are justified and executed. Our point here is that Boote and Beile’s argument for thoroughness and Maxwell’s for relevance, when taken together, enjoin those who prepare doctoral students to attend to the teaching and learning that bear on dissertation literature reviews. Boote and Beile’s rejoinder ends as follows:

His [Maxwell’s] critique and our rejoinder have explored some of the conceptual and normative issues at play as we attempt to repurpose the dissertation literature review specifically, and dissertations and doctoral programs in education generally. However, these conceptual and normative discussions will be greatly limited if left as abstractions and not examined in empirical studies and substantiated in detailed examples. Such studies and concrete exemplars not only will help us to understand further the roles the literature review can and should play, they will also help students, candidates, and faculty understand what they are working toward. (2006, p. 34).
The call to engage the conceptual and normative issues–not just abstractly but operationalized as “studies and concrete exemplars”–fits with the broader rationale of the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate. CPED and the argument surrounding dissertation literature reviews constitute two facets of the context that spawned our design of a learning tool that would help us construct our dissertations. A third–and the final facet discussed in this paper–is the learning context in which we participated as designers.

The IDPEL Research Seminar
The design of the learning tool for the dissertation literature review took place in a research seminar during our second summer of the Interdisciplinary Doctoral Program for Educational Leaders (IDPEL). Because both the program and the seminar are context for our design work, a brief overview of key features of the program is followed by a description of our seminar.

Program Features. IDPEL culminates in an Ed.D. and, for those with the requisite experience and credentials, certification to serve as a superintendent of a school district (in Pennsylvania that is the “Superintendent’s Letter of Eligibility”). The program began in 1993 and since that time has admitted a cohort of students once every three years. As currently configured, students complete three years of coursework (on a part-time basis). The fourth year of the program begins with a comprehensive assessment that qualifies students for candidacy.  Otherwise, the fourth-year of the program is devoted to the dissertation, although additional time may be taken until the statute of limitations is reached. Other features of IDPEL are available through the website of the School of Education at Duquesne (http://www.education.duq.edu/).
One feature of the doctoral program not described on the website, but that served as critical context for our design effort, is the use of “Talking Papers”, so called because they are to be used as the basis for research discussions with faculty, outside mentors, and peers. The program requires us to generate talking papers as course assignments in research seminars at the end of the first and second years. A third talking paper is assigned as the major product of the “Dissertation Seminar” in our third and final year of coursework. Each talking paper is to be a successive approximation of our dissertation proposal. The programmatic goal for the “Talking Papers” feature is twofold: 1) to help us emerge from three years of course work with a developed argument–including a literature review–rather than merely a “topic of interest”; and 2) to facilitate the completion of our dissertations within the fourth year. 

The Seminar. The authorship of this paper comprises the 22 participants in the 2007 summer seminar. Twenty of us are doctoral students belonging to the IDPEL cohort of 2009 (the year when they are scheduled to complete their dissertations); two of us are faculty members. All twenty-two of us engaged as participant-observers or, in this case, “participant-designers”. The faculty members joined as participant-designers, they also functioned in additional roles related to the planning and conduct of seminar as well as assessment and evaluation. 

In advance of the seminar, we read a detailed syllabus, a written introduction and rationale for focusing on the literature review, and articles in advance of the first session. Three articles from Educational Researcher were assigned: Boote & Beile (2005); Maxwell’s critique of Boote & Beile (2006); and Hostetler’s comment on “good” research” (2005). We were also advised to reread Booth, Columb, & Williams (2003). Booth et al. was a primary text for our first year seminar the previous summer and was assigned to develop skills in interpreting and generating scholarly arguments. We also prepared, in advance, drafts of our Second Talking Paper. During the seminar, and as a function of formative feedback, a “Critical Analysis Outline” that we had been used in an earlier research methods course was consulted in the course of evaluating arguments from the reading assignments and generating arguments in support of rubric design.

As mentioned, the seminar in which the design work occurred marked the end of our second year in the doctoral program. The seminar met for four consecutive days in the summer of 2007. Thus, we had completed their First Talking Paper the previous summer. The First Talking Paper–completed in the summer of 2006–focused on moving from topics to questions (see Booth, Columb, & Williams, 2003) and included an annotated bibliography. The questions that emerged from the First Talking Paper were not characterized as “research questions”. Rather, they were to be seen as informing a “reading agenda”, as “foci for entering literatures in order to more clearly understand the nature of the theoretical, empirical, and methodological frames” that might, eventually, support a claim that a particular question rose to the level worthy of investigation. 

