College of Education and Human Development (CEHD), University of Louisville
 Progress Report on Practitioners’ Ed.D (May 2008)
A. Preparing for Change: Training and Facilitation

In August 2007, Dean Robert Felner initiated two actions and one charge: he invited a large number of people to an organizational study group on doctoral education revision and he hired a local Assistant Superintendent to coordinate a pilot Ed.D cohort. (The pilot would target experienced administrators from school district members of the local education cooperative and staff members from the state department of education). 
His charge was simple but unusual: both processes should occur somewhat simultaneously with each informing the other, and both informing a new model or models for doctoral work in the College of Education and Human Development (CEHD).
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These actions followed Dean Felner’s involvement in the Carnegie Council of Academic Deans from Research Institutions (CADREI), conversations of more than a year among members of a 
P-16 Council regarding the need for such a program, and U of L faculty members’ attendance at the June 2007 CPED Convening in Palo Alto. 
B. Assessing Inputs: Resources and Community Concerns

Human resources include (a) the large study group (nearly 40 people), including faculty from all  departments within the College of Education and Human Development (CEHD), representative doctoral students, University administrators, and representative administrators from local school districts, the Kentucky Department of Education, and the Ohio Valley Education Cooperative (OVEC), (b) the 10 member pilot cohort steering committee,  with similar representation to the study group,(c) the six member instructors’ cohort, and (d) the 23 (now 19) candidates of the pilot cohort.

Academic support comes from every department within the College, as members participate in the study group, on the steering committee, or are part of the instructors’ cohort. The Dean’s Office also provides support in committee coordination, as well as the Dean and an Associate Dean being part of the instructors’ cohort (2 of 6 instructors of record).
Financial support is provided by the Dean’s office (travel, technology equipment, materials, and personnel) as well as the Department of Educational Leadership, Foundations, and Human Resources (materials, personnel). The University Budget Committee, under the direction of the University Provost, approved a packaged and reduced fee for those in the Practitioner’s Ed.D.  
The Ohio Valley Education Cooperative includes 14 school districts that surround (but do not include) the Louisville/Jefferson County area. (The Cooperative is the base of the P-16 Council whose members explored the possibility of a practitioners’ doctorate). OVEC provides representatives to the study group and steering committee as well as the facility for steering committee meetings, interviews, and class meetings. They also provided communication relative to pilot program advertisement and recruitment.

The Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) provides representatives to the study group and steering committee as well as communication relative to pilot program advertisement and recruitment. 

Input challenges include maintaining the interest and involvement of all entities in the various revision initiatives, managing the schedules of the instructors’ cohort (5 of 6 are volunteers), lack of dedicated classroom space, and lack of a specific and continuous program budget.
The above challenges are being addressed or will be addressed by streamlining the planning initiatives (study group and steering committee), rotating instructor assignments, coordinating candidates’ work, and requests for an established program budget and dedicated faculty time.
Members of the pilot cohort prefer a location close to their work so borrowed space will continue for the duration of this cohort.
C. Defining Activities: Setting Goals, Creating Strategies, and Developing Processes

Dean Felner’s vision was to establish a program that supported Kentucky educators  as they worked together to  solve the considerable challenges of implementing the 1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA) and No Child Left Behind in a state often plagued by poverty and low expectations.  The challenge was translating that vision into a coherent but evolving program that met the needs of practitioners and university regulations with only five months between presentation and candidates in a classroom.

