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Abstract

Research being conducted in the Adult Learning Program at the Neag School of Education (NSoE) indicates that professional learning is most effective when it (1) focuses on developing individuals’ proficiency (the ability to use knowledge skillfully);(2) addresses individuals’ innate needs, strengthens individuals’ self-regulation, and enhances the mental models individuals use to guide their professional practice; (3) involves a reciprocal orchestration of experience that enables individuals to encode, map, and abstract events into knowledge; and (4) engages individuals in an environment that both supports and challenges their learning. Based on this research the EdD program in Educational Leadership at the NSoE is being redesigned to develop participants’ proficiency in the analogical reasoning process that distinguishes the performance of expert leaders. Since “analogical reasoning” involves abilities to identify structural (as opposed to surface) similarities between a current situation and past experiences – and use this reasoning process to resolve problems effectively, the approach for developing such skills involves participants’ emersion in the development and analysis of cases that are based on complex, real-life situations. For this reason the doctoral program at the NSoE is focusing on developing candidates’ abilities to employ an analogical (or case-based) reasoning process as they weave together theoretical formulations, results of empirical research, and facts from real-life situations into a comprehensive analysis of educational case situations. The program involves: (1) a 12-credit research sequence; (2) a 24-credit case analysis sequence that provides leadership, policy, professional development, and legal perspectives on systemic school reform; and, (3) a 12-credit series of doctoral-level seminars in which participants collect and analyze their research data. 

Demographic description: Neag School of Education. 

The University of Connecticut is a comprehensive, land-grant university located 25 miles east of Hartford and 80 miles southwest of Boston.  The Neag School of Education is an upper-division undergraduate and graduate school within the University.  The Neag School of Education programs are certified by the State of Connecticut and NCATE and are associated with the principles of the Holmes Group and the National Network for Educational Renewal.  Seven years ago the Neag School of Education received the largest gift ever given to a School of Education in the nation, a donation of $21 million that was matched with $4 million in State funds.  Recently, the University of Connecticut was one of eleven institutions awarded a five year $5 million dollar Teachers For a New Era grant, funded by the Carnegie Corporation of New York.

The Department of Educational Leadership is a comprehensive academic department that is comprised of 12 full-time faculty members and 200 graduate students. The department conducts research, provides service, and offers graduate degree programs in a wide range of areas including school-building leadership, school-district leadership, educational policy, adult learning, and higher education student affairs. 
Number of PhD Students in Educational Administration: 
12

Number of PhD Students in Educational Administration:

Education Policy Analysis Concentration
3

Number of EdD Students in Educational Leadership
22

Number of PhD students in Adult Learning
16

Number of PhD students in doctoral programs in the NSoE 
(outside the EDLR department)
165

Total number of Doctoral Students in the NSoE
218

Number of full-time Faculty teaching Doctoral Courses in 

the EDLR Department
8

Number of full time faculty teaching Doctoral Courses in 
59
the NSoE (outside the EDLR department)

Total Number of faculty teaching Doctoral Courses in NSoE
67


Description of Current Doctoral Programs

The EDLR department currently offers three doctoral degrees: Educational Administration with a concentration in Education Policy Analysis (PhD); Educational Leadership (EdD); and Adult Learning (PhD). The EdD in Educational Leadership is a cohort-based program that prepares educational leaders to formulate questions of practice, to survey the research literature for conceptual frameworks that can guide solutions, to design interventions, to collect data on the efficacy of the interventions, and to analyze the results to develop recommendations for improved practice. The PhD in Education Policy Analysis is designed for individuals who aspire to positions as policy analysts or researchers in universities, government agencies, or research organizations. The PhD in Adult Learning has evolved a balanced combination of challenges and supports that have proven to be most successful in enhancing the research of part-time doctoral students from a wide range of backgrounds (e.g., corporations, health agencies, not-for-profit agencies, colleges, private consulting firms, state government agencies) who complete the program.  

Current Efforts to Reform Doctoral Programs

In response to a growing concern that the design of doctoral programs was walling out adult learners who due to job responsibilities could attend only on a part-time basis, the Kellogg Foundation, in the early 1980s, awarded a grant to the EDLR department to design a “user friendly” PhD program for adult learners. The program has evolved through 25 years of continuous evaluations, refinements, and improvements into a highly successful doctoral program for educational researchers and leaders in the field of adult learning (Kehrhahn, Sheckley, & Travers, 2000). 

