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Ed.D. in Educational Policy Studies & Evaluation

With an Emphasis on Community & Technical College Leadership


Introduction

The Department of Educational Policy Studies and Evaluation at the University of Kentucky offers two doctoral programs: the Ed.D. in Educational Policy Studies and the Ph.D. in Higher Education.  Over time distinctions between these programs have deteriorated to the point where most members of the faculty and student body are no longer able to tell them apart.  “Which program do I choose?” students ask, and the answer generally relies on which letters they would like behind their name.  This lack of differentiation has two consequences.  First, the department’s Ph.D. program has students who are not necessarily interested in pursuing basic research and find the rigor of the program unreasonable to their ambitions.  Secondly, students pursuing research questions that are not post-secondary in nature do not have a Ph.D. option within the department.  With these issues in mind, the department responded to the Carnegie Foundation’s call to revisit the structure and purpose of the Ed.D.  Our goal in this pilot program is to determine in what ways redefining the Ed.D. as a professional practice doctorate might better serve the needs of our students and, as a land grant university, our state.  We also hope, as a corollary to the first point, to strengthen our sense of purpose relative to our Ph.D. degree program.
Getting Ready
Our pilot initiative began with a planning process that included faculty from two distinct departments, Educational Policy Studies & Evaluation (EPE) and Educational Leadership Studies (EDL) both within the University of Kentucky.  Our colleagues in EDL offer an Ed.D. in Educational Leadership, primarily focused on K-12 education.  This collaboration therefore married the leadership focus of EDL and the higher education context, research methodologies, and social foundations frameworks of EPE.  An additional impetus for the pilot program discussed here came from the Kentucky Community and Technical College System (KCTCS) who asked our institution to design a doctoral program that would a) allow students to participate regardless of distance from Lexington and b) provide a professional practice model that would produce “home grown” leaders for the 18 community and technical colleges across the state.  So we had a client/partner with a specific outcome in mind and two departments with something to offer.

The planning process consisted of a series of meetings beginning in the spring of 2006 and resulted in the following decisions by Fall 2007:

· The degree would be housed in EPE because the topical focus on community colleges and faculty investment fell most strongly in that department.  Thus our degree is an Ed.D. in Educational Policy Studies and Evaluation with an Emphasis in Community and Technical College Leadership.  Adding the concentration allowed us to avoid state approvals for a new doctoral program.
· The degree would be awarded by the University of Kentucky Graduate School meeting all requirements of the University Senate with regard to committee structure and dissertation manuscript.

· The coursework would be offered in an “executive model” of one weekend a month (beginning noon Friday through 3-4pm Saturday) combined with on-line discussions.  KCTCS agreed to provide students with release time on Fridays for travel and two weeks in the summer for intensive study on campus in Lexington.

· Admission would require that the students have letters of support from their direct supervisors agreeing to honor release time to attend class and acknowledging the academic work ahead for their employees.

· Admission decisions would be completely at the discretion of the department faculty although the KCTCS senior administration helped with recruitment of applicants.

· The curriculum would include content and inquiry skills identified by both the academic departments and KCTCS partners.
· The courses offered would be adaptations of existing courses and special topics courses so as to avoid extensive bureaucratic processes of proposing new courses.

· The first year would be foundational both in the area of post-secondary education and inquiry, particularly focuses on defining key issues in the field and identifying problems.

· The second year would build core skills, again combining content and inquiry to explore frameworks for exploring the questions raised in year one.

· The second year would culminate in a comprehensive exam that includes conceptual knowledge, didactic knowledge of the field, and the application of course content to real-world problems.  Advisory committees to review exam results would consist of both EDL and EPE faculty as well as adjunct faculty recruited from the field of practice.
· The third year would include exploration of two curricular strands, academic issues and administrative issues.  At the same time the students would begin forming capstone teams and honing necessary inquiry skills to accomplish desired research objectives.

· The third year would culminate with the defense of group capstone proposals and individual inquiry proposals that support the group question.

· Successful defense of the capstone proposal would result in doctoral candidacy.

