Accounting for Educational Leadership Preparation:

Perspectives from (and for) the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate

	Rick McCown

Duquesne University
	Olga M. Welch

Duquesne University
	Robert Felner

University of Louisville


The Scenario:

The year is 2027. On the morning of February 23, you find the following editorial in the New York Times: 


[image: image1.jpg]DUQUESNE
UNIVERSITY

ScHOOL OF EDUCATION





The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate

at Duquesne University

(CPED@Duquesne)

Progress Report

31 May 2008

Executive Summary

The Progress Report that follows documents efforts of Faculty, Doctoral Students, and Administrators in the School of Education at Duquesne University as they have engaged the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED). The report’s purpose is to inform colleagues both at Duquesne and at other CPED institutions as they deliberate and test new ways to prepare doctoral students for educational practice.

The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate at Duquesne (CPED@Duquesne) was shepherded through the first year by an Administrative Support Team with advice from the School of Education’s Research Advisory Council. The work was informed by an ongoing effort by the entire faculty of the School of Education to operationalize the School’s identity through deliberations of the characteristics, character, and expected impacts that future graduates of Duquesne’s School of Education will demonstrate. CPED@Duquesne has recently entered a new phase. In accordance with our CPED Operational Plan, a Coordinating Committee now serves as a clearinghouse for design proposals and tests of prototypes. Each member of the Coordinating Committee, representing a different doctoral program in the School of Education, will convene a working group that will focus initially on the several design parameters of CPED. Each working group will include faculty and doctoral students from different doctoral programs. The intent is to engage inter-departmental deliberations that will advance our pilot initiative and inform design considerations pertinent to all doctoral programs in the School of Education.

The work to date has focused on “beginning with the end in mind” viewed through the lenses of “design concepts” based on previous work of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. We have deliberated those design concepts to interrogate what it means to be a “steward of practice”. More particularly, we have asked what capstones and milestones of learning are most likely to produce stewards of practice that possess the characteristics and character we seek in all graduates of Duquesne’s School of Education.

As the work proceeds, we have been documenting deliberations, proposals, and design experiments in an effort to build a “Culture of Argument” in our School. The cultural milieu we seek is framed by our School’s identity and by our commitment to study the CPED process as it unfolds at Duquesne. 

To date, the work has yielded four “CPED@Duquesne Working Papers”, seven conference presentations, a number of “assignments” prepared for CPED Convenings, and reports to the faculty and administration at Duquesne. The work has yielded also preliminary evidence that a culture of argument is developing in our School of Education.

CPED@Duquesne has informed and been informed by two related projects: the Duquesne Educational Leadership Symposium and the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy. Both projects have expanded our network of scholars and practitioners collaborating in the interrogation of designs focused on enhancing the preparation of educational leaders and accounting for the impact of those designs.

Challenges have emerged, but we see those challenges as reflecting progress toward substantive changes in our approach to doctoral preparation and as opportunities to reveal and challenge the assumptions that have operated in our programs.
Structural Definitions

A. Training and Facilitation

Throughout the deliberations connected to the CPED@Duquesne effort, we have collected data that conform to our design-based research protocol. Our design-based research efforts not only document the deliberations of the several groups that have become involved in CPED@Duquesne, but frame the nature of those deliberations. Consequently, those who become involved are provided with our design-based research framework as well as a number of documents to prepare them to engage in the design process. One example is described here.

As the number of faculty and doctoral students involved in CPED@Duquesne has expanded (see the Assessing Input and Defining Activities sections below), we have developed an “entry document” called “Questions and Answers for Potential CPED@Duquesne Participants” (see the attachment that accompanies this report).

The Q&A “entry document” was informed by a number of earlier reports, including reports to the full faculty, our Administrative Support Team, our Research Advisory Council, and others and by the questions that arose as a function of those reports.

All meetings are documented as “Argument Summaries”. Argument summaries are verified and in the course of that verification, faculty and doctoral students are engaged in review of claims, reasons, and evidence of earlier deliberations. We hypothesize that the use of argument summaries will help colleagues construct their own understandings of the utility of design-based research, especially as it helps us reveal and challenge assumptions that underlie our doctoral programs and our proposals for changes in the design of those programs.

B. Assessing Input

1. Human resources involved

a. Faculty

The pilot initiative at Duquesne focuses on our EdD program in educational leadership; faculty in that program (including research methodologists) have been involved. Faculty from other departments and other doctoral programs are represented on the Research Advisory Council, a standing committee in the SoE convened by the Associate Dean for Graduate Studies and Research and comprising the Program Directors of each doctoral program and the Director of Professional Development Schools and School Partnerships. Additional faculty are engaged as members of the CPED@Duquesne Coordinating Committee (CCC). Each CCC member also convenes a CPED Working Group; each group comprises additional faculty from all departments (as well as doctoral students). By the end of the summer of 2008, when Working Groups will be formed, we expect at least half of the full-time faculty to be engaged in one or more of the groups engaged in CPED deliberations.

b. Students

Several doctoral students have been engaged in CPED@Duquesne since the effort began. Some volunteered in the first year, others have been engaged as research assistants in order to fulfill our commitment to studying our design process. As indicated above, additional doctoral students–from all of the doctoral programs in the school (both EdD and PhD)–will be engaged as members of CPED@Duquesne Working Groups.

c. Administrative/clerical support

The Dean has been involved in CPED@Duquesne since the beginning as has the Associate Dean for Graduate Studies and Research and the Program Director of our EdD program in educational leadership (IDPEL). The Primary Investigator also serves as the Department Chair of Foundations and Leadership (DEFL), where the EdD in educational leadership is housed administratively. The Administrative Manager of DEFL and the Office Assistant that works for the Administrative Manager have provided most of the clerical support.

d. Administrative structure

The organizational chart of the School of Education as of September 1, 2007 follows:
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Addendum to the SoE Organizational Chart