The lessons learned from this effort are now being applied to the EdD program in Educational Leadership. This current effort has a number of distinct features. 

First, the revisions are now directed towards developing a traditional Chapter 5 of the dissertation that outlines a specific set of recommendations to resolve a problem of practice (e.g., increasing math achievement, reducing the achievement gap, improving literacy). Because students in the cohort are just finishing their second year, there is not yet any evidence to evaluate the effectiveness of this focus. 

Second, the revisions are designed to narrow the field of options in which candidates can conduct doctoral research to topics in which current faculty have specific research expertise. The intent here is to provide students with the best possible guidance as they move forward in their doctoral research. In past years students have been free to pick their own dissertation topic even if no faculty member was versed in that area of research. As students in this cohort begin to develop research proposals the focused concentration on areas in which EDLR faculty have research expertise (e.g., policy analysis, professional learning, data driven decision making) is paying dividends in terms of research ideas that are more focused and better formulated than those developed in prior years. 

Third the revisions are exploring ways to use information technologies (e.g., web-based programs such as Task Stream) to increase communication and feedback. To date these efforts are proving quite successful. 

Finally, methods are being developed to improve the articulation between the EdD and the 15-credit program offered by the NSoE that leads to State 093 Certification for School Superintendents. Since a good number of students who finish the 093 program move into the EdD program, a well-developed articulation between the two programs would assist students as they moved forward in their academic work. 

Proposed Plan of Action

During the first year the NSoE would like to move forward on a plan to develop and implement a revised EdD Program as outlined in the paragraphs that follow. Resources and technical support from the CADREI grant program would assist in this effort. 

Spring 07 semester: Recruit and admit students; Revise courses for fall 07 semester; Develop web-based discussion forums using Task Stream or Web-CT Vista; Develop evaluation plan; Solidify partnership with CAPSS; 

Summer 07: Make final preparations for the fall offerings

Fall 07 semester: Implement first courses in sequence; Conduct formative evaluation of results achieved; Develop courses for Spring 08 semester. 

Outline of Proposed Revisions in EdD Program

Rationale. Research on expertise indicates that in contrast to novices, experts, when faced with a novel situation or problem, have the ability to draw on prior experiences (also called “cases,” “instances,” “analogues,” or “exemplars”) to formulate a plan of action. This case-based (or analogical) reasoning process is also a key characteristic of effective practitioners. Based on this research, a practitioner-based EdD program could be devised with the goal of developing participants’ case-based or analogical reasoning skills. 

Schedule. The program could have three phases: Interpreting and understanding research studies with an emphasis on case analyses; case development and analysis to inform systemic school reform (Bassey, 1999); cross-case analysis to provide substantive perspectives on systemic school reform (Yin, 2003). The schedule is outlined in Table 1. 

Table 1: Proposed Course Schedule for Revised EdD Program

	Phase 1 
Fall-Spring
Year 1
	· EDLR 422: Inquiry and Research in Educational Leadership I – Foundations, Design, and Use (3) with *EDLR 410: Using Qualitative Analysis to inform Educational Leadership (3)

· EDLR 423: Inquiry and Research in Educational Leadership II – Implementation, Analysis and Discovery (3) with *EDCI 365:Qualitative Analysis

	Phase 2
Summer Year 1 – 
Summer Year 2 
	24 credits from the following areas

· EDLR 337 Professional Development (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum 

· EDLR 424: Leadership for Teaching and Learning (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3)

· EDLR 428: Policies for Improvement: Mobilizing School and Community  (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3)

· EDLR 425: Legal Issues Human Resources Administration for School Leaders (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3)

· EDLR 410 Data Based Decision-Making for School Improvement with *EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3)

· EDLR 421: Financial and Human Resources Management in Education (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3)

· EDLR 430: Organizational Behavior in Educational Administration (3) with EDLR 460: Research Practicum (3

	Phase 3
Fall Year 3 
Spring Year 5
	· EDLR 410: Doctoral Seminar (3)

· GRAD 495 Doctoral Dissertation Research (3)

· GRAD 495 Doctoral Dissertation Research (3)

· GRAD 495 Doctoral Dissertation Research (3)


Description. Year 1 would provide a consumers’ orientation to educational research in terms of principles of research design (threats to credibility and trustworthiness, reliability and validity), statistical analysis (means, standard deviation, correlation, regression, ANOVA, effect sizes), qualitative analysis (theming, coding, member checking, and the like). The most important course in this sequence would be the last one, a course on how to construct a case analysis. The purpose of this sequence would be to provide executive level school leaders with the skills necessary to interpret, evaluate, and form plans of action based on research studies – most especially case analyses. 