The focus of the second seminar in the summer of 2007 was the Second Talking Paper, with particular attention to the literature review and to the design of the learning tool: a developmental rubric for the dissertation literature review. An excerpt from the syllabus, describing the “Products of Learning” for the seminar in the summer of 2007 follows:

Our learning in the seminar will produce two products: 1) a developmental rubric for the dissertation literature review and 2) the Second Talking Paper.  The rubric will be the outcome of our collective efforts in both small design groups and in the seminar group (including instructors).  The Second Talking Paper is, of course, an individually generated learning product.  Each product of learning is described below in turn.

Developmental Rubric for the Dissertation Literature Review

In the course of the seminar sessions, we will examine arguments regarding the elements and criteria that should constitute a dissertation literature review. On the basis of our critical review of extant arguments, we will generate a rubric that will be serve as a formative tool for the Second Talking Paper, the Third Talking Paper (the product of next year’s Dissertation Seminar), the dissertation proposal, and the dissertation.

The generation of a developmental rubric for the dissertation literature review will serve three purposes in the seminar.  

First, generating the developmental rubric will allow us to enhance our argument skills.  In order to generate a developmental rubric, we must examine extant arguments in the required readings and then make our own claims regarding the characteristics and criteria that ought to be included in a developmental rubric for a dissertation literature review.  The claims we make for what constitutes a good dissertation literature review and what constitutes an excellent dissertation literature review will be reasoned, evidenced and warranted in the course of our work sessions in the seminar.

Second, generating the developmental rubric will afford us the opportunity to put our arguments to the test by using the principles of design-based research to evaluate our rubric.  Starting with extant arguments for a dissertation literature review, we will take into account our need to create a tool that can guide each of you as you generate successive approximations of the dissertation literature review.  We will argue our design decisions, document the theoretical and empirical antecedents of those decisions, and develop and test the “proto-theories” that are consequences of design decisions (Barab & Squire, 2004; Brown, 1992; Cobb, 2001; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer & Schauble, 2003; Collins, 1992; Dede, 2005).
Third, generating the developmental rubric will provide the means by which the major element in the Second Talking Paper–the literature review–will be assessed and evaluated, both formatively and summatively.

The Second Talking Paper
A major culminating activity of IDPEL coursework is a Third Talking Paper required during the “Dissertation Seminar”, held in the fall of the third and final year of coursework.  An excerpt from a previous syllabus for that course follows: 

A good “talking paper” includes a statement about a research topic that is of interest, a description of why the topic is important to the field and why it is of interest to the cohort member, and a preliminary theoretical argument in support of a research question(s)–with support for that theoretical argument using both logic and empirical evidence found in literature.  A talking paper does not contain the final literature review as will Chapter 2 of a dissertation proposal.  Rather, a talking paper lays out the major points, describes why they are the major points, and offers enough support to convince the reader that the writer is interested, knows what he or she is talking about, and is familiar with the status of research in that particular topic area.  A good Third Talking Paper is a good tool on which to base conversations with potential committee members; a good Third Talking Paper also is a good tool for thinking about one’s own work.  A really good Third Talking Paper could turn into the rudiments of a dissertation proposal and, ultimately, a dissertation.

The Second Talking Paper is the required individual learning product in.  It is another in the series of successive approximations intended to guide your thinking and develop foundational skills and practices prerequisite to adequate progress toward the dissertation. 

The Second Talking Paper will be based on critical readings in each participant’s potential area of dissertation interest (stemming from and extending the Annotated Bibliography from the First Talking Paper). It is quite possible that your interest and the questions that guided your reading of literature over the last year have changed, perhaps dramatically.  The Second Talking Paper should reflect whatever changes have occurred since completing the First Talking Paper last summer.  The process of the completing successive approximations will help you develop skills to analyze research questions, strengthen useful search and annotation strategies, and gain a better understanding of “what’s out there” on a chosen topic.  The process also helps you eliminate possible research topics and questions (see Booth et al., 2003).  Discovering what does not hold one’s interest is as useful as discovering what is interesting at this stage.

The Second Talking Paper will include the first approximation of a dissertation literature review.  It is expected, therefore, that the Second Talking Paper will reflect a considerable expansion of the First Talking Paper.  The length of the Second Talking Paper will depend on both the quantity of studies reviewed and the structure of the review.  Whatever its length, the Second Talking Paper is expected to be well written, follow APA style, and comprise an introduction and a literature review. 

