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Reports out on the first year of the CPED initiative.

(2) Olson, K. & Clark, C. M. (2009). A signature pedagogy in doctoral education: The
Leader-Scholar community. Educational Researcher 38(3), 216-221.

Provides a working example of a signature pedagogy in professional practice
doctoral preparation at one CPED institution.
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Building on lessons learned from the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate and in the
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argue that reclaiming and rethinking the research doctorate (Ph.D.) and
distinguishing the practice doctorate (Ed.D. or P.P.D.) in education is possible.

(4) Shulman, L.S. (2007). Counting and recounting: Assessment and the quest for
accountability. Change, January-February, 2007,

Shulman takes a critical look at the accountability of assessment in education.
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Change, November-December, 2008

A Stewardship of Practice in Education

g JEL A, oy of Dhoidd o

ong the many conclusions of the Camegie Initiative on the Doctorate fCID) was one with

poriant consequences for the field of education, namely that graduate schools of education needed
jto resolve the confusion over the degree titles Ph.D. and Ed.DD. According o the National Research
[Council, some 142 graduate schools of education award both degrees, with little differenttation
hetween the preparation of future faculty and researchers and that of “leading practitioners,” Havmg
wo degrees with dual purposes has long perpetuated misconceptions about the quality of education
doctorates and led to accusation that both are “second-rate degrees™ (Shulman et al,, 2006).

ith this conclusion, CID acknowledged the need to find the proper balance between preparing
forofessional practitioners and future researchers in education, While the CID project focused on ways
o improve the Ph.D. in education, it also evidenced the need for more thinking about the ways that
praduate schools of education could prepare leaders for the world of practice—currently, the BEA.D. is
simply not adequately preparing “leading practitioners” for the challenges that confront America's

sehools and colleges.

The participants in: C1D were neither the first nor the only ones to recognize this problem. With a national education system under fire, many criticisms abaut the rele and
purpose of the Ed.D. have surfaced. Among them is the assertion that current Ed.D. degrees often fail to provide leaders in K-12 and higher eduzation with practical knowledge
and the capacity for expert leadership. The conclusion is that the profession needs more rigorous and relevant professional tratning. Indeed, some scholars hiave called for
abanidoning the Ed.D. and casting the preparation for schoal and college leadership in an M.B.A-type mold (Levin, 2005). But others have argued that # is time to “recisim” the
profiessional degree (the %d.1.) and make it into the degree of choice for practitioners {Shulman et al, 2606).

So what is the best course of action? How do we produce the highly qualified professionals required for tomorrow's educational leadership? Where do graduate schools of

education begin?

In Fapuary 2007, the Carnegle Project on the Education Doctorate (CPED), modeled after the CTD project, was launched. Following nearly two vears of planning, the Carnegie
Fourrdation for the Advancement of Teaching announced its intent to have two dozen schosls and colleges of edueation engage in a national, inter-institutional dialogue aimead at
improving the preparation of advanced educational practitioners. The project facuses on developing stewards of practice in dostoral education—professional practitioners wha
are committed to the highest standards and prepared to take on the challenges of teaching in and leading schools, serving as administrators and clisical faculty in calleges and
universities, andleading organizations that serve education. To do this, the project seeks to define what a steward of practice should know, value, and be able to do, as well ax
design the course of study and experiences that can develop this type of practitioner. Az a companion effort, the project will sisnuitanecusly strengthen the PhuYY., with its goal of
preparing stewards of the discipline,

CPED is a three-year initiative {20067-2010) that is divided into three phases: concept and design, sxperiment, and digsemination. Teams representing a broad cross-section of
the facully at each of the participating education schools convene twice a year to deliberate about the form and fimction of the professional-practice doctorate. They then bring
results of these defiberations back to thelr home institutions, where they have each piloted new professional-practiee programs in one of three areas: school teadership,

orga nizational leadership, or teacher education.

The brasic question being asked is this: What are the knowledge, skills, and dispositions that professionals working in education should demonstrably have? Mapping backward
from the answers to that question, teams are determining what types of assessments, teaching, experiences, and scholarship will meet the needs of future practitioners. For the
remainder of the project, the CPED initiative aims to produce several institutional examples that others can look to as models of exemplary practice.

Corversations ard progress are centered around four design concepts—creating capstones for assessment, identifying a signature pedagogy, constructing laboratories of
practice, and developing a scholarship of teaching and learning--that have grown out of the expansive work of Lee Shidman, former president of the Carnegie Foundation, who
has long challenged education schools to improve every facet of their programs. Each of the participating institutions takes these ideas and engages colleagues in a far-ranging
deba te about ways to incorporzte them into the redesign of their graduate education programs,

What Have We Learned Thus Far?

One and haif years into the project, institution teams have participated in three CPED meetings invelving rich discussion, creative thinking, and deep reflection among peers,
guided by the prior work of the Carnegie Foundation. Institutional teams have then brought the fruiss of those deliberations back to their home instititions and continued the
disctassion there, Each site has experimented with vazious signature pedagogies and/or laboratories of practice, in the process facing the challenges of developing professional-

practice programs.

Capstones

Duriryg the first year, CPED teamns examined the culminating project of the professional-practice degree, asiing whether practitioners should be expected te pursue the same
dissextation requirements as future researchers. This has been the toughest design compement for most institutions. On the one hand, 2 common sertiment has been, “We don't
kaowr what good criteria for a capstone are.” On the other, many faculty who were trained in traditional ways are determined to break the mold of the traditional six-chapter
dissextation and replage it with something that meets the demands of leading 218t-century schools, olleges, and other crganizations. What are the merits of a group project or
ang rooted in an ongoing practical problem faced by a schocl or eoliege or cther learning institution? Should the emphasis be on “original knowiedge” (and the generation of a
dataget), or should skills be developed to interpret and anatyze data that might be generated by a school system or district or other source?



As & result of these conversations, new forms of the capstone project are emerging. For example, the programn at the University of Southern California has introduced thematic
dissertations, whetein students eonduet individual investigations of field-hased problems as part of a group organized around a set of related problems. The University of
Housten has put together a candidacy paper task force, which is considering capstone models such as a needs analysis for educational Institutions, the development of
institutional-change plans, and a critical analysis of 2 district program, Both the University of Missouri-Columbia and the University of Florida are considering the role that
sobving “real-world” problems might play in a capstone piece. As a result of the focus on problems of practice, some institutions have suggested that the dissertation committee
should include professional as well as academic members.

While CPED teams recognize the need for continued diseussion about capstone projects, they have already demonstrated a strong commitment to rethinking how degree
candidates should demenstrate that they are ready to assume educaticnal leadership positions. Upcoming meetings will continue discussions of how we might build upoen
current ideas and generate new theughts about the capstone.

Signature pedagogies
1f the end product of a professional-practice program is an exceptionally well-prepared steward of practice, then what king of teaching helps foster the essential skills and
qualities for that role? CPED members view signature pedagogies as the route to cultivating the habits of a true professional and, as a result, have made the most progress in this

ared.

Signature pedagogies reflect “what counts as knowledge In 4 field and how things become known” (Shulman, 20086, p. 2). CPED teams have been challenged to consider these
epistemological issues as they think about what their sighature pedsgogies could be. The Pennsylvania State University team, for instance, has started with the understanding
that the “identification of signature pedagogies involves considering the variety of pedagogies that are evident in instruetional, research, and field settings.”

Other CPED tearns are working toward cultivaling the habits of critical reading and the curiosity that leads to investigation. At Duquesne University, the inquiry process takes
the form of talking papers—annual student papers that outline their thoughts on key readings and eventually form the basis of the culminating project. California State
University, Fresne, is developing a list of crucial readings that serve as a frame for the qualifving exams. The University of Connecticut edueational leadership program focuses
the first two semesters on creating consumers of research and on teaching about the role of both quantitative and qualitative research in the inquiry process, case-study write-up
strategies, and guestion formuation.

Because professionals typieally work with colleagues to solve real-life problems, developing practical skills through collaboration is a prominent signature pedagogy. The
University of Nebraska~Lincoln's teaching, learing and teacher-education program uses the introductory seminar to “initiate and cultivate program continuity and
conummity,” which begins by developing “a common language” between students and faculty. At the University of Kentucky, the executive doctorate program faculty and
students come together in a mixad-methods, research-based program to coltaborate on scholarship. The University of Missouri-Columbia's transformative collaboration uses
action research in projects invelving both faculty and students as researchers. Building on what Schwab (1970) called the aris of the practical--practitioner debate, delfberation,
and chofce—the University of Nebraska—Lincoln team has created & set of cross-disciplinary courses that will “cultivate a culture of collaboration ameng scholars and
practitioners [as a means to] promote reflective practice.” Challenge-cycles at the University of Maryiand involve a cohort in thinking and making decision about practice-based

probiems.

An attention Lo diversity, culture, and social justice in leadership and teaching has also been introduced as an element within signature pedagogies. Washington: State
University's statewide program is working across the institution’s branch campuses to create culturally relevant pedagogies that meet the needs of both its doctoral students and
those whom they will serve, University of Oklahoma faculty are addressing types of learning in the state's three demographics—rural, urban, and suburban—to prepare
practitioners to understand the sducational needs in each.

‘These are rich beginnings for building a reflective process that prepares students for leadership and offers them the opportunity to learn from experience, In the coming year, ag
CPED teams experiment with these different approaches, they will move cloger to understanding the best ways to develop learning in the field of education.