· Capstone teams along with their primary advisor (committee chair) and faculty mentors (committee members) would work to complete their project during the fourth year with a target completion by early summer for an August degree.
· The capstone product would consist of three manuscripts:  a technical report written for a public audience such as the KCTCS administration, legislative committees, or community groups, a research paper suitable for a peer-reviewed professional journal, a scholarly essay that reflects the methodological and process issues experienced during the project.  The technical report would be group authored.  The other two components would be based on individual scholarship.
Getting Started
After the collaborative group defined the pilot program, a notice was sent from KCTCS informing the community what was coming and how to find out more information about applying on our website.  The application process required the same components of our regular admissions package including GRE scores and personal statements.  In addition to letters of reference we also asked for a letter of support from the prospective student’s ranking supervisor…the person who would have to approve their release time. We also asked students to write a critical essay.  These essays also became the first data set for formative and summative evaluation of the pilot with regard to the development of critical writing skills.
A committee of faculty then reviewed the applications and reduced the pool based on a)past academic performance, b)quality of references, c)quality of writing sample, and d)a general sense that they would add to the quality of the cohort.  This last meant that some students were kept in the pool despite a lower academic record or writing ability.  We then looked at the pool geographically to determine the distribution of students across the state.  We also looked at their work and educational experience.  Using these criteria we narrowed the field to 27 students who represented colleges across the state and who had a variety of educational backgrounds.
The students were notified of their acceptance and sent summer “homework” assignments.  These were designed to get them reading material similar to what would be required in the fall and to begin completing both academic writing tasks and problems of practice.  These assignments served as the focus of the first sessions of the cohort’s first meeting which took place over three days in the fall of 2007.

In addition to the course curriculum, we designed socializing activities into the weekend model of our program, including activities such as department receptions, guest speakers, “go sees”, and legislative forums.  There was also a laboratory component of each weekend in which the students participated in skills development workshops, exercises based on current or past course material, and more opportunities to interact with guest speakers and practitioners.  Sometimes this time was reserved for the students to meet face to face to work on class projects, acknowledging the distance between them would preclude such meetings otherwise.

Past Colloquium and Workshops

· Appalachian Past:  Opening reception of a photography exhibit of coal mining communities in the 70’s by an Appalachian artist.  Allowed students to meet faculty from across the University and socialize with other students in the program on campus.  At least of one third of the students grew up in the communities depicted.
· EndNote:  One of the department faculty members led a workshop on using Endnote along with a member of the library staff.  This included a technological triage session where we confirmed that everyone had an account, could access the library system, and was comfortable using the on-line search engines.  The students then practiced building their own Endnote libraries.
· Dinner and Discussion with State Legislator & Council of Post-Secondary Ed staff:  sponsored by the Dean of the College. Students met over dinner and exchanged Q&A with a member of the House of Representatives who serves on the Education Committee and Student Loan Board as well as a member of the state higher education council responsible for budget planning.  Both government representatives were also graduates of EPE and provided encouragement on completing the doctorate.

Signature Pedagogy & Laboratories of Practice
In reading other institutional reports and listening to our colleagues at CPED convenings, it has become clear to the UK team that we are not very good at naming things.  Where others talk of problem based learning and communities of practice, we tend to just do our thing.  Part of this reflects an honest desire to be very grounded in our approach. We try to respect the more foundational sensibilities of the EPE department faculty for whom catch phrases are quite foreign (and suspect) and to move gently into our new partnership with the more applied history of the EDL programs in K-12 leadership.  A benefit of this is that we have been open to exploring how our pilot program is unfolding.  What is a result of purposeful planning, and what has emerged from the engagement of our students in this new project?