The entire syllabus is available by e-mail request (addressed to: mccown@duq.edu). As implied in the syllabus excerpt above, in advance of our 2007 seminar, we had studied and used the argument framework promulgated by Booth, Columb, & Williams (2003) in our 2006 seminar. 

Having provided the context–theoretical and empirical antecedents–of our design work, the next section describes the process by which we designed the developmental rubric and, as will be seen, that process is framed by argument.

The Design (by Argument) Process
The product or artifact of our design work–a developmental rubric for dissertation literature reviews–is described in the final section of the paper. In this section, we describe the design process. In describing the process, however, we do not simply lay out the procedures we followed. We include our reasoning and some of the conclusions we adopted on the way to our ultimate design artifact. With that in mind, we consider the nature of and impetus for our design process.

Our process is characterized as “design by argument”. According to Booth, Columb, and Williams’s (2003) framework, the core of an argument comprises a claim, reasons for making the claim, and evidence that bear on the claim. Warrants connect the evidence and the reasoning to the claim and, therefore, serve as the bonds that hold the core elements together. Using that framework, we interrogated claims from the literature and made our own claims in an effort to design–by argument–a learning tool that would help us generate sound literature reviews in our dissertations.

We needed for a learning tool that would bridge the gap between our literature review capacities as we entered the seminar in the summer of 2007 and the capacities we are expected to demonstrate via our dissertations, scheduled for completion in 2009. One way to characterize our status with regard to dissertation literature reviews was that after traveling for two years with a general notion of where we were heading, we needed to fix our destination more precisely and plot a course to get there. Another way that we thought about our task was that we had first to see our target clearly and then develop an instrument for hitting it. Thus, the design process occurred in two phases: (1) determining our destination (expected capacity) and (2) plotting our course from our current location (extant capacity) to our destination. Each phase–along with the reasoning we generated during each phase–is described below.

Determining Our Destination
We began the design process with the end in mind, but the end we had in mind was not as clear as we needed it to be. As of this writing, all doctoral programs in the School of Education at Duquesne (both Ed.D. and Ph.D.) require dissertations as the capstone demonstration of learning. For this reason, general dissertation guidelines have been written to apply across doctoral programs. In addition to reading the general guidelines, which cover many of the procedural and logistical requirements of completing a “traditional” dissertation, we have had experience writing “lit reviews” in classes, reading “lit reviews” in research articles (what Maxwell called reviews for research), reading formal literature reviews (such as published in the Review of Educational Research, examples of what Maxwell called reviews of research), writing annotated bibliographies (in our First Talking Papers for example), and reading the literature reviews in dissertations by others. Based on such experiences, we had general notions of the role that literature reviews would play as we progressed through the program. That is, we had a general idea of our destination: a sound dissertation literature review that would support sound, approvable dissertation proposals and, ultimately, well-executed, approved dissertations. But what, exactly constitutes “a sound dissertation literature review”? We needed greater specification of our destination and turned to the seminar’s assigned readings in hopes of finding it.

We could have simply accepted Boote and Beile’s claims–and the assumptions underlying those claims–and declared our destination or target to be the highest levels of performance in each of the performance categories in their rubric. There were two reasons, however, for considering how Maxwell’s and Hostetler’s claims might mediate or even mitigate a wholesale acceptance of Boote and Beile’s “Literature Review Scoring Rubric”. First, IDPEL purports to prepare practitioners rather than professors. Given the program’s purpose and the aspirations of many of us to use our doctorates to advance the practice of education, it was deemed appropriate to consider Maxwell’s claim that relevance must be considered when judging the quality of a dissertation literature review as well as Hostetler’s claim that good educational research contributes to people’s well-being. Relevance speaks to practice and the purpose of educational practice is to contribute to the well-being of students and the professionals who are responsible for students. Second, construction encourages more critical thinking than adoption: it was assumed that by examining and arguing from different perspectives, we would construct a more useful conception of the dissertation literature review and that the resulting consensus would yield a more clearly specified destination. As a consequence of such reasoning, Boote and Beile’s rubric was not simply adopted as the endpoint of our journey. Rather, we interrogated their claims of what constitutes a sound dissertation literature review in light of Maxwell’s critique and Hostetler’s views of “good” educational research.