Laboratories of practice

Laborateries of practice are stractured experiences of, as the University of Connecticut team put if, “messy, real-world practice,” which are designed to teach ways of doing. Such
laboratories provide an important opportunity for students 1o view work in situ and to work afongside practicing professionals. Models come from ather professional fields: one
example is medical rounds, where students examine patients while supervised by a physician.

But this has been a difficult concept for CPED teams to grasp, and they have had to thirk hard about what type of structured experience meets the needs of practitioners, The
teams are now analyzing their current fieldwork components and discussing how they could be redesigned. Targeting districts {Houstan); face-to-face meetings with state and
district leaders {Kentucky); residencies and purposefu! apprenticeships in the profession (Permsyivania State); and rotations through rural, whan, and suburban settings
(Oklahoma) are somie of the strategies that are being piloted.

The University of Missowri-Columbia recognizes that most Ed.D, candidates work full-time In professional settings and has made the students’ workplaces their laboratories.
The student experience is evaluated by the “extent 1o which students are sble ta set problems of their own organization into action research.” Rutgers University follows the
apprentice model of connecting students to practitioners in a learn-by-doing model. Northern Dlinois University is developing a series of “extended, embedded, and integrated
internship experiences™ that provide students with “hands-on” experiences throughout the program. The University of Kentucky executive doctorats progeam has eohorts mest
monthly with district and state-level professionals to gather field-based problems and learn from practitioners. CPED teamns are vigorously experimenting with these and other
models of laboratories for professional-practice doetorates. As they experiment, we anticipate the development of more examples that will contribute to the ongeing discussions.

The scholarship of teaching and learning
Work on the schotarship of teaching originated in Ermest Boyer's serinat plece, Scholarship Reconsidered {1990} and has continued through the efforts of the Carnegle

Foundatien Academy for Scholarship of Teaching and Learning {CASTL). CASTI. goes beyond Boyer in drawing “the line between excellent teaching and the scholarship of
teaching,” the latter of which requires faculty ta both “frame and systematically investigate questions related to student learning” (Hutchings and Shulman, 1959).

The scholarship of teaching and learning {(SoTL) gives students a way to reflect on and critiesily think about their own teaching (whether as a teacher or 23 an administrator, they
are going to teach). Still, they have grappled with this design concept and are deliberating and experimenting with various forms of SoTL to enhance their programs and nurture
good practice. Examples include team teaching that brisgs together faculty and practitioners at Virginia Commdnwealth and Virginia Fech, University of



Missouri-Columbia faculty are investigating their own teaching practice; Californta State University, Fresno, is looking at a theory-of-action model to frame such an inquiry intg
its own faculty's teaching, At Rutgers, facuity members are defining a variety of pedagogies for teaching. The University of Connecticut aduit-learning-centered educational
leadership focuses on the attributes of the non-traditional student who is learning in challenging environments, The University of Florida is relying on the work of Boyer to map
2 connection between the curriculum and student learning outeomes,

CPED tearns have decided that through investigating teaching as it Jeads to student learning and by engaging in faculty self-reflactive exereises, steps can be taken towards
erezting a scholarship of teaching and learning for the preparation of stewards of practice,

Bringing it home
The procasses by which CPED institutions have brought the CPED initiative to their home institutions have proven beneficlal to understanding how the field of education might

successfudly reciaim the practice doctorate.

Several institutions have designed their pilot projects around their institutions’ themes, theories of learning, or identities and missions, alf of which can provide & framework for
programmatic change. Responding to state demands and struggling with ways of providing suceessful educations! leaders and educators, the Universities of Kentucky and
Louisville are partniering to design a professional doctorate that will address the state’s “P-20 poliey problem.” Duguesne University stresses its university-appropriate mission—
a scholarship for schools—in redesigning its program, and the program at the University of Southern Caltfornia Is built around the theme of the educational leader as change
agent. Missions and themes not only provide the framework for change--they can also motivate faculty to discuss the “hows” of redesigning K. programs.

Information-gathering has played a leading role in fostering change st several institutions. Through a set of surveys, Rutgers University is engaged in a “fact-finding process with
stakeholders” to gain a better understanding of what skills and knowledge a steward of practice needs to possess. Survey populations range from faculty to current students and
alamni 1o current and potential employers. Committees that present a variety of perspectives because they include education faculty, faculty from other disciplines, and
professionals at the state and district levels have been formed at many CPED institutions. Virginia Commonwealth University has develaped such work groups to investigate all
aspects of their first-practice doctorate (from admissions and capstone experiences to reflective practice). The University of Missouri~Columbia has created a student-fzeulty
committee £ assess its current programs. The University of Oklahoma has made a eoncerted effort to include committae members who represent the cultural diversity of the

state.

Campus teams continue to seek new ways to generate interest and involvement. Finding effective ways to engage home-institution faculty in the change process is a common
probiem for all the CPED institutions. Colleagues who are not part of the initiative and who are pursuing their own teaching and research agendas are being asked 1o take on
program-wide respansibilities, which require time. They are being asked to critically examine practices that some believe represent the highest quality doctoral training,
particularly the traditional one-to-one apprenticeship and dissertation, They may also see inter-institutional assessment development or comparisens of sutcomes as
threatening rather than ag a way to make programs more transparent.

Stiil, CPED teams are forging ways to nurture home-institution faculty mvolvemen, since most belleve that general faculty buy-in is necessary for creating institutional change.
Permsylvanis State University, for example, is conducting a self-study with faculty leadership that will benchmark the program'’s progress. Washington is organizing desigr
retreats for faculty. The University of Missouri-Columbia is conducting faculty retreats to teach action research, a major componient of their program design. The Eniversity of
Flouston has monthiy faculty meetings to discuss program directions.

Bettorm-up efforts reflect the CPED commitment 1o reclaim the education doctorate through collaborative discussion and action. Faculty and students from aczoss the nation
have created a community that shares common ideas, offers friendly criticism, and tries to defing the future of their profession. Despite the effort involved, this can be
exhilarating, since participants find themselves in a situation where they can start with a clean slate and be creative, and stugents welcome the apportunity to contzibute theiz

voice.

Next Steps
The CPED initiative is in its second year. During this experimental phase, teams are testing and documenting the successes and challenges of their pilot projects. In October,

they eame together for a successful convening to share their progress and to seek friendly eriticism from peers. During the year, they remair: ergaged through the CPED
interactive website http://cpedinitiative org), which includes home-institution faculty.

Buring the project’s final year, CPED institutions will disseminate their restructured pilot projects and continue to deliberate and document their successes and challenges until
they have developed programs that mest both their institution’s and constituents’ needs, as well as those of education leadership it the United States,

CPED teams have shown a willingness to reconceptualize the education doctorate but also recognize that this journey is by ne means mapped ot Rather, they understand that
suceess deperds on each institution and the collaberative efforts among them, They recognize that the issues that face the education doctorate require immediate attention, and
they are leading the way. In the next year, we anticipate having several proofing sites to serve as examples of how we might better prepare future stewards of practice.

The 19908 saw several blue-ribbon commissions and sponsored research reports that offered recommendations to make doctoral education more effective. In their wake it
seemed timely to move from talk to action, and so the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching partnered with the Atlantic Phitanthropies to undertake a five-year
praject, caliad the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate. The initiative, which ran from 2001 through 2005, was designed to be both an action project and a research project, Its
objective was to support selected zcademic depastments’ efforts toimprove the effectiveness of their doctoral programas. The project invited participating departments to create
local solutions suited to what they themselves identified as their needs and problems. The project involved 84 Ph.D.-granting departments in six fields—~chemistry, education,
English, history, mathematics and neuroscience,

Gver the five years of the program, the participating departiments made 4 comumitment to examine their own purposes and effectiveness, to implement changes in response to
their findings, and to moritor the impact of those changes. Many used their participation to continue plans and activities that were already begun but would beneflt from the
structure, prestige, and interaction provided by a national initiative. Carnegie's rofe, in tum, inciuded visiting the departments, interviewing campus team members, and
bringing project participants together {sometimes by discipline, sometimes by theme) 1o report on their progress, te learn from one ancther, and to help the project make sense
of their experiences in ways that cthers could bulld on. In addition, both faculty and students participated in project-wide surveys, the results of which served as grist for rick
discussion and debate about the preparation of schelars in the broadest sense, whether they work in industry, govermment or academe. The final book from that project, The



Formation of Sthelars: Rethinking Doctorat Education for the Twenty-First Century, was published by Jossey-Bass in Decemnber 2007 (www. josseybass.com).
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and Comment

A Signature Pedagogy in Doctoral Education:
The Leader-Scholar Community

Kate Olson and Christopher M. Clark

Since 2005 there has been an explosion of interest 2nd debate about
alternative futures for the doctorate in education. The authors take
the debate from the abstract to the conerete by describing a signa-
ture pedagogy in doctoral education that combines theory, applied
scholarship, and the wisdom of practice in new ways. They describe
leader-scholar cornmunities, whose goal is to assist and support stu-
dents to conduct applied research in local educational contexts. They
argue that leader-scholar communities are particularly useful for
helping doctoral students persist to graduation, become socialized
into a new identity as leader—scholars, and bridge the gap between

what is learned at the university and what is practiced in schools.