The unique simultaneous study and implementation (described by one instructor as “Sewing the parachute after you jump”) means that Planning Processes, Design and Implementation Processes, and Documentation Processes are not discrete steps but are interdependent. Further, since this is a pilot program, adjustments are made as needed and the program evolves. 
From August –November 2007, the large study group divided itself into three groups with sub-chairs who provided the same guiding questions, readings, and meeting outlines.  In September the Program Coordinator held two input meetings of those in the target candidate groups to ascertain interest, get information, and explore program possibilities. The three study group sub-chairs, the program coordinator and the Dean discussed the study group recommendations and input meeting results in order to work on initial program design for the pilot group. This was done in conjunction with a pilot cohort steering committee of ten individuals, six of whom are practitioners. The program description was modified (and intentionally remains in draft form) during the October 2007 Nashville CPED Convening (Appendix).
The pilot Ed.D program is designed to be non-traditional in delivery but clearly aligned with the conceptual frameworks of the University, and the College of Education and Human Development, both of which identify guiding constructs of Inquiry, Action, and Advocacy, which align with the Carnegie principles Habits of Mind, Habits of Hands, and Habits of Heart.
According to the CEHD Conceptual Framework (Shaping Tomorrow: Ideas to Action), Inquiry is characterized by knowledge of field, of human development and learning, and of research and scholarship, exemplified by critical thinking and the generation of new knowledge. Action is characterized by the process of synthesis and application, exemplified by problem solving and putting new knowledge into useful practice. Advocacy is characterized by social justice and equity and professional collaborative leadership oriented toward service to the profession and community. These guiding constructs inform the design of CEHD doctoral programs and facilitate the development of three orientations in their candidates. These are the attitudes, beliefs and dispositions that provide the guidance to (a) inform practice with inquiry and reflection, (b) change practice through the acquisition of information, knowledge, and understanding, and (c) understand how inequity and social injustice impact individuals and communities, championing the commitment to make a difference. See Appendix for chart.
In October 2007, the Program Coordinator held three informational/recruitment meetings (note that these were prior to development of the “final draft” program outline), and used a Power point to establish both the known and unknown of the program. Prospective candidates were informed they would be creating the program for themselves, experiencing the program, and creating a future program simultaneously.  More than forty people attended the meetings with eleven others requesting information by e-mail. 
Through an application and interview process (developed and conducted by U of L, OVEC, and local school district personnel, and designed to be “practitioner friendly”), twenty-three individuals were invited to participate in the pilot group, all of whom are experienced and currently practicing administrators in OVEC districts or the Kentucky Department of Education.  Four of the students are ABD (two from U of L; two from other universities), most have considerable doctoral work, and a few have only some hours above a Master’s Degree. One consideration in selecting candidates was to what degree the individual could help develop the program they were to experience and the program(s) future candidates would experience. 
The first class was in January (nine hours on a Saturday), with time devoted to community building (including norm development), program orientation and exploration, and development of a “life plan.” Immediately following the first class, three candidates decided not to continue, leaving a cohort of twenty.
Throughout spring 2008, cohort members and instructors struggled to define their purposes and plans, with inevitable frustrations around scheduling classes and meetings (perhaps more problematic for the instructors than the candidates), the intentional ambiguity (One candidate expressed that frustration: “I know you told us we would be creating this while we were in it and that we would have to be flexible and creative and that sounded exciting. Hearing about it and living it, however, are two different things.”), trust issues (including an ABD candidate’s e-mail to the Dean indicating doubt that a non-traditional dissertation would be permitted), and the balance of “job embedded” work, cohort work, and common expectations.  It is not surprising that cohort members had to learn to talk from evidence as opposed to their considerable stockpile of “war stories” but it was somewhat surprising that this group of twenty experienced administrators (including four superintendents and two state department division directors) struggled to move beyond the traditional student perspective of expecting the “right” answer and specific instructions from the teacher.
Nevertheless, class meetings and instructor cohort meetings, Blackboard discussions, e-mail exchanges, and candidate reflections have yielded (1) adoption of cohort norms and doctoral student orientations, (2) a preliminary instructional framework for the pilot cohort, (3) a draft description of the capstone, (4) cohort agreement around and use of “job driven” tasks as a signature pedagogy (inclusive of problem-based learning and collaboration), (5) constructs for future Ed.D programs, and (6) identification of summer projects (Appendix).  Overall, while not without frustrations, the candidates’ engagement in the development of the design and structure of the doctoral program has created a climate of reflection and metacognition for the participants both at the individual and cohort levels.

D. Monitoring the Change Process: Outputs

As the candidate cohort worked with the instructor cohort during spring 2008, it became clear that the task of creating and experiencing the program for themselves was one thing, while creating a future program was a different charge. This was perhaps due to the typical candidate profile (many hours of graduate study and many years of administrative experience) as well as the influence of four ABD students, whose motivation was to arrive at the destination as opposed to enjoying the journey. It became helpful for us, therefore, to consider the tasks separately.
Tasks and decisions currently being addressed for the pilot cohort include (1) finalizing options for establishing candidacy (modifying the traditional qualifying exam format to align with the problem-driven signature pedagogy),  (2) establishing and placing benchmark assessments (“midstones” and “capstones”) that align with problem-driven signature pedagogy,
 (3) specifically identifying and then utilizing laboratories of practice, (4) defining and assessing stewardship, and (5) determining the best ways to meet the needs of the ABD students and the others while maintaining a cohort approach and meeting individual needs. 