Year 1 summer through Year 2 summer would be a sequence in which participants would construct case analyses of real life situations they face in their schools (or respective organizations) as these situations demonstrate key issues related to systemic school reform. The partnership between the NSoE and the Connecticut Association of Public School Superintendents (CAPSS) could be invaluable here in providing rich material for the cases.

In each six-credit sequence participants would receive grounding in a set of conceptual principles (e.g., leadership theory and management) and then use these research-based principles to develop, analyze, and write up a comprehensive case situation as that situation demonstrates key issues related to systemic school reform. The cases would analyze situations the participants may face from four different perspectives on systemic school reform: Leadership, Policy, Professional Development (or learning organizations), and Legal Issues. 

Note: Graduates of the Executive Leadership (093 Certification) Program could submit case analyses developed during their EL program in the Leadership and Policy areas to receive credit for this work. The credits they received in the EL program would transfer in and be accepted as credit for the leadership and policy modules in the EdD program. In other words they would receive “credit” in the EdD program for 12 credits of their EL work in terms of credit for prior work done on case analyses. 

Proposal and Comprehensive. 

During the fall of year 3 participants would write a 15-page prospectus for their dissertation work (see description below of dissertation as integration and synthesis of case analyses) that would outline the approach they would take to move from the separate case analyses on systemic school reform that they developed in respective courses to a cross-case analysis (Yin, 2003) of these four cases. The proposal would outline a plan to use the cross-case approach – a plan that included theoretical frames, empirical research, as well as information from the individual cases – into a comprehensive analysis of issues that contribute to systemic school reform. This document would serve as the proposal for their dissertation work. 

Dissertation. The dissertation would take the form of a cross-case analysis (Yin, 2003) that provided a comprehensive integration and synthesis of the four case situations students prepared in the program. In the cross-case analysis students would adhere to a methodology that would ensure trustworthiness and credibility of their analyses (Bassey, 1999).  In doing so the students’ analyses would integrate and synthesize theoretical frameworks, findings from research studies, and data from their own case studies into a comprehensive and thorough articulation of key perspectives on systemic school reform. The skills required to conduct such a cross-case analysis are similar to the situational assessment (Endsley, 1997), analogical reasoning (Gentner, Holyoak, & Kokinov, 2001), and structural thinking capabilities (Gentner & Markham, 1997) that characterize the reasoning process of experts (Feltovich, Spiro, & Coulson, 1997). 

Institutional Resources

This effort was initiated by the Dean of the NSoE because of his commitment to and interest in enhancing the programs offered by the School that are directed to improving the proficiency of the educational leaders. In establishing this initiative he indicated that he would provide the resources necessary to sustain the effort beyond the three years of the project. Funds from the Dean’s budget to sustain the effort will be supplemented with funds and resources from the EDLR department. Additionally administrative resources within the EDLR department (3 Support Staff, 4 full-time Graduate Assistants) will be available to assist in the effort. Because this initiative is part of an on-going process of continuous improvement of doctoral programs in the EDLR department, it fits in easily with current efforts of faculty members who are working to develop teaching innovations that best address the learning interests of graduate students in the department. 

Assignment 1: Updating your CPED pilot work

The components for a scholarship of teaching. As outlined in the opening sections of the proposal, the UConn project focuses less on “teaching” per se and more on the processes by which professionals learn best. From the research conducted in our Adult Learning Program optimal professional learning occurs when the process (1) focuses on key attributes of the learner (e.g., mental models, self-regulation, innate needs); (2) engages learners in key experiences that trigger specific cognitive processes associated with learning (e.g., encoding, mapping, abstracting) in a way that builds elaborate representations of the requirements associated with a task (Green, 2002); and (3) embeds learning in an environment that supports and challenges learners. If any one of the three components is missing, the process is less than optimal. 