Keywords: community of practice; doctoral education; edu-

cational doctorate; educational leaders; signature

pedagogy

The years since 2005 have seen an explosion of debate
about the doctorate in education, much of which
appeared in these pages. Shulman, Golde, Bueschel, and
Garabedian (2006) proposed that educators reclaim the profes-
sional doctorate, partly in response to a critique of doctoral pro-
grams in education published by Levine (2005). The public
conversation continued with a philosophical critique-and-
response exchange between Evans {2007} and Shulman (2007).
Golde (2007}, offering examples from neuroscience and from
English, advocated that we adopt “signature pedagogies” from
other fields to meet the needs of educarion doctoral students. Flere,
we hope to advance the conversation by describing a signature
pedagogy, unique to education, that has been in operation for 2
years in an innovative professional doctoral program in the College
of Teacher Education and Leadership at Arizona State University.

Shulman (2005} uses the term “signature pedagogy” to
describe “the characteristic forms of teaching and learning . . .
that organize the fundamental ways in which future practitioners
are educated for their new professions” {p. 52). Examples include
“the case dialogue method of teaching in law schools and bedside
teaching on daily clinical rounds in medical education” (Golde,
2007, p. 345}, as well as the journal club in neuroscience and “the
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list” in English (Golde, 2007). Signature pedagogies are credited
with socializing doctoral students into the discourse community
of the profession, providing practice in articulating summary and
critique of research literature, helping faculty and students keep
up with the latest literature and with active controversies in cheir
fields, making connections across disciplinary boundaries, and
helping doctoral students discover and claim 2 topic and direc-
tion for their dissertation projects (Golde, 2007).

We agree with Golde (2007) that there can be great value in
developing a signature pedagogy for use in doctoral study in edu-
cation. We also side with Ball and Forzani (2007}, who argue that
the field of education must invent its own distinctive ways of
studying educational practice, educating students, and preparing
them for distinctive forms of professional practice. Here we
describe the leader—scholar community (LSC) as one candidate for
a signature pedagogy that is especially apt for professional doc-
toral programs in education.

We are faculty members at the Arizona State University
College of Teacher Education and Leadership, in the doctoral
program where LSCs were first invented, implemented, and
refined. We present the idea of the LSC as a conceprual proposal
for organizing learning and advising in applied doctoral programs
in education. The interview data presented are not offered as
grounds for making claims about the effectiveness of using LSCs.
Rather, the quotations are offered to iHlustrate the kinds of testi-
mony offered by doctoral students and faculty who were engaged
in teaching and learning both in the graduate program and, spe-
cifically, in one LSC.

Leader-Scholar Communities

A persisting problem of practice in professional doctoral pro-
grams in education is how to organize pedagogy so that it is both
meaningful and practical for teachers, administrators, and other
leaders who are working in the field while they are completing
their doctoral degree requirements. Professional programs for the
doctoral degree in education (usually labeled the Doctorate of
Education, or Ed.D.) are generally designed around pedagogical
and curricular goals similar to those of Ph.D. programs, making
them poorly suited to providing feaders in education with the
tools and knowledge to effect change in local school setrings
(Murphy & Vriesenga, 2005; Osguthorpe & Wong, 1993;
Shulman et al., 2006). This incongruity berween the curriculum
and instruction offered in traditional doctoral programs and lived
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experience in schools decreases the usefulness of the pedagogy to
help students graduate and to make positive and sustainable
changes in the practice of education (Golde & Walker, 2006).

The Ed.D. in Leadership and Innovation in the Arizona State
University College of Teacher Education and Leadership is not
designed to prepare academic researchers to staff college of educa-
tion faculties. Rather, the goal of the Ed.D. program is to build
capacity among leaders in education to introduce small-scale
innovarions into their practices through action research, to study
the consequences, and to make evidence-supported arguments
for improvements in local education contexts. Cultivating
“inquiry-driven leadership” is the program’s essential goal.

To mueer this goal, the doctoral program faculty decided to
employ a different pedagogical approach to teaching, learning,
and advising by creating a signature pedagogy that we naraed the
LSC. At the end of the first year of this 3-year program, each
doctoral cohort group of 20 to 24 students is divided into smaller
groups of 5 to 7 students and assigned one faculty member as their
collective doctoral advisor. Soon thereafter, a second faculty mem-
ber is assigned to colead and coadvise the 5 to 7 students. This
group, then, is designated an LSC, with all members agreeing to
work together for 2 years, culminating in action research disserta-
tion defenses and degree completion by all student members. In
addition to the two faculty members leading each LSC, each doc-
toral stuclent nominates an outside member for his or her disserta-
tion committee—an accomplished professional who holds a
doctoral degree and is in professional practice outside the college
and usually from the world of practice outside the university.

What makes LSCs productive for educational leaders’ learn-
ing and development is the organization of collaboration and
practice by both faculty and students around student-driven,
contextualized inquiry projects, also known as action research
{Lewin, 1944/2005; Stringer, 2007). This signature pedagogy is
atypical because the faculty mentors are not the subject-matter
experts of each student’s doctoral research project, as in the tradi-
ronal Ph.D. academic discipline—centered model (Golde &
Walker, 2006). Both faculty and students are experts and stake-
holders in the learning process because the knowledge necessary
to meet overall action research goals in the students’ workplaces
is distributed among all members of the doctoral community:
The faculty members are experts at applied research, writing, and
scholarly literature, and the students are experts and responsible
leaders i the particular practices and contexts in which they con-
duct research and effect change. It is this multivoiced aspect of
expertise that encourages professors and graduate students to col-
laborate and learn from each other (Tsui & Law, 2007).

Inthe Ed.D. in Leadership and Innovation, members of LSCs
explicitly take on the goal of providing mutual support to all
members, intellectually, practically, and socially. Each member
assents tor cultivating an ethos of support of all other members—
helping and being open to receive help, with the goal of all mem-
bers com pleting the doctoral program successfully.

Theore tical Roots of Leader-Scholar Communities

There are practical and theoretical reasons that the designers of the
Ed.D. in Leadership and Innovation decided ro create and imple-
ment the LSC as its signature pedagogy. The faculty members
leading L.SCs aspire to blur the traditional boundaries berween the

university and school systems so that what the students learn is
directly meaningful in the context of their practices, yet richly
informed by scholarship and theory. LSCs are intended to miti-
gate the theory-practice divide by grounding doctoral work in
the theoretical construct of communities of practice {(Wenger,
1998; Wenger & Lave, 2001; Wenger, McDermott, & Snayder,
2002) to facilitate faculty and student learning and development.
As well, the doctoral program’s embrace of the epistemology of
action research (Lewin, 1944/2005; Stringer, 2007} shortens the
distance between theory and practice so that the students’ doc-
toral research projects are likely to make immediate, positive dif-
ferences in local educational contexts.

The construct of community of practice is grounded in socio-
cultural theories of learning and development that contend that
all human development is founded upon social interaction in cul-
tural practices that are mediated by the use of cultural artifacts,
tools, and signs {Cole, 1996; Engestrom, 1987, 1999; Vyvgotsky,
1978). As Wenger {1998) contends, people construce and develop
their identities and transform their thinking through their active
participation and engagement with others in cultural-historical
practices that are situated in social communities. Thus members
of a community of practice interact, share, and participate in the
creation and re-creation of the practice and, through that engage-
ment, develop, reify, and transform their identities.

Rogotf’s (1995, 2003) notion of guided participation and
Wenger's (1998) concept of legitimate peripheral participation
are most relevant here. Both constructs help us understand how
teachers and students co-construct their involvement in situated,
cultural activities and how this participation leads to develop-
ment of the practice and the participants. Through apprentice-
ship and collaboration in communities of practice, participants
roles in the practice change and develop as they move from nov-
ice to expert in their understanding of the tools, concepts, and
processes that co-construct and cultivate the practice (Rogoff,
1995; Vygowsky, 1978; Wenger et al,, 2002). As the faculty and
students interact and collaberate in LSCs, community-of-
practice theory predicts that they will be socialized into under-
standings and dispositions that support teaching and learning
about how to conducr applied research and study their practices
int local schools, organizations, and communiries.

Few studies have examined the benefits of working in com-
munities of practice at the doctoral level. Leshem (2007) and
Wisker, Robinson, and Shacham (2007) examined innovative
doctoral programs that utilized the construct of communities of
practice to support graduate students and their supervisors in
their development and understanding of graduate research. The
mentorship, interaction, and purposeful practice portrayed in
both studies demonstrate that the community-of-practice con-
struct can be helpful in providing students opportunities to
reflect on and make sense of research at the doctoral level.

Tsuiand Law {2007) demonstrated how university and school
relationships cross traditional boundaries of learning when exper-
tise is distributed among professors, graduate students, and men-
tor teachers. Although this work did not address docroral
programs or communities of practice per se, Tsui and Law showed
that when expertise is distributed among professors, teachers, and
preservice students to solve problems and contradictions in les-
sons together, expansive learning occurs for all participants. This
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study shows how faculty and students who work collaboratively
in education can create new knowledge that is an artful blend of
the best of what each community member has to offer.

We found no research literature that specifically addresses the
organization of the mentor—-advisee model in Ed.D. programs
and its effectiveness in supporting doctoral students in their
learning and development. But we infer from the aforementioned
studies that communities of practice can promote grounded
knowledge development in graduate school when scholars and
practitioners in education work rogether to solve problems.