Tasks and decisions for future doctoral work include (1) the degree to which the next cohort as a whole and individually will specify program outcomes and processes, (2) determining  the nature of the cohort (Jefferson County administrators, pairs or groups of like-employed educators; just administrators or administrators with teacher-leaders), and (3) aligning the program with NCATE (the pilot program is exempt) and certification requirements (the pilot program does not include certifications).  The instructors’ group agreed that while ABD student needs may be addressed through an Ed.D cohort, those individuals will be intentionally grouped and not completely assimilated into the larger group.
E. Identifying Outcomes

Agreeing upon the capstone model and identifying draft program constructs were important steps toward identifying outcomes but we are cognizant that capacities, characteristics and (especially) character of U of L Ed.D graduates have not been specifically identified. Further, a greater level of detail is needed across all outcomes.
F. Creating Impact

From initial discussions those involved with the development of the U of L Ed.D pilot agreed the purpose of having the program was simply to improve the success of Kentucky students. This significant but clearly stated impact statement means that evaluation of the program can be considered with candidate evaluation. This impact goal may evolve but there appears to be no immediate need for that as the state continues to struggle with decreasing resources and the looming 2014 accountability year. 
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Document #1: Program Description (Developed and provided October 2007)

INFORMATION ABOUT THE Ed.D PILOT PROGRAM

(All information is preliminary and will be more fully developed in conjunction with the pilot candidates)

The U of L/OVEC Pilot Program Steering Committee used the conceptual framework of the university with its three overarching principles – inquiry, action, advocacy – and considerations provided by the Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED) to frame the program, including Core Knowledge, Signature Pedagogies, and Laboratories of Practice. Other program characteristics are also described below.

Core Knowledge
Ten outcomes frame the learning experiences that will help the candidates achieve goal #1 (to build a community of K-12 educational leaders with the skills of inquiry, action, and advocacy to lead transformational educational initiatives).The conceptual framework for the University of Louisville describes three overarching principles- inquiry, action, advocacy - so those are used as organizers for the ten outcomes. The principles can also be described as Habits of Mind, Habits of Hands, and Habits of Hearts. 

Inquiry (Habits of Mind)

Graduates will be critical consumers of research across disciplines (i.e., business, psychology, sociology, law) in order to apply that information to challenges in education. Further, graduates will be action researchers within education in order to be effective decision makers and leaders in the field.
1. Critique existing qualitative and quantitative research in a variety of disciplines and apply useful findings to education;

2. Frame problems and critical questions regarding organizational challenges;

3. Collect, analyze and interpret appropriate data to solve organizational challenges;

4. Analyze and evaluate educational processes, programs, policies, and institutions in order to lead improvement initiatives.

Action (Habits of Hands)

Graduates will have the knowledge and skills to create and lead organizations that provide a culture of achievement for students and adults.
1. Understand theories and research of student contexts (psychological, family, cultural) and implement them to transform education;

2. Understand theories and research in teaching & learning and implement them to transform education;

3. Understand theories and research of leadership and organizational culture (vision, instruction, management, leadership) and implement them to transform education.

Advocacy (Habits of Heart)

Beyond knowledge and skills, graduates will demonstrate a commitment to the education profession and the role of education leader by upholding the code of ethics, promoting the value of the profession, and socializing new members.  
1. Make ethical decisions.

2. Use education to promote social justice.

3. Demonstrate stewardship of the profession.

Signature Pedagogies 

Signature pedagogies are described as consistent patterns of teaching that indoctrinate candidates into a field. While discussion and debate continues regarding signature pedagogies for educational doctorates, the steering committee has agreed that thinking like an educational leader means (at least) three things: (1) identifying and solving the right problems, (2) being able to get work done within a variety of communities, and (3) being change agents for social justice. Each pedagogy includes a knowledge base as well as processes, which will be developed throughout the program and in the context of the work of the candidates.  Through numerous discussions with the EDD Cohort and the Instructor Cohort about this construct an overarching signature pedagogy emerged; namely, Problem-Driven Learning.  Problem-Driven Learning as a signature pedagogy incorporates the constructs or program pedagogies of Problem-Based Learning, Building and Working in Communities, Advocacy for Social Justice, and Laboratories of Practice.  The key component of the program that lead to this signature pedagogy is the dual role of the EDD Cohort curriculum; that is, their goal was not only to master the learning goals of the program, but also to have a key role in the determination of those goals.  This role established a dynamic that caused individual to do engage in the learning process and to engage in the meta-cognitive level of engaging in their process of their learning, of their cohort’s learning, and of future cohorts’ learning.  This process turned out to be much more than problem-based learning because problem-based learning seemed to cause individuals to focus on solving problems in their everyday work life.  The three-level focus of learning in this cohort demonstrated for the candidates and the instructors that this focus was much too limiting in the process of building a curriculum. Certainly problem-based learning in a cohort model encouraged students to build communities in their problem solving, but building a cohort community to develop a cohort curriculum was not fully supported by the problem-based model.  Building and working in communities did not work well in the cohort in developing cohort curriculum goals and activities with individuals focusing on their own initiatives to solve problems in their work settings.  The task of getting to a single signature pedagogy help us move past this challenge by encouraging us to seek a larger construct.  At this point Problem-Driven Learning seems to offer the vision we have been seeking.
Program Pedagogies