Consultants and other Committees Included in SoE Policy and Procedures Manual 

 Father Naos McCool, Assistant Dean 

 APEX 

 Faculty Advocacy Committee 

 Academic Integrity Committee 

 Staff Council: Darlene Miller 

Student and Academic Services 

 Undergraduate Recruitment 

 Undergraduate Advisement 

 Career Services & Alumni 

 Graduate Admissions 

 SoE Database Management (STAN) 

 SoE Marketing 

 SoE Website 

 Certifications Processing 

 PRAXIS 

 Student Teaching Study Abroad 

 Dissertation Format Review 

 IRB Tracking 

 Surveys 

 Registration 

 Data Reporting 

 Committee Support (Student Standing, LTQC) 

Associate Dean for Graduate Studies and Research 

 Promotion & Tenure Oversight 

 SoE IRB Oversight 

Associate Dean for Teacher Education 

 Certification Officer 

 NCATE & PDE Oversight

2. What academic support resources are needed/available to your program design?

All of the academic support services required for review and approval of new programs are required and available. Support services required for research are also available although we seek enhanced services from those services.

3. What financial resources are needed/available to your program design?

A number of projects that contribute to the overall CPED@Duquesne effort has arisen: the Duquesne Educational Leadership Symposium (DELS) and the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy (PELA) are two. Although both projects have received external funding, we are seeking additional funding to support additional research and, in the case of DELS, to endow an annual invited symposium that will allow us to perpetuate a network of critical friends who intend to engage in collaborative, inter-institutional design research on the formation of educational leaders.

We have received a budget for CPED@Duquesne through the Provost’s Office to support travel to CPED convenings. As the design-based research agendas attached to CPED expand, we expect to seek additional funding from internal and external research grants.

4. What community resources are needed/available to your program design?

The Duquesne Educational Leadership Symposium (DELS) and the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy (PELA) have connected CPED@Duquesne to other scholars and practitioners. Additionally, CPED@Duquesne is being informed by the Superintendent’s Research Collaborative that has been established through our Leadership Institute. While these community resources are available to us at present, we are seeking ways to involve others, including our professional development schools and other agencies with which we have partnerships (see our original CPED proposal).

Eventually, we will seek resources through a newly appointed Advisory Board that represent a number of community efforts and perspectives.

5. What other resources are needed/available to your program design?

As our designs are tested and institutionalized, we expect to seek collaborative arrangements with other CPED institutions and other school districts well beyond the formal conclusion of CPED. The changes we are seeking will require a relatively long timeframe to observe and test. Therefore, we are seeking resources that will allow us to establish a long-term network of educational researchers, practitioners, and policy makers that can pursue continuous improvement of educational practice.

6. Regarding inputs, what challenges and concerns does your team have?

It is always difficult to build the airplane while you are flying it. One key challenge is that our current EdD program admits a cohort of students once every three years. Thus, major changes in the structure and requirements of the program will have to await the admission of a new cohort.  In the meantime, we are taking advantage of opportunities to test prototype designs that conform generally to the current program.

There are colleagues who are neither engaged nor supportive of the CPED@Duquesne effort at present. This is a challenge, but also an opportunity to build the argument that doctoral preparation in education is the lynchpin for change. The concerns and objections of colleagues mirror many of the concerns and objections that public forums have revealed (see the comments to the first Education Week article on CPED). Such concerns and objections provide a way of developing and testing our transformative capacities as stewards.

7. What are next steps with resources?

Coordinating our design studies, clarifying design research agendas, and seeking funding for collaboration with partners to sustain our efforts beyond CPED.

C. Defining Activities

1. Planning processes

a. CPED Institutional Meetings

Pre-CPED. In the fall of 2005, discussions began regarding the redesign of our extant EdD program in educational leadership (IDPEL). Independent of the redesign work for our extant EdD program, work was also proceeding on the design of a new PhD program inspired by David Berliner’s CID essay (see 2006–a pre-publication version from the Carnegie website was initially consulted) and, in particular, his 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 redesign our established EdD program and to design a new PhD program were presented to the faculty at the 22 August 2006 retreat of the Department of Educational Foundations and Leadership in the School of Education.  The coincidence of redesign of an extant doctoral program for practitioners, on one hand, and the design of 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, we began to experience the “CID Ripple Effect” as described by Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, & Garabedian (2006).

Administrative Support Team. An Administrative Support Team (AST) was formed to facilitate our efforts to propose how we would engage the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED). The AST also served as the early planning group that coordinated resources, reports to School of Education faculty and to university administration, and consultation with the School of Education’s Research Advisory Council (RAC), representing all doctoral programs in the School of Education. The AST formulated and approved the CPED “Operational Plan” that turned over primary responsibility from the AST to the “CPED Coordinating Committee” (CCC).

CPED Coordinating Committee. The CCC was formed after consultation with the Research Advisory Council. Doctoral Program Directors or their designees were identified. With one exception, all doctoral programs in the School of Education are currently represented on the CCC. Each member of the CCC will convene a “CPED Working Group”. 

CPED Working Groups. Each of the five CPED Working Groups includes faculty from each department in the School of Education and doctoral students from various doctoral programs (both PhD and EdD). As recommended by the RAC, the Working Groups will have initial foci that correspond to the CPED design concepts: SoTL, Signature Pedagogy, Core, Labs of Practice, and Capstones. In light of the “ripple effect”, we expect all Working Groups to engage proposals pertinent to all of the design concepts and to do so across all of our doctoral programs. 

Duquesne Educational Leadership Symposium. In addition to the internal meetings–and in response to encouragement from colleagues within the CPED consortium and the University Council for Educational Administration–Duquesne held its first annual invited symposium focused on doctoral preparation. Senior scholars from the following universities attended: Buffalo, Indiana, Florida State, Missouri, North Carolina, Texas (Austin), Texas (San Antonio), Toronto, and Utah. The symposium was entitled “The Formation of Educational Leaders” and included sessions focused on collaborative research agendas through a network of “critical friends”. The network will convene at upcoming meetings of UCEA and AERA before the second annual DELS conference scheduled for May, 2009.