How Leader~-Scholar Communities Worlc in Practice

In the Doctoral Program in Leadership and Innovation, LSCs
typically meet face to face once per month for 90 minutes. During
these meetings, members build and sustain community, com-
munnicate about the developing focus of doctoral student research
topics, discuss readings in the scholarly literature that may be
helpful in support of students’ applied research projects, provide
feedback on student writing, advertise opportunities to attend
professional conferences, and help one another stay current in
meeting program milestones (e.g., nominating an external mem-
ber for each student’s doctoral commiteee, drafting the disserta-
tion proposal, and preparing for the proposal defense). Faculty
members who lead LSCs also meet with doctoral seudents indi-
vidually when requested, and LSCs may meet more often than
once per month when a high-stakes milestone such as disserta-
tion proposal defense looms large.

Faculty members whe are coleaders of LSCs also become
members of 2 community of practice of their own. The LSC
Leaders Group meets monthly with the director of the doctoral
program and has becomne the de facto advisory comrmittee for the
doctoral program. Faculty members in the LSC Leaders Group
communicate with ene another and with the director about suc-
cesses and challenges for their students, ideas for program and
policy fine tuning, and successful activities tried in one LSC
group that may be useful for others. This faculty commanity of
practice is committed to becoming more effective as faculey advi-
sots in the Doctoral Program in Leadership and Innovation.

Preliminary Study of Leader-~Scholar Communities

Although this research is preliminary, we have collected data to
begin our conversation about the LSC as a good candidate for a
signature pedagogy in the education doctorate. Qur ongoing
research goal is to describe and understand how or whether par-
ticipation in LSCs transforms both feculty members’ and stu-
dents’ identities as leader-—scholars, enabling them to begin
bridge the gap between theories learned in graduate school and
practice conducted in educational settings. In this article, we
report faculty members” and students’ accounts of how their par-
ticipation in the programn has helped develop their habits of lead-
ership and scholarship and transformed their thinking and
behavior as educators.

Fitst, we administered a two-item, open-ended survey in April
2008 to all 17 instructors in the docroral program and to the first
cohort of 20 doctoral students. This survey was based on Wenger's
(1998) notion of identity transformation and reification through
participation and interaction in a community of practice. The
survey asked the faculty members to reflect on their experiences
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int the program and to indicate how they were different as a resule
of their participation.

In May 2008, the first author conducted a semistructured,
formal interview of a faculty advisor and a focus group interview
with the 6 graduate students of one LSC. The goal was to explore
their belicfs about the graduate program, its organization and
practice, and about how their participation in the program had
evolved and how their identities as teachers, students, and schol-
ars may have changed.

For analytic purposes, we typed and transcribed the survey
and interview data. We coded and categorized the data using
grounded theory (Huberman & Miles, 2002; Strauss & Corbin,
1990). Fach statement was coded according to the faculty mem-
bers” and the students’ beliefs about the doctoral program, the
LSCs, and their experiences and ideas about how the program
helped develop their identities as teachers, doctoral students,
researchers, and/or leader—scholars. These codes were then clus-
tered with similar responses to determine prevalence in the dara.
Once the patterns were established, representative quotations of
interview and survey data were used to illustrate the presence of
particular beliefs about LSCs and the doctoral program.

Doctoral Student and Faculty Testimony About LSCs

By the end of May 2008, four LSCs had been operating as the
signature pedagogy for 1 year. In our preliminary analysis, we
learned that our faculty and students attributed a number of ben-
efits to their participation in LSCs, which we highlight below.

Faculty

Faculty reported that participating in an LSC afforded multiple
opportanities to grow professionally and personally. The act of
supervising action research studies in local settings in a commu-
nity of practice influenced the development of the LSC faculty
advisars. This professional growth was attributed to the faculty
advisors having to troubleshoot their own historical notions of
graduate work and research in education in order to provide their
graduate students the necessary guidance to conduct action
research in their local contexts, as the following interview quota-
tion Hlustrates:

There are times when I am on cognitive overload, and { have to
keep reminding myself that if this were a traditional Ph.D. [pro-
gram], [ would be the subject expert and T would guide in that
way. Now ['m not the subjece area expert; | am the action research
expert and colleague that happens ta be asking the questions they
need, but because I'm so grounded in the schools, I'm OK with
that except for the cognitive load, the expertise load, and I just
have to pulf back from that and say, “That's OK, we are solving a
tocal problem. We are not finding the cure for cancer.” I just have
to ask the questions, “How is this working in your classtoom?
Whart evidence do you have that it is working? Does your princi-
pal support this? Who else are you pulling in?” The discomfort
that [ feel with my subject area expertise being tested is probably
part of the program and I have to accept that and keep maving
with the program because that is whar it is supposed to be about—
the Jocalized problem. Bur it doesn’t make it any easier.

The faculty advisors had to redefine their understanding of being a
faculty mentor for doctoral students. They reported that their exper-
tise and knowledge in a partcular subject-matter area of research
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were not sufficient to meet the needs of their graduate students.
Problem solving about the role and snudy of action research in the
LSC afforded the faculty advisors opportunities to transform their
identities as teachers, in the words of one faculty member intervie-
wee, from “sage on the stage to guide on the side.”

The faculty members indicated in both the surveys and the
interviews that their constructive coflzaboration with students in
LSCs had revived their belief in research and deepened their
understanding of what it means to be an educator, as the follow-
ing survey response ilfustrates:

One of the most memorable and influential learning experiences
was having and helping four students in a LSC group as they were
working on their first action research projects. . . . Providing aca-
demic support and personal encouragement was a rewarding, yet
time-consuming and demanding, task. The students’ projects
varied, as well as their skifl levels in conceiving and beginning to
execute their projects. . . . Observing the growth of these students
was also a rewarding aspect of the process. Taken together, the
prowth of the students and the outcomes of the projects in schools
miade the whole endeavor a valuable experience thar renewed me
as well as benefited the students and their schools.

The faculty members all wrote about moments of ideals being
reaffirmed, skills developed, and optimism and engagement
reawakened. It was evident in both the survey and the interview
data that doctoral faculyy were deeply engaged in attempring
something new and challenging, working in constructive part-
nership with highly motivated expert leaders (their students), and
playing a crucial role in making a difference in schools.

Streclents

The doctoral students formally and informally testified in both the
surveys and the focus group interview that the key to the doctoral
program’s success was the LSCs and the experience of learning in a
community of practice. The LSC provides the safety, trust, and
connection that students say they need to persist in and achieve their
doctoral goals. Because this pedagogy is structurally incorporared
into the fabric of the program, the students have a required
membership in a community in which to develop relationships,
provide empathy, share stories, scaffold their work, and provide
feedback, much like a family. To them, this “family feeling” was the
crucial aspect of their development in the program, as it encouraged
their progress and countered their doubts, fears, and thoughts abour
dropping our, as the following quotation illustrates:

We suppert each other and we look out for each other and we
push cach other in our community of practice. But we get it; we
are speaking the same language. We're doing the same thing
together. The leader—scholar communities are the key to the suc-
cess of the program and [ think that is why we remain so
intact—no ane has dropped out and [ don't think we would allow
each other to drop out. . .. I mean we are a family; we are 2 com-
munity of practice.

The students reported that the community-of-practice model
provided them with a tearn that helped them feel that they were
all working rogether to meet their personal and professional needs
and goals. The interaction and collaboration in the LSC practice
validates the students’ work, makes them feel that it is significant,

and reminds them that practicing inquiry-driven leadership is
difficult but not impossible, and is worth the effort.

Through these interactions in the LSCs, the students also
develop their identities as applied researchers and gain a betrer
understanding of the practicality and usefulness of their work in
real, messy settings. Their work in the LSCs helps them to con-
nect their understanding of what they know and learn in docroral
studies with the immediare influence it has on their practices:

[ now have] the confidence to address the different things going
on at my school and I laok at everything differently; | look at it
as research: How can { apply something [an innovation] 1o make
it berter? [ look at whatever problems that are there in the school
and know that | can change them. Being immersed in action
research allowed me to grow significantly.

The students attested that this connection and participation in the
LSC practice helped 1o transform their identities as [eaders and
scholars. Moresignificant, they reported thar the program afforded
them opportunities to bridge the distance between what they
learned ar the university and what they practiced in their schools,
making the work that they did refevant and meaningful:

I can see instant changes in the groups {at school] I'm working
with. [ also see that [ am in the same role [as a teacher] but [ am
able to expand my roie even more. As a teacher I can influence
others to improve their practice. And the relationship will be last-
ing between the university and the schoel system. . . . it builds the
bridge so that the research that we do affects the schools,

Faculty and student testimony suggests that LSCs can be a posi-
tive, practical, and powerful source of influence and support, help-
ing educational leaders develop the confidence and competence 1o
transfer and adapt their new habits of mind and skills as leader-
scholars for use in contexts quite different from graduarte school
(Shulman et al., 2006). The socialization, collaboration, and
apprenticeship that occur in this signature pedagogy have the poten-
tial to provide them with the guidance nceded to meet graduation
requirements; to reify the students’ thinking and identities as lead-
ers, scholars, and practitioners (Wenger, 1998); and to empower
them to use research to guide and study their own practices.

How This Practice Is Suited to the Professional
Doctorate in Education

We believe that the LSC is a particularly promising way to help
scholars in academia and leaders in the field build connections
and collaborate in efficient ways to study contemporary issues in
education. There are several reasans why the LSC is particularly
useful for helping doctoral students persist to graduation and
become socialized into a new identity as leader-scholats.