Problem-based Learning

Educational leaders must perceive a variety of situations, frame the challenges, and develop plans for addressing them. The learning experiences within the pilot program, therefore, will focus on helping candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and dispositions for understanding and addressing complex situations.

Problem-based learning usually means that a team of learners is presented with a complex situation. While prescribed steps vary depending upon the model selected, the team works together to analyze and address the issues. Responsibility for learning is largely within the group and not within the instructor. Situations can be presented as case studies or in-baskets by instructors and/or candidates.

Building and Working in Communities

Educational leaders most often do their work within a community, and throughout their tenure must effectively navigate a variety of communities. The learning experiences in the pilot program, therefore, will focus on helping candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and dispositions for accomplishing goals within a variety of communities (internal and external to the cohort).

Some strategies useful for intentionally experiencing and building community could be:

· Shared challenges/experiences – cohort members share with one another the challenges and experiences in their work, providing one another feedback and  suggestions;

· Collegial review/critique – each cohort member presents a program, product, or process he/she is developing for his/her job and others provide specific feedback;   
· Collaborative inquiry – cohort members collectively identify a challenge in the organization of one candidate and work together to address it; 

· Community service/service learning – cohort members identify and collectively engage in outside-of-the-program activities designed to solve problems and/or promote the profession.

Advocacy for Social Justice

Those who lead educators must have a strong sense of the power and privilege in their work. Education is a powerful tool that others can be taught to use to change lives. Educational leaders must use this lens for the work they do on a daily basis.

While candidates in the pilot program are learning to identify and solve problems and learning to capitalize on community building, their ultimate goal is to improve lives through learning.  Strategies to help them further develop this habit could be:

· Service learning –  a candidate has the opportunity to build skills or experience and help address a need;

· Community service/service learning – cohort members identify and collectively engage in outside-of-the-program activities designed to solve problems and/or promote the profession.

Laboratories of Practice
Candidates’ learning will be firmly rooted in the common and unique challenges they bring to the table as practicing administrators. They will be challenged to approach their work in schools, districts, and the state department of education in new ways, to do work that is new to them, and to expand the application of their work to other populations and situations.

In addition, the pilot program itself will be a laboratory of practice, where they will be asked to learn about, thoughtfully consider, and make recommendations on their experiences as doctoral candidates.

Some strategies that illustrate this approach are: 
· Inquiries based on candidates work – each cohort member applies a newly learned skill to a situation in his/her work and monitors/reports results;

· Collaborative inquiry– cohort members collectively identify a real-world challenge and work together to address it; 

· Problem-based learning – cohort members are presented with a real problem on which to collectively apply their skills;

· Case studies – cohort members are presented with information about a situation and asked to apply their skills;

· Action research – cohort members identify a question based in their work, then outline and implement a research plan to answer the question;

· Simulations - cohort members engage together in role-playing and debriefing that reflect common challenges;  

· Evidence-based assessment – cohort members are responsible for providing evidence of knowledge or skill attainment. 

Learning Experiences (Themes and Modules)
The ten Core Knowledge outcomes are arranged into four overlapping themes: (1) tools of the profession, (2) students and their contexts, (3) teaching and learning, (4) leadership and organizational culture. Each theme includes a number of modules with specific outcomes, and those outcomes are used to design interdisciplinary experiences within a theme. Each theme will have a unique configuration of experiences, assessments, large-small-individual group experiences and face-to-face or on-line time. In addition each theme will build upon the experiences from previous themes.  

