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I. Description of the Project or Pilot or Model or Initiative – what is your institution doing?
· This doctoral program intends to help educational leaders in local organizations become more thoughtful, intentional, informed leaders, willing and able to implement and study change with the goal of making positive differences in their environments.
· The doctoral program is structured so that leaders learn in a community. This precept prompts us to plan for combined classes, a workshop approach to research, faculty embedded with students in Leader Scholar Communities, and a reciprocal relationship with other educational communities.
· The focus of the program is research in action.  Students conduct multiple studies throughout the program to learn by doing, and to influence change based on scholarship.
· Students learn from leaders they select in the community as well as from faculty and from one another. The first community mentor works with the student in a student-directed field study; the second leader serves as a member of the dissertation committee, beginning in the student’s second year of study.
· Students are admitted once a year, in a cohort group.  We expect that each member of this group of already excelling individuals will succeed with the support of others in the cohort.  Each is unique, working in a unique context, with unique gifts to share. Each is fully capable of success, and will be supported by a community of peers and faculty.
· Students take three required research courses, and three required core courses in a unique format.  Each research course is paired with another core course, and forms a six-hour block for the semester.  The courses are team-taught by two faculty members who collaborate on the course.   These courses are intended to be learning laboratories--a semi-structured opportunity for students to begin to practice the skills of research that are needed for successful practical work in the field.  These courses follow a format that is closer to a “writer’s workshop” – or we might call it “The Researcher’s Workshop.”  These six courses  meet face-to-face for five weeks to support students as they plan their action research studies, then meet online for five weeks as students, in their leadership roles, implement innovations and collect data, then come back for five more weeks of face-to-face meetings for data analysis and reporting.
· At the beginning of the second year of study, students are assigned to a Leader-Scholar Community (LSC) of 5-7 students  who will meet regularly for the next two years.  The program director selects a faculty member to lead each LSC and serve as the dissertation chair for each student in the group, and a second faculty member to serve as a member of the LSC and the second member of each dissertation committee.  The LSC meets regularly over the second and third years of the program to provide support for student learning, with each student assuming responsibility for encouraging each other, serving as a critical friend, and holding others accountable for forward progress.

2.  Goals for project – where will you be in 3-5 years relative to the Pilot or Model or Initiative?


· By 2012, we will have a full complement of sixty doctoral students, and 60 graduates (a 100% graduation rate).

· Communities of Practice and Research in Action will be institutionalized in the program and evidenced by:

· Continuing program structure emphasizing faculty co-teaching, faculty leadership, and leader-scholar communities of doctoral students meeting regularly to support each other’s action research cycles;

· Dissertation research that reports on improvements to local educational practices (from classroom to system level) based on focused reviews of the literature;

· Publications and presentations that document the success of   students and faculty as well as lessons learned applicable to other contexts.
   4.  Action steps taken/to be taken to reach the Goals

· Continued faculty development to develop capacities for collaborative teaching and action research dissertation;
· Continued refinement of the criteria for the action research dissertation;
· Encouragement and support for research on all facets of the program, including the refinement of approaches to the signature pedagogy of action research;

· Planned student outreach: recruiting efforts to insure adequate pool of qualified candidates, support of current students, and maintaining strong relationships with alumni;

· Continued development of technology tools (e.g., Google Sites, Blackboard) to facilitate community and access to formal and informal communications as well as to support all the above goals.