Firse, we believe that the LSC is a particularly useful way to
provide doctoral students in education, whe are full-time admin-
istrators and leaders in various educational contexts, with the
suppott, guidance, and collaboration they need to persist in their
goals of proposing and completing their dissertations to graduate
with the degree. Because the LSC is an embedded structure that
meets regularly and consistently throughout the program,
doctoral students in an LSC have an immediate and consistent
community of peers and faculty with whom they can work in

APRIL 2009 [[215

Downloaded from hitp /fer asra.net by guest on May 16, 2009



partnership while they are conducting their research and writing
their dissertations. LSC members are not left alone to determine
how to navigate and manage the world of dissertation research
and writing after they have completed their doctoral courses. The
LSC serves as a group of critical friends (Curry, 2008} that creates
and cultivates a mutually supportive atmosphere that provides
doctoral students with the social, emotional, and scholarly assis-
tance needed to graduate,

Research suggests that the doctoral students who are most suc-
cessful in completing their dissertation research studies and earn-
ing their degrees are those who have been successfully socialized
into the research community through interaction and collabora-
tion with faculty and peers (Gardner, 2008). The LSC affords
students multiple opportunities to work with others as they learn
how to write, use, and critique scholarship in thoughtful and
systemnatic ways as they conduct inquiry projects in their work-
places. This purposeful collaboration on research and writing in
a community of practice provides oppertunities to socialize and
reify the students’ identities as leader—scholars in education

{Wenger, 1998).
Rethinking the Professional Doctorate in Education

We do not have a single prescription for the design and imple-
mentation of a signature pedagogy in all professional doctoral
programs in education. What we have learned is that the synergy
berween theary and practice can begin in a university graduate
program that aspires to build connections between what is learned
in the academy and what occurs in schools.

Our description of the LSC illustrates how one doctoral pro-
gram socializes educational leaders to examine their practice
thoughtfully and systematically together in a research commu-
nity focused on making a difference in schools. We believe that
the resolution of the Evans—Shulman debate (Evans, 2007;
Shulman, 2007) will not be found in a single ideal program
design or doctoral curriculum, but in crafting a consensus about
the goal of doctoral pedagogy: the alignment and integration of
theoty and practice that allows doctoral students to perform as
leaders and work as scholars in a safe, supportive research com-
munity as they examine and attempt to promote progress on
immediate, important issues in focal educational contexts.

It is beyond the scope of this article wo claim that LSCs con-
stitute a uniquely superior signature pedagogy for Ed.D. pro-
grams in educational leadership. However, we have learned that
integrating theory into the lived practice of doctoral study
through LSCs has exercised students and faculty in the practical
use of theoretical constructs and the theoretical framing and cri-
tique of contemporary practice. Doctoral students and faculty
members give great credit to the benefits of interacting in pur-
poseful communities of practice. So far, we have learned that
integrating theory with practice and providing support through
collaboration in LSCs constitute a promising model for a signa-
ture pedagogy in doctoral education.
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Research News| 1
and Comment

Reclaiming Education’s Doctorates:

A Critique and a Proposal
by Lee S. Shulman, Chris M. Golde, Andrea Conklin Bueschel, and Kristen |. Garabedian

The problems of the education doctorates
are chronic and crippling. The purposes of
preparing scholars and practitioners are con-
fused; as a result, neither is done well. We
must move forward on two fronts simultane-
ously: rethinking and reclaiming the research
doctorate (the Ph.D.}, with its strong links to
practice, and developing a robust and distinct
practice doctorate (the P.P.D.} with a dis-
tinctive scholarly base. Uniike most current
education Ph.D.s and Ed.D s, the two degrees
would serve distinct purposes, and like their
medical analogs—the biomedical Ph.D. and
the M.D.~—would have different curricula and
assessments. Building on lessons learned in
the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate and
in the Carnegie Foundation's studies of
preparation for the professions, we argue

that this reform is necessary and possible.

en Karen Gallagher became
dean at the University of
Southern California {USC)

Rossier School of Education in 2000, she as-
sumed leadership of a school whose gradu-
ate programs looked like most others: More
than two hundred students were enrolled in
four distinct Ed.D. programs, more than a
hundred in two Ph.D. programs, Distine-
tions between the programs were unclear,
student progress was often slow, and the
quality of student work was highly variable.

The Research News and Comment section
oublishes commentary and anaiyses on
trends, policies, utilization, and contro-
versies in educational research, Like the
articles and reviews in the Features and
Book Review sections of ER, this material
does not necessarlly reflect the views of
AERA nor is it endorsed by the organization.

A recent academic program review had been
negative, and the school was suffering from
budget problems. Moreover, the university
president had recently announced that doc-
toral programs needed to show evidence of
high quality or risk closure.

This threat forced the faculty to answer
questions of purpose that challenged exist-
ing structures, including implicit biases
that treated the Ed.D. asa “low-end Ph.D.”
After much deliberation, the faculty over-
hauled their Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs.
The decision-making and implementa-
tion processes, though sometimes rocky,
resulted in two programs with clearly dif-
ferent geals, requirements, and student
populations. Several programs, including a
highly rated counseling psychology Ph.D.,
wete dropped. Now, Ed.D. students are in
a 3-year, part-time program with a practice
emphasis. Admitted students are expected
to have significant experience; talented
candidates who do not appear to be a good
fit for the program’s emphases are not ad-
mitted. The Ph.ID. program limits entering
cohorts to a handful of students in a full-
time, research-intensive program.

The implementation process had its set-
backs. Alchough the entire faculty voted to
let the Ph.DD. Steering Commiitee set the
program requirements, faculty did not sup-
port the committee’s proposal to double the
research requirement—to the equivalent of
two solo-authored articles in 3 years—for
faculty who would chair dissertations in
the new Ph.D. program. Dean Gallagher
responded to these objections by keeping
the requirement as it had been. However,
by student choice, only highly research-
active faculty who can fund students on
grants are advising Ph.D. students, therehy
meeting the goal of the proposed research
requirement.

Concurrent changes in organization and
governance aided implementation. In 2001,

the dean decreed elimination of the school's
three departments, creating a faculty of the
school as a whole, and reducing turf bat-
tles. Now, faculty members voluntarily af-
filiate with four concentrations.

Because the school and its doctoral pro-
grams were restructured simultaneously,
the Ed.D. and the Ph.DD, are developing
as equally valuable, but distinct, degrees. It
took tremendous faculty time and energy
to make these curricular changes, and the
new curriculum continues to ask a lot of
faculty, who keep revising with programs
under way, Bug the change seems worth
the effort: Applications to both programs
have increased dramarically, and faculry
members now have a commitment to
shared intellectual enterprise. USC under-
went tremendous change to address signif-

‘jcant problems.'

R

The problems of the education doctor-
ate are not acute. To call them such would
suggest that they are new and of potentiaily
short duration. In fact, the problems are
chronic and crippling. Unless we face these
issues squarely and with purposeful action,
schools of education risk becoming in-
creasingly impotent in carrying out their
primary missions—the advancement of
knowledge and the preparation of qualiry
practitioners.

Seme problems are endemic to all doc-
toral programs. For the last century-—
starting with William James' wonderful
skewering of the “Ph.D. octopus” {1903)—
many have questioned whether the experi-
ence of earning the degree prepares recipi-
ents for the professional and schotarly roles
they will pursue,

Some problems are the special province
of education. We struggle with the wide-
spread perception that education docrorates
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lack rigor and substance, and are often seen
as second-rate degrees. Unlike other fields,
ours uses the doctorate both to prepare
scholars and 1o prepare the highest level of
leading practitioners (McClintock, 2005).
Often, through confusion of purpose, we
end by doing neither very well,

Each year in the United States,
about 6,500 doctorates are awarded in
education—more than in engineering
{5,700} or the physical sciences (6,000),
and fewer onfy than in the life sciences
(8,800) (Hoffer, Welch, Williams, Hess,
Webber, Lisek, eral., 2005). Education stu-
denrs differ from those in the arts and sci-
enices or engineering in that most education
students have had careers before pursuing
the doctorate. This sequencing of doctoral
work and work in the profession is the in-
verse of other fields, with doctoral work
coming at a mid-career stage for education
students rather than at the beginning. On
average, doctoral students in schools of ed-
ucation are older; the median age when they
receive their doctorate is over 43, While arts
and sciences students typically wait 2 years
after receiving the bachelot’s before starting
the Ph.DD., education students have an aver-
age “gap” of almost 2 decade.? In contrast ro
other doctoral students, the majority of ed-
ucation doctoral students arrend school
patt-time while continuing to work.

To meet student needs, many education
doctoral programs teach the majority of
classes in Intensive evening or weekend for-
mats. This leads to littde socialization into
communities of inquiry or practice. Al-
though we can make only gross estirmates,’
a relarively small proportion—a quarter to
a third—enters the professoriate upon re-
ceipt of the doctorate, This is much lower
than in most fields in the arts and sciences?
and indicates a mismatch between prepa-
ration and actual career paths, an issue that
also challenges the arts and sciences (Golde
& Dore, 2001). Although most schools of
education value diversity and depth of ex-
petientce in their students, serving such a
wide range of students presents significant
challenges. Fach discipiine has its own is-
sues to contend with, but education schools
must solve some setious problems to achieve
excellence.