Tools of the Profession 
-Module 1: problem-based learning, community building, social advocacy foundations
-Module 2: inquiry and concept models

-Module 3: quantitative research

-Module 4: qualitative research

Students & Contexts Theme 
-Module 1:  characteristics of students (preschool-adult)

-Module 2:  family psychology

-Module 3:  cultural sociology

-Module 4:  diversity studies

Teaching & Learning Theme 
-Module 1:  learning theories

-Module 2:  pedagogy

-Module 3:  curriculum models/curriculum development

-Module 4:  assessment models

Leadership and Organizational Culture Theme 
-Module 1:   organizational theories & school culture

-Module 2:   leadership for change

-Module 3:   human resource management 

-Module 4:   financial management

Seminar on Social Responsibility 
Specialty Rotations/Independent Experiences 
Capstone Seminar 
Capstone Development & Defense 
Note: Participation in the pilot program will not lead to certifications or endorsements. 


Capstone  

Pilot program candidates will demonstrate their accomplishment of the goals – lead a transformational initiative and contribute to the design of the Practitioners’ Ed.D program – as a condition of graduation. Faculty groups, the steering committee, and eventually candidates themselves are asked to consider, evaluate, and recommend the intent, standards, and format for the capstone experience. 

Current discussion favors

· Alignment of assessments from “Tools of the Profession” through the Capstone product;

· Development of and agreement about specific standards of quality for the Capstone product;

· A group project with individual components for the transformational initiative;

· A group project for the development of the Practitioners’ Ed.D program;

· A written product and presentation to faculty and consumers for both products.

Differentiation
Within the cohort community, each candidate has a unique profile of strengths, goals, interests and needs. While the core knowledge is held constant, processes and/or applications may vary to suit the unique profile of strengths, goals, interests and needs. Working closely with other cohort members and the program faculty, experiences will be intentionally arranged to capitalize on the individual profile. 

Some strategies for self-direction are:

· Personal reflection – throughout the program cohort members will engage in individual and group reflection about their strengths, goals, interests, and needs as an educational leader; 

· Choices – cohort members will use their reflections to make choices of the processes and products they use while gaining the core knowledge;

· Application of learning on the job – candidates will apply and modify understandings gained through program participation to their work; 

· Self-regulation – candidates will establish procedures and timelines to meet program expectations;

· Task differentiation – faculty members and an individual candidate may determine that some learning experiences will be differentiated. For example, the assistant superintendent for curriculum may be given the opportunity to modify the learning experience, to create learning experiences for others, or occasionally to complete work independently.

· Specialty rotations – candidates and program faculty will jointly reflect on the candidate’s strengths, goals, interests, and needs to design internship experiences that complete their doctoral program.
· Organization of three “mini-cohorts” (no doctoral work, some doctoral work, ABD)
POSSIBLE SCHEDULE FOR THREE “MINI-COHORTS” (Example Only)

	
	No Doctoral Work
	Some Doctoral Work
	All But Dissertation(ABD)

	
	
	
	

	Spring 2008
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Tools of the  Profession Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar 
--Tools of the  Profession Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar 
--Tools of the  Profession Theme

	Summer 2008
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Students & Contexts Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Independent Preparation (as needed)


	-Doctoral Seminar

-Independent Preparation (if needed)

-Specialty Rotations and/or Individual Experiences (as needed)

	Fall 2008
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Students & Contexts Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Independent Preparation (as needed)


	-Doctoral Seminar
-Independent Preparation (if needed)

-Specialty Rotations and/or Individual Experiences (as needed)

-Capstone Seminar/Development

	Spring 2009
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Teaching & Learning Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

Independent Preparation (as needed)
	-Capstone Development 

	Summer 2009
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Teaching & Learning Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Capstone Seminar/Development
	-Capstone Development/Defense

	Fall 2009
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Leadership & Organizational Culture Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Capstone Development
	


	Spring 2010
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Leadership & Organizational Culture Theme
	-Doctoral Seminar

-Capstone Development/Defense
	

	Summer 2010
	-Seminar on Social Responsibility

-Specialty Rotations/Independent Experiences

-Capstone Seminar/Development
	
	

	Fall 2010
	-Specialty Rotations/Independent Experiences

-Capstone Development
	
	

	Spring 2011
	-Specialty Rotations/Independent Experiences

-Capstone Development/Defense
	
	


All cohort members will meet two Saturdays a month for approximately three hours for doctoral seminar. The time will be spent examining current national and state issues in education and related fields, with a focus on social justice. During this time, students will also plan future learning experiences, and have the opportunity to consult with program faculty. Those students engaged in the current themes will continue to meet, with the times dependent upon the specific module.

All candidates will participate in on-line discussions and complete assignments outside of Saturday meetings.    