The “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” presented by Boote and Beile (2005)–and adapted from Hart (1999)–is a summative instrument. It was developed to study the quality of dissertation literature reviews across institutions. As a summative instrument, it prescribes the endpoint of a journey or, alternatively, a target at which to aim. As we considered it in the seminar, the question became: Does Boote and Beile’s “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” specify the right target for doctoral students seeking an Ed.D. in educational leadership, most with plans to use their doctoral credential to advance their careers in the practice of–rather than the study of–education?
Consider that as a summative evaluation tool, one potential use Boote and Beile’s rubric is program evaluation. Faculty might use the summative rubric to evaluate the quality of dissertation literature reviews of their graduates and then use that evaluation to improve program quality. Such an exercise would constitute one kind of “gap analysis”, an analysis that might lead faculty to design new learning paths and experiences in an effort to help future doctoral students arrive at excellence rather than mediocrity. Clearly, there is merit in conducting such an analysis: it fosters ongoing assessment of program quality and potential program improvement. However, our immediate purpose was not program improvement. Our purpose was to design a learning tool that could help us reach our destination. Rather than a summative rubric, we needed a developmental rubric, one that provided successive approximations of excellence and that served aspirations of practice.

We initiated the design process, therefore, by arguing about our destination or the target at which we should aim. Our argument started by reviewing the claims–and the assumptions underlying those claims–in the assigned readings: Boote & Beile’s rubric (2005), Maxwell’s critique (2006), and Hostetler’s comment on the nature of “good” educational research (2005). Boote and Beile’s claims culminated in their “Literature Review Scoring Rubric”, a rubric specifying five performance elements or categories: Coverage; Synthesis; Methodology; Significance; and Rhetoric. For reasons mentioned earlier, Maxwell claimed that “relevance” should be judged when evaluating the quality of dissertation literature reviews. Hostetler claimed that judging educational research as “good” requires going beyond an examination of methodological appropriateness to a justification of how a research study can benefit the human condition. We interrogated the published claims above through small and large group discussions. With the results of our critical discussions informing our views, we added introduced our own ideas into the mix.

By means of individual drafts, small group appraisals, small group drafts, and whole group appraisal, we interrogated our own claims as to the performance elements that should be in place to judge the quality of dissertation literature reviews of those who aspire to practice educational leadership. Through the interrogation of claims made in individual drafts and then in subsequent small-group drafts, we arrived at a consensus of the performance elements that should be used to judge the quality of dissertations of IDPEL students. The consensus yielded a set of performance elements that were clearly based on Boote and Beile’s categories, but that also reflected both Maxwell’s and Hostetler’s claims. Our consensus included four performance elements: Relevance, Synthesis, Significance, and Authorship. 

The nature of our performance elements, how they are similar to and different from Boote and Beile’s categories, and how they account for the literature we consulted are described in the final section of the paper that addresses our design product. For now, we continue our description of the design process. Having arrived at a consensus on the performance elements, we now had the outline of a target at which to aim. Our notions of where we were heading were clearer, but we still needed a way to reach our destination. We needed the criteria by which to judge performance in each of our four elements. 

Plotting Our Course 
Boote and Beile’s “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” included a three-point scale for the criteria they had identified within each of their performance categories (one criterion included a four-point scale–with a note of explanation). The scales were designed to facilitate summative judgments of a final product, such as the “quality gap” between literature reviews in completed dissertations and the highest score on each criterion. We needed an instrument that served a formative rather than a summative purpose. The gap we needed to address was between “where we are now” and “where we are headed”. The former was represented by our First Talking Papers completed in the summer of 2006 and by the drafts of our Second Talking Papers that we brought to the summer seminar in 2007; the latter by our critical discussions of extant literature and our own views on dissertation literature reviews. We needed the “developmental rubric”–previewed in the seminar syllabus–to facilitate self-assessment and peer assessment through successive approximations of our dissertation literature reviews. At this stage of the design process, we argued toward and achieved a consensus statement of purpose: "The purpose of our developmental rubric is to help each member of the IDPEL Cohort of 2009 prepare successive approximations of her or his dissertation literature review." 

The developmental rubric we designed took the form of an analytic performance rubric. Having determined the elements of performance (Relevance, Significance, Synthesis, and Authorship), we turned our attention to levels of performance. It was determined that the levels of performance in our developmental rubric should corresponded to the successive approximations of the literature reviews going forward: Second Talking Paper, Third Talking Paper, and the Dissertation Proposal. Because the endpoint will be our dissertation literature review and because that will be assessed–formatively and summatively–by one’s dissertation committee, we determined that our developmental rubric should identify the literature review in the dissertation proposal as the highest level of performance.
The “design by argument” process continued with reference to levels of performance as it had with reference to determining the elements of performance. Using the Second Talking Paper, Third Talking Paper, and the Dissertation Proposal as successive levels, we generated “proposals” regarding the criteria for each level within each element of performance. Again, starting with individual draft proposals, small groups were formed to interrogate those proposals.  Through that interrogation, each small group created a consensus version of the levels of performance for each element. The small group versions became a set of four developmental rubric prototypes. 