We noticed many contrasts berween ed-
ucation docroral programs and those in the
arts and sclences through our work in the
Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate (CID),
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a S-year project launched in 2001 that
challenged graduate departments o think
critically abour their purposes and how to
redesign their Ph.D. programs. We chose
to include only six disciplines—chemistry,
education, English, history, mathematics,
and neuroscience—to sample broadly across
the academy. We explored the particular
challenges and contexts of each field and
aimed to achieve discipline-wide impact
and to foster cross-disciplinary insights and
learning. We selected about a dozen par-
ticiparing departments in each of the six
disciplines, In education, we worked with
15 schools and departments (see complete
list at waww.carnegiefoundation. orgleid). The
process of reflection, implementation of
program changes, and assessment that these
departments and programs engaged in is
leading to stronger doctoral programs and
changed habits of mind in participating
faculty and students. Like USC, a number
of participating institutions are clarifying
their research training missions (examples
are discussed fater in this article). By observ-
ing their deliberations, we can better un-
derstood the issues and challenges involved
in training practitioners and researchers;
we have also crystallized our thinking about
the need for an alternative to how most
schools of education prepare educational
leaders for the wotld of pracrice.

For years, the field of education has strug-
gled to strike a balance between the practice
of education and research in education, in
crafting doctoral programs to meet the needs
of a diverse student population. Partly as a
reflection of this research—practice tension,
education (like medicine and the biomedical
sciences) has accommodated two terminal
degrees—ihe Ph.D. and the Ed.[. Teachers
College, Columbia University, granted the
first Ph.D. in education in 1893, In 1920,
Harvard University awarded the first Ed.D,
In 1931, the field produced its first study on
the wisdom of granting the Ed.D. as op-
posed to the Ph.D. (Freeman, 1931}

Ninety-two universities had granted one
or both education doctorates by the late
19505 (Moore, 1960); that number in-
creased to 167 by 1983 (Anderson, 1983)
and now exceeds 250 (Levine, 2005). After
decades of steady growth, the Ed.D.'s
popularity began declining in the 1960s.
Today, Ph.D.s probably cutnumber Ed.D.s
(Brown, 1990). The literature is rife with
studies comparing the Ph.D. and the Ed.D.

and arguing for the elimipation of one, or
for an increased distinction between the
two {Anderson, 1983; Brown, 1966, 1990;
Brown & Slater, 1960; Clifford & Guthrie,
1988; Deering, 1998; Dill & Morrison,
1985; Levine, 2005; Osguthorpe & Wong,
1993).

In theory, these two degrees are expected
to occupy overlapping ver distinct care-
gories. The Ed.D., intended as preparation
for managerial and administrative leader-
ship in educarion, focuses on preparing
practiztioners—from princpals to curricu-
lum specialists, to teacher-educators, to
evaluaters—who can use existing knowl-
edge to solve educational problems. A Ph.D.
in education, on the other hand, is assumed
0 be a traditional academic degree that
prepares researchers, university faculty, and
scholars in education, often from the per-
spective of a particular discipline. Research
questions, techniques, and thesis require-
ments for the Ph.D. are expected to be more
theoretical than for the Ed.DD. and are sim-
ifar 1o those in other academic disciplines
(Anderson, 1983; Dill & Morrison, 1985),

Int reality, the distinctions berween the
programs are minimal, and the required ex-
periences (curticulum) and performances
(dissertation) strikingly similar (Anderson,
1983; Dill & Morrison, 1985; Murphy &
Vriesenga, 2005). Instead of having two
separate entities that effectively accomplish
distiner functions, we have confounding
and compromise, a blurring of boundaries,
resufting in the danger that we achieve rig-
orous preparation neither for practice nor
for research.

One of the greatest challenges for edu-
cation Ph.D. programs is ensuting that stu-
dents develop into effective researchers. This
was the issue most often raised by depare-
ments applying to participate in the CID
{Golde & Busschel, 2004), not surptis-
ingly, given the well-documented national
debates about what counts as quality edu-
cational research (see Fisenhart & Towne,
2003; Olson, 2004; Shavelson & Towne,
2002). To people outside the fiefld of edu-
cation, however, this is astonishing. The
Ph.D. is a research degree; research is gen-
erally the one thing that Ph.D. programs
are confident that they de well (Golde &
Dore, 2001).

For the Ph.D. in most arts and sciences
fields, a small cohorr of students is admit-
ted every fall for full-time study. The firsc



1 to 3 years emphasize course taking, but
most students are also immersed in an ap-
prenticeship to scholarly life: conducting
research and reaching undergraduare classes.
Students quickly transition from consum-
ing to producing research, whether they are
incorporated into a faculty member’s on-
going research program (typical in the lab-
or field-based physical, biological, and so-
cial sciences) or are producing smaller pieces
of scholarship under the tutelage of faculty
in courses {usual in the humanities and
other social sciences). Once they advance
to candidacy, students spend most of their
time on their own research and scholarship
under the regular mentoring supervision
of faculty. Typical strategies for decroral
educasion in the CIDs six disciplines are
described in a collection of essays commis-
sioned for the project (Envisioning the
Future of Doctoral Education, Golde &
Walker, 2006). Education alone struggles
with whether and how to keep research at
the center of the Ph.D. Explanations range
from students’ lack of interest in research
{or ever, dare we say, mistrust) to the lim-
ited number of funded research projects
that can support full-time study at schools
of educarion.

Even more apparent is the Ed.D.’s fail-
ure to do 5 job. Although most students
in Ed.D. programs do not aim to be re-
searchers, their doctoral programs often
treat them as such by offering experiences
more similar to Ph.D. programs than to
the high-level preparation for practice or
leadership found in other learned profes-
sions, Too often, the Ed.D. is defined by
subtraction, with fewer requirements than
the Ph.D. and much less emphasis on full-
time study and residency. Nevertheless, the
capstone requirement is some form of dis-
sertation, although practitioners are un-
likely ever to be asked to produce research
like it again. Instead of being valued for ac-
complishing the discrete ends it was origi-
nally designed for, the Ed.D. is widely
regarded as a “Ph.D.-Lite.”

Not surprisingly, education programs in
the CID struggled with questions of pur-
pose and mission in training their doctoral
students. Although participating depart-
ments were not prepared to scrap their pro-
grams and start de nove—in any of the six
fields—all tried to ensure that their pro-
grams reflected the goals of the students,
department, university, and discipline.

The Carnegie Initiative
on the Doctorate

The CHY’s open-ended, locally determined
change strategy provided a window into
docroral education in education, especially
in contrast with the other five arts and sci-
ences disciplines included in the project.
Departments received no money for par-
ticipation; rather, the Foundation offered a
process for engaging deeply in questions of
purpose, and encouragement to experiment
with our offerings and w document the out-
comes. We provided framing ideas; annual
convenings at the Foundation; a network
of colleagues; and feedback, support, and
encouragement. All of these were in service
of deparements engaging in critical reflec-
tion and deliberation leading to action. We
steuctured great flexibility into the project
and left it vo individual departments to de-
cide how they should proceed locally, which
aspects of their doctoral program to focus
on, which particular practices to imple-
ment, and whart kinds of evidence to collect.
We asked participating departments to
identify a leadership team that included fac-
ulty and doctoral students. The leadership
teams were expected to deliberate seriously,
suggest and implement appropriate pro-
gram changes, and assess their efforts, We
wanted departments to feel accountable to
the project from a spirit of shared inquiry,
not out of a fear of losing money. Partici-
pating deparements shared the vision of de-
veloping students into “stewards of their
disciplines.” We proposed that the purpose
of doctoral education is, taken broadly, to
educate and prepare those to whom we can
entrust the vigor, quality, and integrity of
the field. We believe these people are schol-
ars first, in the fullest sense of the word—
furure leaders who will creatively generate
new knowledge, <ritically conserve valuable
and useful ideas, and responsibly teans-
form those understandings through writ-
ing, teaching, and application. We call such
people “stewards of the discipline.” {See
Golde, 2006, for an extended discussion.}
We use the term “steward” deliberately,
intending to convey a role that includes,
but also transcends, accomplishments and
skills. A steward is entrusted with the care
of the discipline, and thinks about the dis-
cipline’s continuing health and how to pre-
serve the best of the past for those who will
follow. Stewards direct a critical eye toward
the future. They must consider how to pre-

pare and initiate the next generacions of
leaders. We believe that these ideas are par-
ticularly compatible with education’s long-
standing commitment to secial justice,
equity, and professional responsibility,

We also provided C1D depariments with
discipline-specific ideas for fruitful practices
and recommended reforms. The essayists
for Envistoning the Fusure of Doctoral Edu-
cation {Golde & Walker, 2006) addressed
the question, “If you could start de nove,
what would be the best way 1o structure
doctoral education in your field to pre-
pare stewards of the discipline?” The essays
were intended to spark faculty and student
thinking rather than o offer definitive pre-
scriptions to the participating departments.