Tentative Dates for spring 2008:

January 12 & 26

February 9 & 23

March 8 & 22

April 19 & 26
Tentative Times for spring 2008:

Doctoral Seminar for ALL Cohort Members (range of times between 8:00-12:00)

Themes or Independent Work for small groups (range of times between 12:30-5:30)

 Location(s)

 Meeting locations may vary depending upon the needs of the cohort or the experiences for the day,

 but the OVEC office in Shelbyville, KY is reserved for the appropriate Saturdays. It includes two large 

 rooms and one smaller room as well as technology access and will be a central location for the pilot

 cohort candidates.
Costs

A traditional doctoral program (starting at the beginning with an MA and no doctoral work, attending part-time) is estimated at $25,000; Candidates who are “All But Dissertation” (all coursework completed, comprehensive exams passed, and residency requirement fulfilled) might finish for about $3000 (more if time has to be extended). Tuition for candidates with some doctoral work transferred in would be based upon the number of hours to complete. 

Administrators in the College of Education and Human Development are working with University budget personnel to offer “bundled costs” and reduced rates for the pilot group. Specific figures will be provided to potential candidates as soon as the information is available.     
Document #2: Summary Chart of CEHD Constructs

Table Representing Conceptual Framework Constructs and Candidate Dispositions  
(University of Louisville)
	Conceptual Framework Constructs
	Inquiry 
(Habits of Mind)
	Action

(Habits of Hands)
	Advocacy

(Habits of Heart)

	Constructs as Learned and Applied
	Research
	Practice
	Service

	Constructs Reflected in Candidates
	Critical Thinkers
	Problem Solvers
	Professional Leaders

	Unit Dispositions Reflected in Candidates
	Exhibits a disposition to inform practice through inquiry and reflection
	Exhibits a disposition to critique and change practice through content, pedagogical, and professional knowledge
	Exhibits a disposition to affirm principles of social justice and equity and a  commitment to making a positive difference


Document #3: Cohort Norms and Doctoral Student Orientations

Ed.D. Pilot Cohort Norms

We use the doctoral student orientations

· Reflect and analyze

· See through many lenses

· Challenge thinking in self and others

· Take initiative and be collaborative

· Manage time (merge and align work tasks & doctoral tasks)

We respect the opinions and ideas of others and therefore challenge ideas not individuals

We leave our titles at the door

We maintain confidentiality

We participate fully (attend class, be punctual, minimize interruptions and off-task activities)

We use leadership skills

We accept responsibility for the success of each candidate and the cohort as a whole

We maintain the integrity of task completion (do our own work to high standard and on time) 

Document #4: Instructional Framework
FRAMEWORK FOR INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN – SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS AND REFORM

	
	How do we create a process for others to become transformational leaders?

	
	What do we know about school effectiveness & school reform and how do we know it?
	
	What do we know about transformational leaders; how do we know it, how do we do it?

	
	    School 

effectiveness
	School

reform
	
	

	Inquiry 

(enhance 

capacity 

to learn)

Action 

(do some-

thing with

 learning)

Advocacy 

(rationale 

for action)
	
National focus
	
	Institutional

Cohort

Individual

	
	State focus
	
	

	
	District focus
	
	

	
	School focus
	
	

	
	Classroom focus
	
	


“Evidence Competencies Flow” is a complementary strand (answering “How do we know it?”) we envision overlapping topics.

a. review evidence

b. critique evidence

c. analyze evidence

d. evaluate evidence

e. apply evidence

f. design applications to produce evidence

Document #5: Capstone Description

Pilot Cohort Capstones

(Draft – April 2008)

Projects that 

· improve the success of Kentucky students

· describe a condition to promote action, or provide a solution to a problem, or evaluate a program or approach

Process

1. Client(s) determine(s) the goal of the project (candidate can be a client);

2. Individual or team works with U of L faculty member(s) to plan the project;

3. Client(s), cohort, and instructors approve the project plan;

4. Project is completed;

5. Final product (see below) is presented to cohort for feedback;

6. Final product (see below) is presented to client(s) and instructors;

7. Project is publically presented to an external audience  appropriate to the topic (national, state, regional conference; state department of education, education cooperative)

8. Instructors vote to approve project for degree award.

Product

1. Is grounded in sound and contemporary knowledge base;

2. Has a rationale based on evidence;

3. Outlines implementation strategies;

4. Has conclusions or recommendations;

5. Includes connections to other individuals or organizations;

6. Has appropriate references;

7. May take various forms (written document, power point, video, manuals, etc. or combination)

8. Includes a personal reflection.

Document #6: Problem-Driven Learning Model 
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Document #7: Ed.D Program Constructs (Draft April 2008)
	Strand
	Construct
	Product/ Evidence
	Assessment/ Rubric

	
	(What does one need to know
 or be able to do?)
	(What might this look like?)
Examples of products/evidence
	(Product Quality)

	Inquiry: Habits of Mind

	In order to make the learning relevant in this area, participants must identify a job-embedded or job-related issue, problem, trend, program, etc. around which to pursue the constructs.