Research Advisory Council (RAC). RAC represents faculty from the doctoral programs in the School of Education. Its members provide the communication link with Duquesne research departments; they advise and guide the Office of Research and play an active roll in the advancement of the Duquesne University research enterprise. RAC has and will continue to serve as a source of critical review for design proposals that emanate from the CPED@Duquesne project.

Weekly Operational Meetings. Our efforts were and continue to be informed by collaborations between the Primary Investigator, the Associate Dean of Graduate Studies and Research, and a doctoral student who serves as Research Assistant for CPED@Duquesne. As the project has unfolded, other graduate assistants have been recruited to assist in data collection.

Operational meetings occur weekly and the topics discussed relate to design, implementation, and documentation processes. Many of these discussions have led to outputs that will be discussed in later sections of this report. 

The graduate Research Assistant has been appointed to the operational team in order to provide a student perspective and aid in the development of our pilot initiative. The graduate Research Assistant developed the prototype of the “argument summary” instrument by which deliberations are documented. Working with the additional graduate assistants, the instrumentation is being refined as it continues to inform working papers, conference papers, technical reports, and other reports, such as this Progress Report. Argument summaries are also generated for the weekly operational meetings.

b. Setting mission

The faculty established the School’s identity as comprising three related elements: Educational Leadership; the Spiritan Tradition of Caring; and Scholarship for Schools. Scholarship for Schools means that as a faculty of education, we seek to engage in research that serves schools and especially the people who live and learn in them.

Duquesne’s vision for the education doctorate is framed by our identity, by our commitment to research the design process, and through the lenses of stewardship and formation (see McCown, Miller, Schreiber, & Welch, 2007).

c. Setting goals

Our operational plan was put in place with four goals in mind.  The first three goals pertain to our pilot initiative. First, to redesign our EdD in educational leadership program so that it becomes the degree of choice among those who aspire to practice education and those who seek to appoint educational leaders. Second, to design a new PhD program that prepares learning scientists whose transformative capacities include the policy arena (see Berliner, 2006; McCown & Hopson, 2006b; McCown, Miller, Moss, Henderson, & Hopson, 2007). The new PhD program will provide a point of comparison for the redesign of our educational leadership doctorate. Third, to develop a design-based research protocol that would enable us to study our design and redesign processes as well as establish an infrastructure to support continuous design, testing, and evaluation. 

The fourth goal is to take the lessons learned from our pilot initiative and apply those lessons to all doctoral programs in the school in order to continuously enhance the quality of those programs through design-based research and to contribute scholarship that seeks to generate ontological innovations (see diSessa & Cobb, 2004).

2. Design and Implementation Processes

a. Strategies

We are researching our design process through design-based research. This methodology allows us to design and test learning environments in context. According to the Design-based Research Collective, “[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.” (2003, p.5)

It can be viewed as a set of standards by which designs for learning should be developed and tested. It requires that designs be informed by theory and empiry and, in turn, that designs inform theory and empiry. (Barab & Squire, 2004; Cobb, 2001; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer & Schauble, 2003; Collins, 1992; Dede, 2005; diSessa & Cobb, 2004).

Design-based research fits well within the frame of Scholarship for Schools and for three reasons: (1) it situates decisions about teaching and learning in context; (2) it acknowledges continuous change and, therefore, the need for continuous design and testing; and (3) it demands scholarly argument.

As we propose various designs for doctoral preparation, DBR requires us to document the theoretical and empirical antecedents of those decisions. 

b. Action plan

Our CPED work is being carried out by inter-departmental groups of faculty and doctoral students. This includes a Coordinating Committee, Working Groups, the RAC, and our operational team and consultations with the larger CPED organization as well as a network of critical friends that was established at our recent invited symposium, “The Formation of Educational Leaders”. 

Each working group represents all of the doctoral programs in our School of Education as well as a potential doctoral program that is in its initial design cycle. It is a school-wide effort that promotes contextual diversity and various points of view. 

Our strategy is to build our capacity to argue by beginning with the end in mind and developing a norm of argument. 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. We have begun by asking three questions: What characteristics and capacities should those who aspire to engage professional practice possess? What characteristics and capacities should those who aspire to enter the academy possess? What should be unique in the formation of our doctoral graduates? 

We are using our understandings of CPED design not in isolation of but in the context of the work and the outcomes we seek to accomplish. 

By starting with the characteristics and capacities of those whom we will prepare, we can design learning environments with those ends in mind and we can test our designs to see how they contribute to the development of those characteristics and capacities. 

3. Documentation Processes

a. How are you documenting activities and processes?

Our data collection strategy includes documenting all deliberations across the various groups in terms of the claims made, reasons given, evidence cited, and warrants provided. (In the case of warrants, we are developing methods by which unspoken warrants might be identified through emergent theme analysis and then tested independently though other methods such as latent semantic analysis. At the deliberations, a “data collector” is present to document the arguments posed by the working groups. The “data collector” uses an argument template, which is subject to revision in order to improve its usefulness in collecting relevant data. The deliberations are also recorded.  At present audio files are created and downloaded.  We are planning to use video recording and software that will allow us to review sessions and “mark” various elements of the arguments that emerge.

By informing our working group colleagues that we intend to document the arguments made in the course of their deliberations, we hope to encourage members of the working groups to think about their discourse in terms of claims, reasons, evidence, and warrants. The conveners of the working groups are gaining experience in identifying elements of an argument and will be encouraged to identify claims when they are introduced in the course of a discussion. Once identified, the reasons, evidence, and warrants can be pursued. The groups will also be encouraged to summarize each session with regard to the claims, reasons, evidence, and warrants. (In many cases, we expect a group summary to include a statement that evidence for a particular claim needs to be sought. Even so, such summaries will provide evidence that a norm of argument is developing within the working group.)