When translated into practice this optimal process often takes the format of practitioner-based inquiry. This process begins with professional practitioners identifying and defining a specific problem of practice. Once the problem is defined, the professionals involved are guided through the use a conceptual frame (based on research and theory) as template for their inquiry into the problem. The professionals then explore the setting in which the problem occurs to identify the gap that exists between the actual situation and an ideal situation described by theory and research. In the final stage they devise strategies to strengthen the link (or reduce the gap) between the theoretical or research-based ideal and actual practice they explored. 

Through this process professionals expand their understanding of theoretical and research-based concepts, how these concepts play out in practice, and ways to use the concepts to formulate strategies (e.g., systemic approaches to school reform) to address problems of practice.  They also devise skills at identifying the elements of a problem situation at a “deep” or “structural” level (as opposed to a surface level) (Hofstadter, 2001).  With this structural understanding, they are able to draw lessons from prior experiences (based on analogical thought) that they would not be access if they reasoned based on surface level similarities only (Gentner & Markham, 1997; Gick & Holyoak, 1980). This process of using structural thought in analyzing situations could also be called a “habit of the mind” as outlined by Richardson (2006)
The components of a laboratory of practice. Our EdD program enrolls practitioners who are working full-time in educational settings. These settings will serve as the laboratories of practice for them to employ the inquiry process that serves as the signature pedagogy for our program. 

Assignment 2: Investigating Learning Outcomes with Assessment Data

The EdD program represents a fresh start. There is no link with a prior program. For this reason we have no past data to work from. In the new program we are focusing on a specific set of outcomes. 

Phase 1 (Fall-Spring year 1): Students will become “critical consumers” of educational research as demonstrated by their ability to analyze quantitative and qualitative research studies critically and use this analysis to formulate inquiries into problems of practice related to school reform. 

Phase 2 (Summer year 1 – Summer year 2): Students will have proficiency in using an inquiry process to explore problems of practice as demonstrated by their ability to write four comprehensive studies that address a problem of practice related to school reform. Each inquiry project will be written from a specific theoretical and research foundation (e.g, theory and research on professional learning; theory and research on leadership; theory and research on policy; theory and research on legal issues). The inquiry will analyze the gap that exists between the ideal situation (described by theory and research) and actual situation that exists in practice. The analysis will also include a set of strategies to strengthen the link (or close the gap that exists) between theory and practice. 

Phase 3 (Fall year 3 – Spring year 4): Students will have the proficiency in formulating inquiry-based recommendations to address problems of practice related to school reform as demonstrated by their ability to outline a problem of practice related to school reform, present an in-depth inquiry-based set of recommendations to address this problem, and devise a comprehensive strategy to implement the recommendations. The recommendations will be based on the inquiry projects conducted in phase two as well as a thorough review of the research related to the problem being addressed and the recommendations being proposed. 

1. How do you know whether the program outcomes are met? Each outcome is defined in specific terms of “as demonstrated by….”

Who analyzes them and how they used? Program faculty members analyze the outcomes. The assessments are used to determine progress from one phase of the program to the next. 

What measures of student performance are most valued in program assessment and review? The inquiry projects are the most valued assessments.

How are the performance data used to strengthen and redesign courses and experiences? Even now as we are two months into working with our first cohort we are using results from student performance to (a) refine procedures we will use for the next cohort and (b) revise plans for courses scheduled for the upcoming semesters. 

2. How does this information inform your consideration of capstone courses and experiences? The capstone project (constructed during Phase 3 of the program) will be based on a cross-case analysis of the inquiry projects students conduct during Phase 2 of the program. The progress and performance during Phase 2 will contribute to the design of the capstone project in Phase 3. 

How do your students address substantive problems collectively and individually? The program employs a cohort model. With this structure students are able to contribute to the group learning effort based on their own experiences and inquiry projects. Using web-based discussion boards and in-class conversations, members of the cohort will work collectively to address substantive issues related to school reform. Working as individuals, participants will conduct their own inquiries into the substantive problem of school reform and bring the results of this individual inquiry to the collective discussions conducted by the cohort. 

What is the artifact that they produce that demonstrates mastery of concepts that span several topic areas in education policy and practice and require interaction with other disciplines and fields of study? The capstone document (in-depth description of a problem related to school reform, inquiry-based recommendations to address the problem, comprehensive strategies to implement the recommendations) is the artifact that demonstrates the mastery of concepts related to policy, practice, and other disciplines. 