   5.   Evaluation steps – what data are you gathering/will be gathering/how will the institution know if the project is a success?
· Success has many definitions: organizationally, a program must be stable in terms of attaining adequate political and financial support, drawing requisite numbers of applicants, aligning resources and member motivation with the program goals, and meeting certain metrics for graduation rates, student credit hours, etc. as determined by the organization.  
· While Ph.D. program success may be inferred from measures such as the number of graduates attaining positions at ranked institutions, or the number of scholarly publications and grants attained, the measures of success for Ed.D. programs are yet to be articulated.  Nationally, as programs begin to redefine their purposes and methods separate and distinct from Ph.D. programs, measures of success unique to the Ed.D. will emerge. It may be that those measures include student satisfaction, career advancement, and influence within the graduates’ organizations.
· Our aim is to make a positive difference for local educational organizations and the students they serve, through enhancing the leadership capacity of program graduates.
· The first and most basic measures of success are the sustaining of political support from the dean, university level administrators, and the faculty, as well as support from the community as evidenced by the willingness of leaders to engage with our students as mentors, and to hire and promote our students.
· The second set of indicators of program success are standard measures ranging from annual numbers of applications to graduation rates, measures of diversity, faculty qualifications and other measures required by the Arizona Board of Regents and other traditional data-collectors.
· The third set of indicators consist of qualitative and quantitative measures collected throughout the program both formally and informally.  These include student and faculty responses to surveys, course evaluations, and focus groups.  These measures will be evaluated together to answer intertwined questions about the level of disciplined thought and action evidenced by students (in the judgment of faculty) as well as the degree to which students judge their program-related accomplishments and growth, and their satisfaction with the program.
· The fourth set of measures are records of program changes that occur dynamically and continuously in response to student or faculty observations and feedback.  This continuous course correction occurs as faculty and program leaders cope with the simultaneous needs to develop program procedures and curriculum, align with University Graduate College requirements, obtain resources, and insure rigorous and meaningful educational experiences aligned with program goals, while also responding to the unexpected. Measures of success include the degree to which daily decisions of leadership align with and further the program mission and goals, and meet the legitimate needs of students.

Assignment 2: Considering the Need for a Signature Pedagogy

      At Arizona State University, our understanding of  "signature pedagogy" constitutes a set of philosophical beliefs and pragmatic commitments about doctoral students as learners and their  interactions with one another, with faculty, and with content and skills encountered and practiced during and, we hope, after graduation with the Ed.D. degree in Leadership and Innovation.

      We believe that doctoral students learn to do what they practice doing during their degree program experience; therefore, courses, assignments, and evaluation/assessment activities in the doctoral program resemble as closely as possible the kinds of professional activities that we hope our graduates will continue to engage in after graduation, namely, designing, completing and reporting on action research studies conducted in each doctoral student's professional workplace.

      We believe that action research studies done in real workplace settings must be informed by scholarship; therefore, when doctoral students propose an authentic action research topic, focus, or innovation to be studied, we require that they examine selectively the relevant research literature (both theoretical and empirical) to situate their proposed course of action in a larger context, to improve the design of their intervention or innovation, and to draw on the experience of others in documenting the consequences of implementing the innovation.

      We believe that grounding abstract ideas, constructs and principles in real, local, consequential situations and projects will maximize useful and use-able learning; therefore, authentic action research studies are embedded in each semester's course work and vice-versa. The course content serves the purposes of helping students complete  successful action research studies and the action research studies serve the purpose (at least) of making course content visualizable and understandable.

      We believe that making even a modest, positive, documented difference in a local education setting should have a higher priority for our doctoral students than the making of an original contribution to the knowledge base of an academic discipline; therefore, our doctoral students' action research studies are designed and evaluated on the basis of evidence of improvement in local contexts.

      We believe that taking thoughtfully considered action and systematically measuring the consequences  are central to the work of innovative leaders in education; therefore, faculty and doctoral students place a great deal of emphasis on designing, justifying, pilot testing and fine-tuning the "action" portion of each action research study conducted in the doctoral program (approximately 60 separate action research studies per year).

      Finally, we believe that leadership and innovation in education are collective team efforts; therefore, learning and interaction in the doctoral program are organized, supported and theorized about as instances of communities of practice, explicitly drawing on the theoretical and applied research of J. Lave, E. Wenger and their colleagues.

Assignment 3: Investigating Laboratories of Practice

      In the Arizona State University Doctoral Program in Leadership and Innovation, we have defined "laboratories of practice" as the workplace settings of our doctoral students, each of whom is working full-time as a responsible leader in Arizona education. Doctoral students design, complete, and report on at least one course-embedded action research study per year, culminating in their action research doctoral dissertations during year three. Each of these action research studies are designed to make a positive difference in the candidate's workplace, tackling authentic problems in real settings in which the action researcher has significant contextual knowledge and authority. Our intention is that, by negotiating the many challenges encountered in attempting to change and improve professional practice in a real setting in which the doctoral candidate has a past, a present and a future, our doctoral students will learn how to continue to study their own practice in perpetuity, minimizing the problem of transfer from artificial research settings or unrealistically constrained laboratory settings to application in the real world of education.

      During the coming academic year (2008-2009) we intend to investigate other graduate programs in professional schools at Arizona State University to learn more about their conceptions of "laboratories of practice" and how these other professional programs make use of these settings in support of graduate student learning and their post-doctoral success.