Laboratories of Practice—Focus on the Curriculum and Co-Curriculum
We began our program with an admissions assignment requiring applicants to respond to an essay prompt.  This prompt asked the students to consider the contradictory missions of the community college, providing a quotation from Kevin Dougherty’s Contradictory College.  This same quotation and prompt was also used in the first semester course, in class discussions in the second semester and will show up in the comprehensive exams of the second year.  Why?  
Our curriculum is based on the idea that in order to bring practical problem solving skills to their daily practice, our students must also have a firm grounding in larger sociological, historical, and economic conversations about post-secondary education.  Before they can address a case study regarding workforce development in a de-industrializing region for example, they must first understand what it means to frame the problem conceptually considering political economy and socio-cultural influences.  This foundational knowledge gives them the conceptual toolbox to “think outside the box”. Thus our curriculum has three stages:  foundational studies in the first year, context driven, inquiry-based problem solving in the second year, and topical specialization and project development in the third.  All students must pass a comprehensive exam following the first two stages.  Those that continue will demonstrate their qualification for candidacy by completing both a group and individual proposal at the end of third year.
Our laboratory of practice is therefore a very grounded marriage of theory and practice.  We also emphasize this blend in the co-curricular aspects of our program:  colloquium, workshops, and perhaps most importantly, site visits.  Each semester the cohort travels to one of the community college campuses in Kentucky hosted by one or more of their classmates.  During these visits, the classroom experience is completely field based.  Students meet with local leaders, program directors, and students, focusing upon a particular aspect of that campus.  In the first year this included an examination of community development projects in Western Kentucky.  In the fall of the second year they will meet with the educational and community leaders responsible for a successful Eastern Kentucky arts heritage program. During class discussions in subsequent months these visits and the issues identified during the trip are used as case examples, comparisons to other campus programs are made, and national trends are discussed.
As a result of this comparative and foundational curricular approach, most of our students are now “reading” problems with a broader analytic perspective than we saw in their admissions essays.  They apply conceptual frames such as whether or not a policy is “cooling out” a particular population of students or how human capital arguments are being received by industrial partners. They also now bring comparative perspectives to local problems in ways that were previously more parochial, but now show a local-global understanding.

Signature Pedagogy: Emphasis on Collaboration & Peer-to-Peer Learning
When we decided to follow a cohort model for our pilot program we knew two things.  First, that this approach would naturally highlight a much stronger learning community than our traditional programs and second, that we would eventually have to address the paradox of building a pedagogy of collaborative practice only to conclude the program with an individualized dissertation process.  We celebrated the first point and worried about the second.
Beginning in the very first semester, the students worked, studied, and completed projects in groups.  Our program is very peer based, recognizing the expertise and skill sets of the cohort members.  On-line instruction between our monthly meetings is almost all found in discussion-boards, separating the students into small discussion groups of four or five students so that on-line exchanges develop a conversational pace.  Because of the geographical distance between our students, we make time in our weekend meetings for group meetings and discussion with and without faculty present.  Methods and techniques for effective group work are covered in the leadership courses to provide the students with positive frameworks for accomplishing their assignments.

Furthermore, beyond our planning, the students in the cohort began to demonstrate an impressive amount of peer-to-peer learning.  The discussions on line provide ample evidence of this process as students share experiences, prior knowledge from their past academic work, lessons learned at conferences and other professional development settings, and interpretations of the material presented in class.  Although we planned for the program to emphasize collaboration, especially in the leadership coursework, this collaboration has exceeded our planning and has taken on a momentum of its own.

But what will happen in the months ahead?  The faculty met repeatedly throughout the first year to compose a proposal to the University Graduate School for a dissertation process that would reflect the signature pedagogy of collaborative learning and practice demonstrated in our pilot program.  We agreed upon the following goals which are also in keeping with our college’s mission statement:

· The dissertation project must demonstrate a collaborative application of evidence-based problem solving.
· A product of the process must be useful to the client and contribute to the improvement of the field of practice.
· A product of the process must demonstrate the candidate’s individual competencies.
· A product of the process must demonstrate the candidate’s reflective practice and understanding of inquiry.
We successfully submitted a proposal to our Graduate School dean that includes a three part manuscript dissertation similar to that found in many bench sciences, but completely new to our department.  We requested that one part of this dissertation may be collaboratively written and this was approved.  Thus the students will produce a collaborative technical report useful to the client, an inquiry based article suitable for publication in the field of practice, and a scholarly essay that reviews the dissertation process.  The dissertation proposal process reflects this final product with both a group proposal and individualized sub-sections that support the whole.

Conclusion and Notes on Assessment

Thus far we have followed an iterative process of planning, evaluative discussion, and more planning.  We have collected student products beginning with application materials and a baseline survey of student attitudes.  We must now belatedly begin a comprehensive project of evaluating these materials for formative development of the program and to define the ways in which the lessons learned from our pilot may be applied to our other degree programs and future Ed.D. cohorts.  