The summaries as well as notes taken by the “data collector” are examined after each working group meeting. An “argument summary” is constructed and given to the working group convener for the subsequent meeting. At the next meeting, the argument summary will be examined and corrected as the first order of business. In this way, we hope to facilitate the development of the norm and, not so incidentally, advance arguments from one meeting to the next rather than perseverating on one point over multiple meetings. The corrected summaries can be submitted for analyses within and across working groups and so document and inform the antecedents and consequences of designs, theoretically and empirically. These summaries along with the “data collector” notes are posted to a Google Groups website as a way to organize the data and make the deliberations public. (We hope to begin using the CPED website in order to invite expanded review.)

A number of claims–and the arguments built from those claims–have been documented in our CPED@Duquesne Working Papers, conference presentations, and technical reports.

When sound arguments have been identified with sufficient evidence to support them, the claims become prototypes. These prototypes are implemented and then evaluated. Data are collected either to support or refute the prototypes. Adjustments and changes can be made based on sound arguments made during working group deliberations, which will spark the beginning of the next design cycle. The “design studies mentioned elsewhere in this report are examples.

Lastly, we intend to publish our claims and the arguments built around those claims so that our proposed design and the test of our prototype design can be critically reviewed and used by others. 

4. Design Research

a. What research has been done to define your program design?

In addition to reviewing literature to identify the theoretical antecedents of design proposals, we have been interrogating our extant programs to determine the empirical antecedents that should be taken into account. We have also started “benchmarking” with our network of critical friends to interrogate design prototypes.

Aside from documenting and analyzing the arguments that are emerging from our design deliberations, three design studies of prototypes are currently underway: the participant design study of a developmental rubric for literature reviews, the thematically-related dissertation groups, and the new admission procedures for IDPEL. Data have been collected in all of these studies and reports from the first design cycles have or soon will be completed.

Our study of the CPED@Duquesne process has yielded some interesting preliminary findings regarding the evolution of a “culture of argument” in the School of Education. At present, we have documentation of a developing “lexicon of argument” that has been used in a variety of contexts from classes to faculty deliberations regarding new regulations from the Pennsylvania Department of Education, even to a recent administrative debate regarding budget allocations. Papers presented at UCEA and AACTE document how the culture of argument is finding its way into considerations of our undergraduate teacher education program and attempts to programmatically operationalize matters of social justice.

5. Challenges and Concerns

a. Explain the challenges exist at your institution

Our challenges exist in two categories: capacity and engagement. 

In terms of capacity, we are collecting a large amount of qualitative data that require analysis. We are developing procedures that will facilitate that analysis, but are also seeking funding to support additional doctoral students who can learn about design-based research by working on the CPED@Duquesne initiatives. As we expand our deliberations to five separate Working Groups, the demand for data collection and analysis will increase.

Capacity is being stretched also as we pursue other projects that inform CPED@Duquesne, such as the collaborative design research that will be undertaken by the network of critical friends and out involvement in the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy.

Engagement is a challenge in two ways. First, those who are eager to engage in CPED@Duquesne must be brought “up to speed” in terms of the rationale for the effort, the design concepts that are guiding the effort, and in many cases the design-based research approach that is guiding the entire project. (See the Q&A attachment mentioned in Section A of this report.) Second, those who are not eager to engage in CPED@Duquesne, especially those who have concerns about the changes to doctoral preparation that might result as a consequence of CPED, must be heard. Hesitancy to engage the effort means we must find additional venues to make sure that concerns are heard clearly and that they are addressed. 

Those described by the second “engagement challenge” are certainly a minority, but a minority whose input is important. As a consequence of this second engagement challenge, one of the doctoral programs in the school is not represented on our CPED Coordinating Committee. However, faculty from that program have agreed to engage as members of the CPED Working Groups. We are hopeful that their participation in the working groups will provide a venue to deliberate their concerns: to interrogate reciprocally claims regarding the concerns as well as claims for new designs.

b. Define the concerns voiced at your institution

The concerns that have been voiced include concerns for a diversion of capacity as well as concerns similar to those that accompanied the first “Education Week” article on CPED in March of 2007: elitism, another waste of time and money, a diversion of capacity needed elsewhere, and derogation of the EdD.

6. Other

a. Are there other activities that your institution has done?

The Duquesne Educational Leadership Symposium and the participation in the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy are the prime examples of “other activities” that we see as informing CPED@Duquesne.

7. Next Steps

a. Outline the steps that will be taken over the next year to reach your institutional goal

The CPED Working Groups will interrogate our current doctoral programs in light of the CPED design concepts. We expect to reveal and challenge assumptions underlying our current programs in an effort to establish the theoretical and empirical antecedents of design proposals on the way to testing design prototypes.

The educational leadership group will continue to engage the IDPEL Quality Council, the Working Groups, the CCC, the RAC, and the network of critical friends created at DELS to interrogate proposals and test prototypes across the CPED design concepts.

The design-based research protocol will be examined critically to determine the capacity reallocation that will be required to make CPED@Duquesne more public and, therefore, more accessible for critical review.

b. What is the timeline for reaching creating an exemplary proofing site for CPED?

We expect a fully revised program for the professional doctorate in educational leadership to be in place for the next cohort of students, currently scheduled for admittance in the summer of 2011. However, we expect various design prototypes of our program in educational leadership to be tested initially within the next year. Similarly, we expect design prototypes to be tested in other doctoral programs in the next year.

We do not assume that a fully revised program to represent any more than one iteration of a design cycle. For that reason, we expect that within the next year we will have a design-based research process in place that could inform other institutions interested in putting in place a continuous design process: one that would afford continuous program evaluation for local use and that can contribute ontological innovations to the field. One example that holds promise as of this writing is a candidate signature pedagogy for the formation of educational leaders called “systematic and intentional inquiry” (Moss, 2002; Moss & McCown, 2007; Moss & Shank, 2002; see also Section D below). Another example is a differentiation in the problem identification and understanding phase of research that would form the basis for capstones for aspiring practitioners and for aspiring researchers.