In “Stewards of a Field, Stewards of an
Enterprise: The Ph.D. in Education,” es-
sayist Virginia Richardson {2006} discusses
the importance and challenge of teaching
students the practice of research. She lists
seven outcomes of learning to conduct re-
search and the associated knowledge, skills,
and habits of mind that students need to
develop. She asserts that this kind of prepa-
ration will require “goal-setting, analysis,
assessment, and constant vigilance on the
part of 2 Ph.D. faculty if we are to develop
Ph.D. graduares who are able both to con-
duct importane, high-quality, uscful re-
scarch on educational practice and issues
and provide guidance in improving the ed-
ucation enterprise” (p. 267}, Richardson’s
detailed prescription for a research-intensive
Ph.D. provides a useful blueprint for those
questioning what their programs should
look like.

The education departments that partic-
ipated in the CID are now on a path of re-
flection and change. USC took the most
dramaric path, distinguishing explicidy be-
tween the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. On the
Ph.D. side, several departments have en-
gaged in clear movement toward enrolling
students full time, creating full-immersion
and unequivocally research-focused pro-
grams. The following three examples illus-
trate these efforts.

The Schoot of Education at the Univer-
sity of Colorado at Boulder designed a new
doctoral curriculum around its more tightly
focused research-oriented Ph.D. program,
intending each change to strengthen re-
search training. Inaugurated in fall 2005,
the new program features the following:
The first year is devoted 1o core courses,
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taken by the entire student cohort, which
include two qualitative research methods
courses, two quantitative methods courses,
and two courses on the big ideas in the field
of education research. Students also take a
specialty seminar in each semester for their
particular program area. In the second year,
students move into specialized area courses
and take one multicultural education course
as 2 cohort. The third year emphasizes ad-
vanced courses and comprehensive exams;
the fourth and fifth years focus on disserta-
tion work. These changes were a response
to-strong indicators that the original pro-
gram was not preparing all students well:
Courses were taken in ad hoc sequences, few
advanced courses {which depend on some
shared knowledge} could be offered, and
students graduated with uneven knowledge
of shared issues and research norms and
standards.

The School of Education at the Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill un-
dertook a reorganization of the Ph.D). and
Ed.D. degrees in 1996 similar to that at
USC. The CID commitzee, formed in fall
2002, which focused solely on the PhD.
program, realized that Ph.D. students
needed new opportunities to create com-
munity, engage with inteflectual work,
produce scholarly work, and learn about
inquiry and research in their Ph.D. train-
ing. In response, the committee created
“inquiry groups” to bring together faculty
and students interested in a particular topic
and research problem. The expectation is
that their work will lead to scholarly pub-
lication by participants. The groups started
in 2004, after CID began. There has been
some initial success; however, the structure
and role of inquiry groups continue to
evolve, Participating students (the inquiry
groups are veluntary) are enthusiastic but
worzy that courses must take priority. Other
stedents feel they do not have time to join
an inquiry group. Faculty members receive
no teaching credit for creating inquiry
groups but nevertheless send a message
abour the necessity that all PhD. students
have equal access to early and sustained
participation in inquiry and scholarship.

As described earlier, USC made dramatic
changes in ies doctoral programs. The fac-
ulty convened in a two-and-a-half-day
strategic planning meeting, in which they
confirmed their focus on urban education
and developed an outline for radically re-
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vising the Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs. The
Ph.D. program shrank, from 70 new stu-
dents per year to a half-dozen in 2004. The
students now receive 4 years of full fund.
ing, and the Ph.ID. curriculum now explic-
itly aims to develop future faculty for major
rescarch universities. A “program profes-
sional core,” which includes an introduction
o the professoriate course, now supple-
ments traditional courses. Students must
develop teaching and research portfolios
throughout their careers.

USC’s new Ed.D. program, a 3-year
cohort-based program, is cleardy distin-
guished from the Ph.D. program in its em-
phasis on practice. Students participate in
“thematic disserzation groups,” working
collaboratively with faculty and practition-
ers to study a contemporary problem in
educational leadership. The group’s work
culminates in a set of complementary dis-
sertations around thematically similar top-
ics. Students write individual dissertations
but rely on faculty group leaders and group
members for support, literature and re-
search design recommendations, and feed-
back on drafts. In the first year, all students
take four thematic core courses. [n addition
to the core courses, Ed.D. students take
five courses in their area of concentration.
Originally, these courses were selected from
existing offerings. Now they are being mod-
ified, and sometimes newly invented, to
align with the core courses. Few expected
faculty members to invest so much time in
curricular revision, but the faculty felr that
their investment in the core would be com-
promised if they did not subsequently rackle
the specialty courses, {The University of
Colorade reports a similar “ripple effect,”
where one change inevitably leads to more.)

Today, the USC education faculty mem-
bers see their doctoral programs as works in
progress and subjects of ongoing reflection.
Each change leads to new questions. For
example, is the dissertation the appropriate
capstone for the Ed.D. program? Dean
Gallagher believes success is possible only
because the two programs were restructured
simultaneously, “Change of this magni-
tude can almost kill you,” she said, “but it
causes you to think, ‘How can we do things
differently?” You are forced to think innova-
tively if you want to do something impot-
tant” (personal communication, January 23,
2006). We aze encouraged by how purpose-
ful and reflective USC was in implement-

ing these changes. Such ongoing habits of
thinking abour a doctoral program are a
central goal of the CID.

These three examples show how educa-
tien schools can restructure the Ph.D. wo
infuse learning of the techniques, habits
of mind, and abilities of good researchers
throughout the Ph.D. program. In this
conception, the Ph.D. in education would
be like the Ph.DD. in other fields—full time,
a true research apprenticeship in a multi-
generational research lab/field setdng, with
a dissertation-like capstone.

Visions of the Possible:
A Professional Practice
Doctorate for Education

Standing in the way of any efforr to
strengthen the doctorate preparing schol-
ars of education (the Ph.D.} is the critical
need to revive and restore the docrorate
preparing practitioners at the highest levels.
We propose a new doctorate for the pro-
fessional practice of education, which we
might call the Professional Practice Doe-
torate {P.P.I3), though the name should be
the least of our concerns, Despite the many
challenges invoived in creating a new de-
gree, we believe the greatest danger lies in
doing nothing. A new degree can help re-
store respect for the excellent work of edu-
cation practitioners and leaders.

Arthur Levine (2003) has argued that
the current Ed.DD. should be re-tooled into
a new professional master’s degree, parallel
in many ways to the MBA. We believe that,
properly understood and designed, the
highest professional degree in education
deserves to be a doctorate—bur not one so
readily confounded with the doctorate
needed to prepare education scholars.

Do we need to begin afresh rather than
simply repair the Ed.D.2 Why propose a
wholly new professional practice doctorate
for education and not a totaily reinvented
Ph.D.? In our judgment, the extent to
which the professional practice doctorate
requires a new vision demands a “zero-base”
approach to design, without any of the as-
sumptions that characterize the status quo.
Tinkering toward the ideal is much less
likely to succeed than starting with a clean
slate. As the new degree approaches the
ideal, we will be able to restore the Ph.D.
as a bona fide preparation for research, in-
stead of an omnibus degree thae signals all
things 1o all educarors.



The P.P.I>. that we propose would be an
extremely demanding, rigorous, respectable,
high-level academic experience that pre-
pares students for service as leading practi-
ttoners in the field of education, whether
as educational leaders—principals, super-
intendents, policy coordinaters, curriculum
coordinators, and so forth—or as educators
of teachers and other school personnel. We
argue that preparation as a scholar in the
traditional sense, culminating in a doctoral
dissertation, is not the best way to prepare
the superintendent of schools for a Cali-
fornia community ot a teacher—educator
who will be preparing teachers of mathe-
matics for that same communicy. We need
a degree that is positively and intentionally
designed to serve the needs of professional
practice—as the Ed.D. was originally in-
tended ro do, but no longer does.

By analogy, there are two degrees in the
medical sciences: the M., and the Ph.DD.
in a biomedical field.? The recipients pos-
sess different but overlapping bodies of
knowledge, see their professional practice
in different ways, and have been trained
and assessed in radically different ways.
Most important, they are engaged in very
different fields of practice. The M.D. spends
years in the supervised practice of medicine,
surgery, psychiatry, and the like. The Ph.D.
spends years learning the practices of bio-
medical research and theory development.

Similarly, the Ph.D. and P.P.D. would
be different—one the research degree and
the other the practice degree. Like the
M.D., the P.P.D. as we envision it would
be highly rigorous, easily identifiable post-
baccalaureate degrees that are prestigious,
sans dissertation, but with subseantive pro-
fessional assessments at the end. And, like
the M.DD,, the P.P.D. would have identifi-
able signature pedagogies (Shulman, 2003).
Many P.P.D. faculty would be highly skilled
practitioners, perhaps also with the tite of
“clinical” faculty. (We note that USC has
defined criteria for “practice-active” fac-
ulty members in their Ed.D. program.)
Unlike the M.D., which is typically pur-
sued before practitioners enter independent
practice, the P.P.D. probably would be
earned by teachers, educational leaders,
and teacher—educators who are already
engaged in forms of practice and would
pursue this degree concurrently or in serial
periods of study, practice, and study-
embedded practice.