What oral and written reports are expected? Throughout Phase 1 and Phase 2 participants will contribute actively to the group learning effort during class sessions with oral presentations on their inquiry work. In Phase 3 they will make an oral presentation of their recommendations – and strategies for implementing the recommendations – to a group that includes both faculty and senior level educational leaders.  Throughout Phase 1 and Phase 2 participants will submit written manuscripts of their inquiry projects – manuscripts that include a full definition of the problem of practice related to school reform they are addressing, the gap that exists between the ideal situation (as defined by research and theory) and the actual situation that exists in their work setting (laboratory of practice). 

What research questions do the data generate that will further your institution’s work and inform consideration of the capstone properties? The data generated in these oral and written presentations will generate research questions related to a formative evaluation of the program. In most cases the questions will address issues such as:  “How are the students doing?” “Are the students meeting our expectations?” “What changes are required to prepare them fully to fulfill the requirements of the capstone assignment?” Questions related to the adult learning process that provides the conceptual base for the program: Do professionals learn best via an inquiry process as employed in this program? What other strategies are available to enhance student learning? Finally, questions related to outcomes will be explored: Do the habits of mind – the ability to think structurally when reasoning via analogy – that the program is designed to develop represent the thought processes required by successful educational leaders?

Assignment 3: Signature Pedagogies

As discussed in “Assignment 1” above, our signature pedagogy is called “professional learning as inquiry.” Based on research conducted on professional learning in our Adult Learning Program, we believe that optimal professional learning occurs when the process (1) focuses on key attributes of the learner (e.g., mental models, self-regulation, innate needs); (2) engages learners in key experiences that trigger the cognitive processes (e.g., encoding, mapping, abstracting) that enhance learning; and (3) embeds learning in an environment that supports and challenges learners. If any one of the three components is missing, the process is less than optimal. Engaging students in an ongoing process of inquiry into problems of practice, we believe, is one of the best ways to achieve this optimal learning.

1. How have you drawn from earlier work of the Carnegie Foundation, particularly its emphasis on a scholarship of teaching, for the Education Doctorate that you are developing? The article by Virginia Richardson on “habits of the mind” was particularly helpful in designing our program.  We strive to cultivate among participants in our program the “habit” of identifying and reasoning from a “deep” or “structural” understanding of situations (Endsley, 1997; Gentner & Markham, 1997)
2. What key components are essential for these aspects to be regarded as a true signature pedagogy? We believe that optimal professional learning occurs when the process (1) focuses on key attributes of the learner (e.g., mental models, self-regulation, innate needs); (2) engages learners in key experiences that trigger the cognitive processes (e.g., encoding, mapping, abstracting) that enhance learning; and (3) embeds learning in an environment that supports and challenges learners. If any one of the three components is missing, the process is less than optimal.

When translated into practice this optimal process often takes the format of practitioner-based inquiry. This process begins with professional practitioners identifying and defining a specific problem of practice. Once the problem is defined, the professionals involved are guided through the use a conceptual frame (based on research and theory) as template for their inquiry into the problem. The professionals then explore the setting in which the problem occurs to identify the gap that exists between the actual situation and an ideal situation described by theory and research. In the final stage they devise strategies to strengthen the link (or reduce the gap) between the theoretical or research-based ideal and actual practice they explored. 

Through this process professionals expand their understanding of theoretical and research-based concepts, how these concepts play out in practice, and ways to use the concepts to formulate strategies (e.g., systemic approaches to school reform) to address problems of practice.  They also devise skills at identifying the elements of a problem situation at a “deep” or “structural” level (as opposed to a surface level).  With this structural understanding, they are able to draw lessons from prior experiences (based on analogical thought) that they would not be access if they reasoned based on surface level similarities only. This process of using structural thought in analyzing situations could also be called a “habit of the mind” as outlined by Richardson (2006)
3. What are you doing to promote and describe a Signature Pedagogy as part of your Pilot or Model or Project?  We are building the entire degree program on a process we call “Professional Learning as Inquiry.” 
4. How is consideration of the Capstone entwined with identification of a Signature Pedagogy? The capstone project is based on analyses (and learning) associated with the inquiry projects participants complete throughout the program.  In this way the signature pedagogy is woven into every aspect of a program. The capstone project is completed using the learning that students acquired throughout the program by engaging in this signature pedagogy. 
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