D. Monitoring the Change Process: Outputs

1. Describe the development of core learning experiences

Our pilot initiative includes the redesign of IDPEL (our professional doctorate in educational leadership) as well as the design of a new PhD that attempts to bridge the gap between research and policy. 

In terms of the former, our focus has been on the need to “centralize” the role of learning and assessment. In particular, we are considering the need for aspiring educational leaders to construct understandings of how learning is situated and how data can inform the contextual contributions to student learning. Core learning experiences that afford students the opportunity to distinguish the constructs of learning and achievement are seen as critical. With that distinction in mind, the consequential validity of assessments of learning and of mandated assessments of achievement are key.

Regarding the later, our new CID-inspired PhD, our focus is evaluation. Our goal is to develop a program that will prepare scholar-teachers who can not only generate theoretically informed empiry, but also transform data from research and evaluation studies into sound, actionable policy recommendations.  Our working title for the prospective program is Learning Science, Evaluation, and Policy. In broad strokes, the program we purport to develop is all about learning: the science of learning; the evaluation of practice designed to facilitate learning; and how learning science and the evaluation of learning practice can inform policies that will improve the teaching-learning process in schools and communities.

Evaluation, quite literally, is the placement of value.  As such, evaluation practice not only informs, but also reveals. The processes by which we place value and the outcomes upon which we choose to place value reveal our assumptions and our intentions: they reveal what we choose to care about. Framed in this way, evaluation is at the heart of the program we propose. Evaluation occurs in context and that context includes the assumptions and intentions of those who place value. Sound evaluation practice accounts for context and, therefore, acknowledges that human learning is situated, that the scientific study of learning is situated, and that policy-making to improve education is situated.

We view evaluation as the kind of bridge that can carry the findings of learning scientists and practitioners to those who generate policy decisions. Evaluation can carry also the practical demands on policy makers to those who research and practice education. Evaluation that recognizes, understands, and responds to the social context in which human learning is situated (including the learning of not only students in our schools, but of researchers, teachers, administrators, politicians, and policy advisors) is a two-way connector.

2. Describe the development of or work towards laboratories of practice

Our extant program in educational leadership comprises an “ongoing practicum” that requires students to demonstrate various capabilities represented in the standards of the American Association of School Administrators and to do so in the context of their practice. These demonstrations are verified by mentors in practice and through portfolios that are presented as part of a “comprehensive assessment”.

New designs are being interrogated as a function of our work with the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy, which requires a year-long internship functioning as a school leader under the close supervision of a ‘mentor principal”.

3. Explain scholarship of teaching and learning experiences being developed for:

a. Faculty

For faculty, and as described elsewhere in this progress report, SoTL is taking the form of engaging in design-based research regarding our doctoral programs.

b. Doctoral students

For doctoral students, research assistants and those engaged in the CPED Working Groups are gaining experience in SoTL in the same way as faculty. Additionally, however, IDPEL students have engaged in a “participant design study” that interrogates a design that purports to improve the quality of dissertation literature reviews and investigates the role that literature reviews should play in designing and testing learning interventions in context.

Overall, both faculty and students are operationalizing the moral claim that underlies SoTL is what Shulman (2002) called the pedagogical imperative. Having signed on to design and redesign teaching and learning, we are obligated to make our CPED efforts “public and thus susceptible to critique. It then 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 to deliberations of all doctoral programs in our School of Education, we expect the pilot protocol to be helpful well beyond the pilot phase. 

4. Describe steps towards creating signature pedagogies

Within the frame of formation and stewardship, we are interrogating the possibility that generating, conserving, and transforming knowledge requires all doctoral students to inquire (see Boote & Biele, 2005; Eisenhart & DeHann, 2005; Maxwell, 2006), to argue (see Booth, Colomb, & Williams, 2003; Kelly & Yin, 2007), and to teach at high levels of competence and with clear understanding of the moral consequences of those actions (see Golde, 2006; Hostetler, 2005). 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 a “professionally anchored” capstone assessments (Murphy & Vriesenga, 2005; Dembo & Marsh, 2007). 

As we hypothesize capstone demonstrations of–and opportunities for–learning, we are intrigued by the deep and implicit structure dimensions of signature pedagogy especially as they align with the work of our colleagues on “systematic and intentional inquiry” (e.g., Moss, 1998; 2001; 2002; Moss & Shank, 2002; c.f., Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1993). The work drives the design and development of learning environments (online and face-to-face) in our Center for Advancing the Study of Teaching and Learning (CASTL). Duquesne’s CASTL shares an acronym (and a commitment to the scholarship of practice) with the Carnegie Academy for the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, but they were developed independently.

Duquesne’s CASTL learning programs connect theorizing and practicing in the person of the educator, within the educator’s workplace, while aiming to create situated meaning and construct specifically relevant understandings. A disposition toward systematic and intentional inquiry–in direct opposition to the “absolute answer” mindset perpetrated by “best practice” forms of professional development–encourages educators to engage in professional learning as informed skeptics who constantly “construct knowledge that is organic, always unfinished, deriving from judgment and belief and revealed though action” (Moss, 2002). In the context of signature pedagogy, we are interrogating “systematic and intentional inquiry” in two ways (see Moss & McCown, 2007). 

First, does systematic and intentional inquiry “qualify” when compared against the dimensions of a signature pedagogy? Our short answer is ”yes”. There are characteristic instructional strategies and learning opportunities that can be seen in the various learning environments built from systematic and intentional inquiry. As indicated above, there are assumptions about the nature of teaching and learning for educators. And the approach places value on outcomes that are assumed to be critical to effective educational practice. One of the hypothetical assessments we are exploring, for example, would yield data regarding the ability to reveal and challenge assumptions that operate in one’s practice. Not the assumptions expressed verbally, but the assumptions that are expressed in professional performance. That exploration derives directly from our colleagues’ work on systematic and intentional inquiry. 