Each prototype was tested in a small group by using it as the basis for peer assessment and evaluation of the drafts of our Second Talking Paper. The object of the of the peer assessment and evaluation was to determine how well the prototype served peer evaluators in providing feedback and how well the feedback informed next steps for the authors. Based on this “trial run,” the four prototypes were refined within each group. The refined prototypes from the small groups were then critiqued by other small groups and eventually by the entire seminar, yielding our consensus developmental rubric: the artifact of our design (by argument) process.

The Design Artifact, What We Learned, and Next Steps

Boote & Beile (2005) present an assessment rubric that, they argue, can be used by doctoral faculty in judging the quality of dissertation literature reviews and, consequently, enhance their quality. Our design artifact is an a adaptation of Boote & Beile’s rubric, informed by Maxwell’s critique, Hostetler’s call for outcomes that benefit people, and our own deliberations of the learning needs of those who aspire to practice rather than study education. Following the process described in the previous section, we generated the following rubric for the purpose of helping each member of the IDPEL cohort develop successive approximations of her or his dissertation literature review. Our developmental rubric follows on the next page.

DEVELOPMENTAL RUBRIC: DISSERTATION LITERATURE REVIEW
	Elements of Performance
	Levels of Performance

	
	2nd Talking Paper
	3rd Talking Paper
	Proposal

	Relevance
	Literature that is relevant to the author’s developing research agenda is reviewed critically and points to needed “next steps”.
	Substantial literatures that are relevant to the author’s developing theoretical framework are reviewed critically. The introduction and conclusion justify the research problem and methodology.
	Literature review presents claims that are justified in terms of inclusion & exclusion of studies and provides reasons and warranted evidence to support claims made in response to questions from the “Critical Analysis Outline”.

	Synthesis
	The review accounts for the author’s developing research agenda. 
	Reviewed literature is clearly assessed, critically evaluated, and summarized with reference to research problem and the underlying theoretical framework. 
	Literature is evaluated with regard to gaps in the extant research both substantively and methodically. Synthetic claims made in response to questions from the “Critical Analysis Outline” are supported by reasons and warranted evidence that derives from the literature reviewed.

	Significance


	The review illustrates the author’s developing research agenda and signifies needed “next steps”.
	Reviewed literatures–individually and collectively– are clearly assessed, critically evaluated, and summarized in an attempt to support the claim that the research problem and the underlying theoretical framework are important questions to ask.
	The claim that the research advances both practice and scholarship is supported by the literature review though arguments built from responses to questions from the “Critical Analysis Outline”.

	Authorship


	The review shows clearly the authors’ developing research agenda, needed “next steps, and invites feedback regarding the agenda and “next steps”.
	Language & organizational structure of the review are constructed with the reader clearly in mind. Claims are supported with reasons and warranted evidence & qualifications are cited clearly so that the writer’s authority is established.
	Arguments are cogent, developed coherently; and demonstrate intellectual rigor and ethical concern for educational practice and scholarship. The author leads the reader through arguments that establish through carefully constructed syntheses (in response to the questions from the Critical Analysis Outline), the relevance and significance of the review and the research study it justifies.


Comparing our developmental rubric above to Boote and Beile’s scoring rubric, there are some notable differences. First, our rubric reflects Maxwell’s argument that relevance is a critical performance element in judging the quality of a dissertation literature review. Maxwell’s claim that there is a distinction between “reviews of” and “reviews for” research, coupled with our desire that our dissertations affect positively educational practice, led to the inclusion of “relevance” as a performance element rather than “coverage” as argued by Boote and Beile (2006). Second, although we follow Boote and Beile by including “synthesis” as a performance element, our synthesis includes Boote and Beile’s “methodology” criteria. It is possible that our combination may conflate criteria that would best be judged separately. However, our justification is that by making “methodology” part of the element of synthesis, we are more likely to review the methods of studies in the context of research questions and within the theoretical frame and practical context from which those questions arise. We further justify methodology and as constituent performance within synthesis because the “Critical Analysis Outline” we consulted provides questions that direct us to treat methods as a part of the overall analysis of studies we review. Third, Boote and Beile’s category of “rhetoric” made sense to us as a performance element. However, we have replaced “rhetoric with “authorship”. Our justification stems from lessons we have learned from studying the framework for argument by Booth et al. (2003). You will note that the criteria we have written for the “proposal” performance level includes “…the author leads the reader…”. That is a lesson that we began learning in the summer of 2006 and that was emphasized again in the seminar of 2007 (when we generated our developmental rubric). The lesson is that the author is facilitating the reader’s learning: that scholarship is a form of teaching. Our inclusion of authorship as an element of performance in a literature review is an attempt to enact that lesson.