 Depending on small group and/or individual interests, possible questions to pursue could be: 

· Does teaming teachers positively impact student achievement?

· Do lead teachers positively impact student achievement?
	1. Analyze & critique existing qualitative and quantitative research across disciplines.

2. Frame problems and critical questions regarding organizational challenges.

3. Collect, analyze and interpret appropriate data to solve organizational  and systemic challenges 

4. Analyze and evaluate educational processes, programs, policies, and institutions in order to lead improvement initiatives

5. Provide recommendations and solutions that are grounded and  that will lead to improved student learning

6. Identify topics for extensive investigation, such as school effectiveness, highly reliable organizations, gap analysis. 

7. Work collaboratively with a variety of groups to complete the work described above.
	Survey relevant research and produce a comprehensive lit review or annotated bibliography 

Design, create, and/or modify survey instruments aimed at different audiences relevant to a common issue, problem, trend previously identified. Provide written rationale for the survey to intended respondents or identify and collect appropriate data that will help frame and analyze the problem

Design a study (or compile previously conducted studies and research) to compare student achievement between schools with similar demographics who team teachers versus those who do not team teachers.  Data are collected and then analyzed and published in a comprehensive evaluation with recommendations based on the findings or develop an investigative and conceptual framework that guides the study and analysis

Conduct a program audit at a school or within a district to determine things such as: efficacy of programs across the district within various schools; direct impact of programs on student achievement; financial and instructional implications regarding the reallocation of resources from ineffective programs to more effective programs (those not yielding instructional gains to those yielding instructional gains) 

Develop a report (in an easy-to-understand format) that can be digested and implemented by appropriate audiences
	Annotated bibliography or lit review must be of correct format and style and analytical in nature. Comprehensive in research consulted

Instrument lacks bias or appropriate data is collected

Rationale is clear and easy to comprehend regardless of audience (student, parent, teacher, administrator, central office, superintendent)

Instrument yields data valid, reliable, and relevant to original question 

Consultation with university faculty to determine quality of studies and validity of findings. This is truly more a lab-based practice model where participants “get their hands dirty” in the area of data compilation and analysis. 

Again a more lab-based model of practice requiring independent work in consultation with and advisement of university faculty

Report format is easy to read and understand (use of headings, bullets, quotes, tables, etc. – not “dissertation” format)

Impact of project is assessed. 


	Strand
	Construct
	Product/ Evidence
	Assessment/ Rubric

	
	(What does one need to know
 or be able to do?)
	(What might this look like?)

Examples of products/evidence
	(Product Quality)

	Action: Habits of Hands

	Using skills and processes honed in the Habits of Mind module the Habits of Hands module requires the cohort to move their research from theory to practice by taking the newly acquired knowledge and designing implementation plans then actually conducting “action research” based on those plans.

Again, in order to make the learning relevant in this area, participants must identify a job-embedded or job-related issue, problem, trend, program, etc. around which to pursue the constructs.
	1. Implement theories and research of student contexts (psychological, family, cultural) and implement them to impact student achievement.

2. Implement theories and research in teaching and learning and implement them to impact student achievement. 

3. Implement theories and research of leadership and organizational culture and behavior (vision, instruction, management, leadership) and implement them to impact student achievement. 

4. Employ strategies of engagement, support-building, communication, psychology, motivation, and marketing to explain issues to others and garner support.

5. Use data to make decisions and implement programs. 
	Compilation of relevant theories related to student contexts and/or lit review. Cohort experiences common readings and engage in discussions relevant to those readings.

Action plan developed based on readings to address the job-embedded issue selected by students. (construct 2,3)
Cohort experiences common readings and engage in discussions relevant to those readings, as well. (construct 2,3)
Action plan developed based on readings to address the job-embedded issue selected by students.(construct 2,3)

Cohort experiences common readings and engage in discussions relevant to those readings, as well.  A book study from a different discipline with implications for education could be undertaken as a common read for the cohort. (construct 3,4)

Action plan developed based on readings to address the job-embedded issue selected by students.(construct 1,2 and 3)
	Action plan developed after consultation with university faculty. Key to the plan would be clearly articulated goals, ongoing evaluation, and end of year comprehensive (construct 1,2,3)

Reflection papers and/or “exit slips” could be a way of assessing individual knowledge and/or understanding of group discussion.(construct 1,2,3)

 Book study groups would meet in roundtables.  If multiple books are used the cohort could “jigsaw” so that all cohort members were exposed to the basic premise of all books.(construct 3,4)

Presentation of findings to a group or audience employing technology, marketing, writing, presentation and speaking skills with an interactive component leading to a formative assessment of the work to date


	Strand
	Construct
	Product/ Evidence
	Assessment/ Rubric

	
	(What does one need to know
 or be able to do?)
	(What might this look like?)