Second, is systematic and intentional inquiry a case of signature pedagogy, a case for signature pedagogy, or both? This second interrogation has been the source of some interesting and, for some of us, absolutely fascinating discussions about the concept of signature pedagogy: how it has been used; if and how it might evolve into a theoretical construct, what a theory of signature pedagogy might look like, and some others. We have noted, for example, that the Carnegie Foundation found no signature pedagogy for education and that CADREI has promulgated evidence-based principles that “are widely seen as capturing teacher education’s signature pedagogy” (p. 2, 2005). Many of our discussions to date have eventually gotten to the question: What is the unit of analysis? That basic question has taken several forms and has been framed both theoretically and empirically, i.e., politically (see Falk, 2006). 

Theoretically, we have wondered if the dimensions of signature pedagogy accommodate a multi-level construct that can define a field, specialties within a field (e.g., teaching, teacher education, educational leadership), or even programs within specialties? Can the concept be used to guide design-based research within programs and for comparative and synthetic research across programs? Whose signature is on the pedagogy and how does it get there? If CPED is successful, we might generate an answer to that question. Both our pilot initiative and our subsequent efforts will provide opportunities to examine theoretical implications of signature pedagogy.

On the empirical side, our discussions have recognized the political need for the field of education to have a signature pedagogy. As noted earlier, Shulman (2005) characterizes signature pedagogies as the salient, pervasive teaching practices that prepare aspirants for professional work. There are several reasons why it is important for the profession of education to have a signature pedagogy. 1) It would help us characterize our professional culture: the outcomes on which we place value; what evidence is accepted; the rigor we demand. 2) It would establish the authority of the profession in the policy arena so that we might be seen as part of the solution rather than part of the problem. 3) It would differentiate the disciplines that contribute to the profession from the profession itself. 4) It would inform SoTL and, consequently, help us make our teaching and learning susceptible to critical review.

5. Describe steps towards creating capstones and assessment models

The extant structure of IDPEL calls for a dissertation as the capstone. As we move forward, the essential nature of that capstone may very well change, but for the current cohort of doctoral students in educational leadership, we are working with both the nature and audience for dissertations and the nature and audience of our “comprehensive assessment”.

The notion of evaluation as “the placement of value” has moved our thinking from the values that are expressed mission statements, vision statements, and identity statements toward revealing the values that underlie practice. In other words, we investigate values by observing critically what is evaluated in practice and how that evaluation takes place (see earlier references to our design of the new CID-inspired PhD in our report of progress on core learning experiences and systematic and intentional inquiry in our report on signature pedagogy).

We expect the prototypes of our comprehensive assessment and of capstone demonstrations of learning to reflect this kind of theoretical approach to evaluation. We hope our approach will yield what diSessa and Cobb (2003) call ontological innovation. Such an outcome would be important because we are seeking ontological innovations as outcomes of our comprehensive assessment of doctoral candidates and as outcomes of their capstone demonstrations.

6. Describe design-based research protocol being used

As mentioned in several other parts of this progress report, our protocol focuses on documenting the arguments that yield our design proposals, prototypes, and tests of those prototypes. The protocol calls for documentation of the theoretical and empirical antecedents of our proposals and the theoretical and empirical consequences of our prototypes. Thus, our protocol is designed to yield not only empirical data to test viability of our designs, but to test the “proto-theories” that are consequences of design deliberations (Barab & Squire, 2004; Cobb, 2001; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer & Schauble, 2003; Collins, 1992; Dede, 2005). 

By “arguing” our designs, by documenting those arguments in terms of claims, reasons, evidence, and warrants, and by verifying those arguments as part of our design deliberations, our protocol treats the entire design process as a source of data. We see this aspect of the protocol as key to achieving substantial change in the way we conceive and execute the formation of educational practitioners and researchers.

(See also the earlier section of this report on “Documentation Processes”.)

7. Describe operational procedures

Aside from the work to operationalize procedures mentioned in earlier parts of this report, including the IDPEL admissions process, we have adopted a new administrative model within the department that houses the IDPEL program. The focus of the new procedures is to secure greater external funding, not only for our research and development agendas, but to support doctoral students full-time and not just those who are seeking the PhD. Our new operational procedures focus the possibility of supporting educational leadership students. As is the case nationally, our educational leadership students are, typically, employed in schools or school districts. However, if we can find ways to support aspiring educational leaders while they are employed on schools and school districts, we see possibilities of creating a new way to form educational leaders through doctoral study. The operational model we have in mind is similar to the one that operates in the Pittsburgh Emerging Leadership Academy (PELA). The change we contemplate would, in one sense, appropriate the doctoral student’s workplace as a laboratory of practice similar to the residency of those preparing to practice medicine.

8. Describe challenges and concerns that your institution has faced

The challenges of capacity and engagement mentioned earlier apply here as well.

9. What next steps will be taken with outputs?

The prototypes that are currently testing are the next steps with regard to outputs. These include the developmental approach to literature reviews, the thematically-related dissertation groups, admission procedures, the implementation of systematic and intentional inquiry as a possible signature pedagogy, the transformative focus on multiple audiences for capstones, the collaborative design-based research network of critical friends, and the adaptation of the PELA model for laboratories of practice.

The next steps for all of our proposals and prototypes will be determined by the arguments we generate within our design-based research protocol.

E. Identifying Outcomes

1. What changes in attitudes, behaviors, skills, status, and/or level of functioning do you intend to see in your professional practice doctoral candidate?

We intend to see changes in how candidates view their vocation, their calling to lead people and the educational endeavors in which they are engaged. Our assumption is that a change in how a leader envisions her or his role will translate into changes in the people and the endeavor. 

We intend to see the development of skills and behaviors that raise the status of educational practitioners (of all kinds) and, concomitantly enhance the public’s respect for the work and the role of practicing and researching education. 