In the language of argument, our developmental rubric is a claim. Generated, as it was, within the context of design-based research, it can be called a “design claim”. Our description of the process by which our rubric was generated provided reasons for that design claim. Additional reasoning in support of our design claim is provided in the justifications for why our formative rubric differs from Boote and Beile’s summative rubric. So, we have made a claim and shared our reasons for making that claim. The claim and the reasons for making the claim constitute two of the three core elements of an argument. The third is evidence. 

We have some evidence that bears on the utility and effectiveness of our developmental rubric as a learning tool. We submitted our Second Talking Papers two weeks after the four day seminar ended in July, 2007. We completed our Third Talking Papers as the major product of the dissertation seminar we completed in December, 2007. Using the criteria in our developmental rubric to evaluate the quality of the literature review sections our taking papers, the cohort has been successful in moving through those successive approximations. However, the real test, the conclusive evidence we need to judge the strength of our design claim will come with our dissertation proposals and, beyond that, the quality of our dissertations. This coming summer of 2008, we will engage in our comprehensive assessments. There are plans to collect data on our use of the rubric and on how useful is has been in moving us toward our dissertation proposals. There are plans also to use Boote and Beile’s “Literature Review Scoring Rubric” to assess the literature reviews in our forthcoming dissertations and compare them with literature reviews from the dissertations of previous IDPEL cohorts.

In short, we are still short on evidence. Even so, by documenting the theoretical and empirical antecedents of our design, we are positioned to document the theoretical and empirical consequences of our design. i.e., to complete the general requirements for design-based research. In this paper, we have documented the first step in a design-based study of the capstone demonstration of learning of IDPEL. As we continue to interrogate design proposals, test design prototypes, and make data-based adjustments, we expect our developmental rubric to change. Indeed, as indicated in our concluding summary below, there are reasons to expect changes in several aspects of Duquesne’s doctoral preparation of educational leaders. 

In summary, the major outcomes of our initial design effort includes the following:

• Our paper presents a learning tool in the form of a developmental rubric informed by theoretical and empirical literature and designed to help IDPEL students generate successive approximations of their dissertation literature reviews.

• We document an interrogation of Boote & Beile’s summative rubric in light of Maxwell’s critique and Hostetler’s argument for “good” educational research.

• We show an example of an interrogation of the dissertation as the capstone demonstration of learning for doctoral students who aspire to practice rather than study education (having assumed, in this case, that the dissertation is the capstone demonstration); 
• We show an example of how doctoral students, in the midst of their program, might design their own learning tools.

• Our design process and product invite critical review by others and, thus, contribute to the reform of doctoral preparation in education. Our design process and artifact will, hopefully, be evaluated critically as part of the national dialogue regarding capstone assessments for the professional practice doctorate. It will certainly be part of the CPED deliberations at Duquesne.

• Our study provides a small, initial foray into the use of design-based methods to investigate doctoral preparation. Framing the seminar as a design-based study, authored collectively by students and faculty, afforded opportunities for both students and faculty to model and assess their capacities of stewardship, for students to self-regulate, for faculty to develop professionally, and to evaluate design-based research as a candidate signature pedagogy for the professional preparation of educational leaders. 

• Our study contributes to the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate by making claims that have yet to be tested. Those claims have launched a research program relevant to doctoral reform, to the teaching-learning process in doctoral preparation, and to a mechanism for continuing design-based research, collectively engaged.

We invite you to interrogate our claims, to test our claims in your own contexts: to join the argument in an effort to determine capstone demonstrations of learning and how the dissertation literature review can best serve as a milestone along the way. Through such argument, we believe we can construct capstone assessments that will enhance the rigor of the doctoral degree in education, the quality of educational research and practice, and position doctors of education to play a more central–and respected–role in the profession and the discipline of education.
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