Examples of products/evidence
	(Product Quality)

	Advocacy: Habits of Heart & Community

	Graduates will demonstrate a commitment to the educational profession and apply the role of educational leader by:

· implementing the code of ethics

·  promoting the value of the profession

· Socializing new members in the aforementioned


	1. Use education to promote ethical decision making.

2. Use education to promote social justice. 

3. Demonstrate stewardship of the profession

4. Demonstrate empathy and understanding of various points of view

5. Demonstrate the capacity for lifelong learning through a natural curiosity and  passion for educational issues
	An evaluation of current school, district or state programs for efficacy issues(construct 1,2)

An evaluation of alternative school placements within a district for efficacy and student achievement(construct 1,2)

Develop a plan for teacher mentorship within a building or district around relevant topics including student advocacy, teacher efficacy, etc.(construct 2,3)

Cohort work is cognizant of issues addressing ILPs, IEPs, SES, multiple intelligences, family situations, drug addictions, social issues, etc.(construct 1,2,4)

Develop and support a specific and meaningful regional or statewide job-alike network to support relevant topics such as student advocacy, teacher efficacy, etc. (construct 2,3)

Cohort agrees to common “orientations” and signs off with signatures(construct 3,4)

Cohort participates in a common read regarding group dynamics such as Warren Bennis’  Organizing Genius or the DuFour work on Professional Learning Communities
	Work produced by the cohort reflects ethical decision making in design, implementation and evaluation.(construct 1,2,3)
Participate in potentially controversial discussions related to educational issues with insight as well as tolerance for differing views.(construct 1,4,5)

Participate in work teams and groups on various projects throughout the Ed. D. experience.(construct 1,4,5)

Collegial atmosphere in and among cohort.

Literature review related to organizational structures

Book study groups would meet in roundtables.  If multiple books are used the cohort could “jigsaw” so that all cohort members were exposed to the basic premise of all books.(construct 3,4)

Does the work transcend time? Are you engaged in capacity building through the work? (construct 3,5)




Document #8: Summer Projects
	Name(s)
	General Topic/Interest Area
	What Do You Want to Know or Do?
	What Kind Project? (description for action, problem solution, evaluation)
	Content Responders
	Other Comments

	Lynda
	Professional Development – Thinking Strategies
	Initiate a 3-day institute for teachers to increase knowledge & implementation of thinking strategies across all content. 
	Solving a problem, description for action, designing a program
	Debbie, Mark,
Brennon, Rena
	Some groundwork completed. Need research and evaluation assistance.

	Debbie, John
	High school redesign/student recruitment/Magnet Programs
	Create innovative model for magnet program to increase voluntary student enrollment.
	Design a program
	Denise, Brennon 
	Seeking fun individuals for long weekends together.

	Brennon, Kim
	Improving teacher efficacy/fidelity/behavior through administrative behavior
	Create a process for improving teacher performance that can be replicated
	Design a program
	Cherry, Tim, Mike, Annette, Michael
	The process would make use of current procedures and under current restrictions of school culture.

	Larry, Michael, Annette, Kellye
	Evaluation of technical assistance
	Develop a system to evaluate the effectiveness of technical assistance
	Define a problem, solve a problem
	Rina, Donna, Mike
	The current special ed cooperative network will be used to explore the issues.

	Cherry
	Professional Growth System – efficacy, professionalism
	Evaluation of professional learning systems; HRO components; PLCs
	Develop a system – intentional, systematic, focused
	Linda, Debbie, Mike
	

	Denise, Carol, Michael, Rena
	High school restructuring/Smaller learning communities
	Create academies school-wide to increase collective teacher efficacy and student engagement and success
	Design a model
	Brennon, Debbie, John, Kim 
	Might include variations of the model to apply in different contexts (urban, rural).

	Tim, Mark, Chrissy, Donna, Kricket
	Teacher Evaluation
	Can the teacher evaluation process improve student achievement?
	Design an effective process
	Carol, Denise, Annette, Larry, Kellye
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