Our nascent network of critical friends formed at our recent symposium has generated a number of design ideas (they are not yet proposals) that address the kinds of changes that we need in order to “refound” educational leadership (see English, 2008).

Additionally, we are using two techniques to hypothesize the specific changes in the capacities–moral, intellectual, and practical–that we should seek. One is to argue the key capacities of historical figures that practiced effective leadership. An example was an exploration of the leadership that has yielded, successful long-term communities of practice (Shank & McCown, 2008). 

Another technique is to use scenarios of a desired future or “impact scenarios” for the education of our children; to ask what kinds of changes, data and evidence would be required in order for the scenario to become reality; and to hypothesize the changes in preparation programs that would be necessary to bring the desired future into reality (McCown, Welch, & Felner, 2007). The use of the scenario as a hypothetical claim of impact affords rich discussions of assumptions, the placement of value, and nature of leadership as judged against a changed educational context rather than against “best practice” (what is considered effective in the status quo). An exemplar impact scenario is provided in the impact section that concludes the report.

2. What capacities, characteristics, and character do you expect to see?

We expect to see leaders who prize learning above achievement; who can generate and conserve–through situated research–designs for learning and show how achievement data can be used as a means rather than as an end.

We intend to see candidates working with faculty and others to form themselves to be effective and wide-ranging “transformers” of their vision and the demonstrated designs that emanate from that vision. This transformational capacity is key; the capacity must be applied effectively beyond the administration of an organization and reach into the realm of public policy and public opinion. (Again, see the “impact scenario” that concludes the report.)

F. Creating Impact

1. How will you promote adaptation, renewal, and institutionalization of new processes?

The CPED@Duquesne operational plan addresses how we are building toward institutionalization internally. We committed to studying the change process using design-based research. The working papers, technical reports, administrative reports, and the data that are collected and shared through our argument summaries are serving as our instruments of promotion within our school and university.

External translation of the new designs we–and other universities–create are critical as well.  Again, we see our efforts to conduct and communicate design-based research as facilitating external translation. One of the designs we are developing is the transformative capacity to communicate effectively our findings and the policy implications of those findings. In developing that design for the formation of educational leaders, we have realized that we must develop that same transformative capacity in our faculty. 

As we continue to operationalize administrative procedures that will enhance our capacity to serve our doctoral students and our research and design agendas, we are generating different kinds of reports and proposals that are stretching–and, therefore, building–our transformative capacity.

2. How will your promote continual evaluation to renew current programs?

Our design-based research protocol is our model for continual evaluation.

3. How will your outcomes enhance educational practice, research, and policy? 

At this point in the CPED@Duquesne project, our best estimate of the impact we hope our outcomes will generate is captured in our “impact scenarios”. We conclude our report with the following example.

The Scenario: The year is 2027. On the morning of February 23, you find the following editorial in the New York Times: 

Doctors Within Buildings: The Improving Health of America's Schools

Americans have long believed that education is the key to our future. During the last quarter of the 20th century and the first decade of our century, however, far too many of America's children were trapped behind a locked door.

We knew the lock was especially tricky and that children were suffering and so we elected "education" candidates to political office. We have, by my count, elected six “Education Presidents” in the last 50 years and they spent time and treasure making keys. The most expensive key–and surely the most costly–was No Child Left Behind: a key cut by the legislative and executive branches. Political appointees made sure that educators turned the key. They turned and jiggled and even forced the lock; they had to, there was no other key. No Child Left Behind animated corruption in our schools, demoralized those called to teach, and in the end, left too many children locked out of the future. That was the nadir and many, including some of the most influential philanthropies of the day, left American education for dead.

But not everyone gave up. As the first decade of the 21st century was drawing to a close, a small band of academics-turned-public-intellectuals introduced the idea that the makers and executors of laws did not understand the practice of educating our children well enough to fashion that practice into a working key. In the ensuing decade–and in light of convincing demonstrations of increased rigor in the preparation of school leaders–the longstanding claim of educational researchers that “school leaders influence enormously the learning in their schools” moved out of the esoteric shadows of academe and into the light of public debate. Various publics–and some of their servants–began to perceive those who practice educational leadership well as highly qualified “key-makers”. The tipping point was reached two years ago with the confirmation the current Secretary of Education.

The Secretary’s vision of "Doctors for Schools” was framed in medical terms and that was no accident. At one point, she testified as follows: “...the diagnosis and treatment of school problems must be entrusted to those who have been rigorously prepared, assessed, and evaluated in the anatomy of schools, the physiology of classrooms, the etiology of learning disorders.” She understood (and has said many times since) that the analogy was not perfect. Nevertheless, in the midst of her confirmation hearing, she inferred with instructional insight a teaching opportunity. She engaged the opportunity, as great teachers do, with the understanding that expertise is not magically and instantaneously conveyed from the mouth of an expert to the mind of a learner; that it is the learner, not the teacher, who constructs insight; that expertise is approximated in successive steps. She saw the light bulb come on as she spoke to the committee and she took advantage of the illumination. She stayed with her frame because it focused, for those who needed to understand it, a critical message.

The Secretary of Education has continued to teach politicians and publics of every stripe and, consequently, has emerged from the role of agency administrator to become the “Educator General”. The objective of her lesson has changed very little since her confirmation hearings: To act on the understanding that rigorous preparation and evaluation of school leaders opens doors for kids. 

Last week in her “The State of American Education” address, she said, “There are increasing numbers of highly qualified doctors in our schools. Not consulting professors of education, but doctors of educational practice prepared in and graduated from re-examined, re-invented, re-invigorated doctoral programs, programs of study focused like a laser beam on the rigors of professional practice. Such programs are producing educational leaders who create–and continuously recreate–school environments in which more and more of America’s children–and their teachers–are thriving.”

The doctors are in, our schools are getting healthier, and maybe–just maybe–the day is coming when there will be no child left behind a locked door.
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The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate at Duquesne University
Questions and Answers for 

Potential CPED@Duquesne Participants 

What is the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate?

The Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) is a three-year, cross-national, inter-institutional effort to transform and strengthen doctoral preparation in education. 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. There is a need to revisit and redesign the education doctorate because the distinctions between the Ed.D. and Ph.D. 

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 intent of CPED is to focus on the doctorate of professional practice and to draw on recent work of the Carnegie Foundation that carefully and critically examined the Ph.D. in seven fields of study (including education). Outreach to academics in other fields (psychology, audiology, urban planning, design, pharmacology, engineering and physical therapy) who are engaged in a similar exploration will occur, but this initiative is intended to help participating education schools better distinguish between the two highest degrees offered with the intent of strengthening both. 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.

In order for the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate to succeed, new learning environments for those who aspire to practice education must be designed and tested. 
How is CPED being carried out at Duquesne University?

As we enter a new phase in our CPED work at Duquesne University, the effort will be carried forward by inter-departmental groups of faculty and doctoral students. The CPED Coordinating Committee is made up six faculty members from different departments within the School of Education. These members include Dr. Laura Crothers, Dr. Jim Henderson, Dr. Rodney Hopson, Dr. Joe Kush, Dr. Rick McCown (CPED Principal Investigator), and Dr. Jeff Miller (Associate Dean for Graduate Study and Research). The Working Groups will consist of a member of the Coordinating Committee, faculty, and doctoral students representing different doctoral programs in our School of Education. The participants in the Working Groups will frame their work with a particular emphasis on the areas of focus (called design parameters) developed by the CPED consortium (See Appendix A).  

What is the nature of the work of the participants in the Working Groups?

The members of the Working Groups will initially reflect on and critique the current doctoral programs in the School of Education. They will examine learning environments, outcomes, and impacts of our doctoral programs as they currently operate in order to reveal and challenge our ideas of how doctoral students in education (both Ed.D. and Ph.D.) should be prepared. The working groups will build on the efforts of the SoE faculty who have been deliberating the qualities of a Duquesne graduate that represent the SoE Identity and that distinguish our graduates from the graduates of other universities. Some examples of the questions that will initiate our interrogation include: What characteristics, character, and capacities should those who aspire to engage professional practice possess? What characteristics, character, and capacities should those who aspire to enter the academy possess? What should be unique in the formation of Duquesne doctoral graduates?

Establishing for the kind of graduates we seek as a baseline, the Working Groups will map backwards–using the CPED design parameters–to propose and test new learning experiences and learning environments for those who will graduate from our doctoral programs in the future. 

What is the time commitment for members the Working Groups?

The CPED project at Duquesne University is projected to last about 2 – 3 more years (although it is our hope that our CPED efforts will create systems that will allow for ongoing research on and evaluation of our doctoral programs. Members of the Working Groups are encouraged to commit for at least 1 year. We anticipate that Working Group sessions will be held monthly. 

How can I find out more about CPED?
Those interested in reading more about the origin of the Carnegie Project on the Doctorate and the design-based research protocol we are using to study CPED, will find a bibliography in Appendix B. You can also access more information by going to www.carnegiefoundation.org and clicking on Professional and Graduate Education. Alternatively, please feel free to contact our PI for CPED, Rick McCown (mccown@duq.edu).

Appendix A 

CPED Design Concepts

The CPED “design concepts” derive from earlier design and research projects of the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. What follows are brief descriptions of the parameters that were presented to the Faculty earlier this year (in parentheses are the labels that were used to “translate” some of the terms).

1. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (we have kept this label on the assumption that SoTL is sufficiently familiar among faculty in higher education).  An example of the questions we are using to facilitate a working conception of SoTL is: How should teaching and learning be studied–by us and by our graduates–and how should our learning be made public? It is important to note here that the working conception we seek is that SoTL is not only something we do as faculty in order to advance our teaching programs, but also something that our doctoral students who aspire to educational practice should be capable of executing themselves. 
 

2. Laboratories of Practice (we have translated this parameter into an area of focus we are calling, initially, “Field-Based Learning”).  Examples of the questions we are using to facilitate a working conception of laboratories of practice are: What experiences should our doctoral students have in the field?  Should they, for example, move through “research rotations” that take them to the places where kids live and learn (see Berliner, 2006; Richardson, 2006)? 

3. Signature Pedagogy (we have translated this parameter as “Signature Learning Experiences”). Examples of the questions we are using to facilitate a working conception of signature pedagogy are: What are the signature learning experiences that are pervasive throughout our programs, that persist across experiences? Medical students experience “rounds”.  “Rounds” are a signature of medical education. What will be the signature of our doctoral preparation programs? 

4. Core Curriculum (we have translated this parameter as “Core Knowledge and Formation”). Examples of the questions we are using to facilitate a working conception of core curriculum are: What should every doctoral student know and be able to do?  And what is the moral compass that will guide how Duquesne graduates apply their knowledge and skills? Although the question on the moral formation of doctoral students was introduced in the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate as an element of stewardship (Golde, 2006) and has been addressed in the context of signature pedagogy (Golde, 2007; Shulman, 2005), we have attached it to questions of core knowledge in order to emphasize the centrality of formation within our frame of Scholarship for Schools. Note also that much of the work that has been done in this area has focused on research methods (e.g., Boote & Biele, 2005; Eisenhart & DeHann, 2005; Hostetler, 2005; Maxwell, 2006). Nevertheless, the “CID ripple effect” has produced several reconfigurations of additional core learning experiences in the professional doctorate as well (Dembo & Marsh, 2007; Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, & Garabedian, 2006).

5. Capstone Assessments (we have translated this parameter as simply “capstones”). Examples of the questions we are using to facilitate a working conception of capstone assessments are: Are dissertations for everyone? Are there other ways of qualifying our doctoral students who will contribute to professional practice? The idea is that there may be a series of assessments that would better prepare those who seek to enter professional practice and, simultaneously, account more compellingly for their preparation (Shulman, 2007). 
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