Assessments Motivate Program
Design: How to Begin

One possible way to develop the P.P.D. is
to design the final set of assessments first,
then embark on the creative design of pro-
grams. This “wisdom of practice” strategy
begins with studying and thinking abour
the most able exemplars of accomplished
practice that can be identified. We can then
ask what they do, and do well, that leads us
to consider them exemplary, and what tasks
or settings enable such accomplishments to
be demonstrated. How would one know if
practitioners have reached that level of ac-
cemplishment, short of shadowing them
for a year? Whar kinds of exercises, simu-
lations, investigations, writings, and ap-
proaches to the systematic observation and
documentation of practice is needed to
make a grounded judgment of practition-
ets’ competence? This is similar to the pro-
cess that some of us engzged i 20 years ago,
int laying the groundwork for the National
Board for Professional Teaching Standards
(NBPTS; Shulman 2004a, 2004b). We
asked, “What are the challenging situations
that separate the sterling practitioners from
those who are merely average? Can we de-
velop a set of assessments that put people in
situations like that? Can we then set stan-
dards for performance in those situatdons?”
The point s to use practice as the template
and ask what the standards are for the wis-
est practice,

The assessments and standards of the
NBPTS have been so influential that a
growing number of institutions have de-
signed M.A. programs in educarion around
them. It is possible to imagine a similar
process whereby a highly public, well-
justified, rigorous set of assessments for the
highest levels of professional practice might
also stimulate the development of new
P.P.D. programs.

Approaches to assessment in fields such
as medicine are much more varied than in
Ph.D. programs. In medicine, one engages
in assessments of knowledge, assessments
of practical skills, and assessments in a va-
riety of fields. One does not converge on a
single monograph. We anticipate some-
thing similar in the case of the P.P.D.; we
might call this an “assessment decathion.”
In medicine, assessments are also deeply
embedded within programs of residency
training. Since education does not have the
kinds of supervised residency characteristic

of medical education (nor is the reaching
hospital a helpful analogy o possible pro-
fessional development schools for educa-
tional practice), we expect that a P.P.D.
candidate could use his or her own practice
situations as the equivalent of some com-
bination of a tesidency clinical setting and
an experimental laboratory or field site.

Undoubtedly, some research-related skills
that we identify with the Ph.D, would be
required for a P.P.D., as well. We would
expect, for example, an accomplished
P.P.D). to be able to read, very critically and
analytically, research reports claiming to
offer evidence that people should teach in
certain ways, organize schools in certain
ways, of redo the economics of school dis-
tricts and states in cerrain ways. We would
expecta P.P.D. to have the skills and expe-
rience necessary to evaluate such reports or
to know when he or she needs more spe-
cialized knowledge to be able to evaluate
them. Just as reviewing and critically ana-
lyzing literature is 2 requirement for a
Ph.D., we believe it must be a requirement
for the P.P.D., to enable practitioners to
make practice and policy decisions—not to
add new knowledge per se to the feld. We
also believe that the P.P.D .-holder shouid
be skilled in carrying out local research and
evaluations to guide practice, Those who
teach should develop skills and experience
in carrying out the scholarship of teaching
and learning in their own programs.

Qur CID research revealed a troubling
contrast between the doctoral study of ed-
ucation and that of other fields: The ma-
jority of education students pursue their
degrees in a part-time, almost haphazard,
manner. If we wrn this fact on its head,
however, we can make a virtae of necessity.
We propose fashioning a program that
treats the “practice” part of students’ lives
as the wellspring of inspiration that makes
their doctoral study richer and more pow-
erful. In the best of all possible worlds,
P.P.D. candidates would be reguired to have
a certain amount of prior and ongoing
practice experience. The initial part of the
pregram would merge pracrice and part-
titne dactoral study; at the end would be a
year-long residency, during which students
would prepare in a more self-conscious
way for the assessments and integration.
People would be asked to give up only one
year of work for full-time study—a cap-
stone year with a definitive end.
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The Name Is Not the Thing

Let us not argue about the name of the de-
gree. Our view is that if education had made
the right turn 50 years ago, the Ed.D. would
be precisely the degree that we are propos-
ing. Indeed, if our critique is wken seri-
ously and acted on, the resulting degree is
more likely to be called an Ed.D. (new and
improved!) than a P.P.D).. We hold no par-
ticular brief for the lewers P.P.D.. We pro-
pose a new degree only to escape all the
accumulated layers of expectation, tradi-
tion, and association with which the Ed.[D.
is currently burdened.

There is real danger in taking to extremes
the distinction between a professional prac-
tice degree and a research degree, Both
will include an abundance of cross-over ex-
periences and training. All university-based
doctoral degrees must be grounded in
scholarship as both substance and process.
P.P.D.s will fearn how to conduet applied
research and critically read research reports,
and will have serious grounding in scholar-
ship. Ph.D.s will have to understand policy
and practice deeply if they are to be schol-
ars of educational practice and not garden-
variety social scientists, Nevertheless, the
emphases of the two degrees will be quite
different, as is the case with the M.D. and
the biomedical Ph.D.

We are sensitive to the concern that we
may be misclassifying teacher—educarors
by placing them in the practice group. In-
deed, how non-Ph.D. scholars can fourish
and gain tenure if they focus primarily on
practice is a question faced by professional
schools in every field from law to nursing,
That said, most teacher—educators must be
highly accomplished practitioners who can
analyze, evaluate, and—most important——
model and teach practice to future (and cur-
rently active) teachers, That set of qualities is
very difficult to attain. Add to them the ex-
pectation that P.P.D s in teacher education
be capable of competent applied research
on teacher education, and we have the ele-
ments of a seriously demanding, albeit
reasonable, doctorate of practice. Mean-
while, a smaller number of doctoral candi-
dates could pursue the Ph.ID. in teacher
education (the same is true of educational
teadership, we suspect) and prepare for dif-
ferent roles that arc engaged primarily with
research and the preparation of future re-
search scholars,
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Issuing the Challenge

These challenges can be met only by coura-
geous new designs, experimentation, and
evaluation. We are painfully aware of how
difficult it is to introduce a new degree into
the sturdy pantheon of graduate education,
even when the atgument supporting the ef-
fort is strong, As a cautionary tale, we review
the frustrating attempt to create the Doctor
of Arts (D.A.) degree, first proposed in 1932
but not attempted until much later.

Beginning in the 1960s, with sttong sup-
port from the Carnegie Corporation of New
York under the leadership of Alden Dun-
ham, some institutions developed D.A. pro-
grams, In 1967, Carnegie Mellon University
adopted the first D.A. degree in the fields of
English, fine arts, history, and mathematics.
Here was a degrec envisioned as a prepara-
tion for coltege teaching in each of the disci-
plines, rather than for a career in research,
Then, as now, the vast majority of those who
earned Ph.D.s devoted their careers to teach-
ing rather than to conducting research.

With the support of several powerful ad-
vocacy groups, 31 institutions adopted the
D.A. However, the degree never spread or
found the success that its proponents imag-
ined. By 1991, only 21 universities were stil}
granting the D.A.; the number has dropped
to 12 today, and at those schools the DA,
usually is granted in only one or two fields,
Glazer (1993) attriburtes this to 2 combina-
tion of factors: competitive pressures em-
phasizing research over teaching for faculty
and students; the collapse of the academic
job market; and the proliferation of other
specialized doctorates in music, business,
fine arts, and many of the professions.

The P.P.D. idea may well share the
D.A’s fate. For those wha believe that the
status quo is perfecdy satisfactary, that
would be fine, But those who share a sense
that there is a serious problem must at-
tempt 1o learn from the failure of the DA
{and the more recent success of the Psy. DD
and other new degrees) to map our strate-
gies for reform.

Next Steps

We believe that the Ph.D. and the Ed.D.
in education are now so closely intertwined
that the improvement of one will neces-
satily entail the improvement of both.
Practical steps can be taken concurrently.
Ultimately, this kind of change will occur

from the bottom up, institution by instiru-
tion, program by program. No institution
can be expected to pull it off in isolation.
Therefore, even as change occurs locally
and experimentally, it must be supported
by the progressive networking of individ-
ual sites prepared to form consortia that ex-
periment with such efforts in collaboration,
For the past 2 years, the Carnegie Founda-
tion has been working with the Council of
Academic Deans from Research Education
Institutions (the association of education
school deans). Many in this organization
find our vision of the P.P.D). compelling.

One strategy is to create a design team,
akin to the NBPTS's planning committee,
and charge it with developing P.P.D. as-
sessments. Students could participate in a
high-profile but low-stakes assessment en-
vironment, an “assessment decathlon.” This
would be a viable model for gaining national
acceptance of a set of assessments. Over
time, we imagine that P.P.D. programs
would emerge, more purposefully prepar-
ing students to document and demonstrare
their competence in these areas, Meanwhile,
a group of doctoral educators has begun o
meet at the Carnegie Foundation to de-
velop a plan for action.

However the leadership for P.P.D, devel-

« opment emerges, nurtured by the Carnegie

Foundation and located in a coalition of
leading schools of education, we believe
this is the boldest and surest way to confront
the serious problems that plague both of our
doctorates in education. John Gardner, for-
mer president of the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, once
said that “what we have before us are some
breathtaking opportunities disguised as in-
soluble problems” (Gardner, 1965). If we
can bring the education doctorates for
practice and scholarship in better align-
ment with their professional and discipli-
nary analogs, we will make a powerful
contribution to American educarion,

NOTES

We thank the other members of the CID
teamn——Project Director George Walker, Senior
Scholar Laura Jones, and Research Assistants
Kim Rapp and Amita Chudgar—{or their con-
tribution to the Carnegie Initiative on the Doc-
torate, The ideas and wotk of the CID team are
infused throughout this article,

‘An additional description of the USC case
can be found later in this article and in other



publications of the Carnegie Foundartion, as
well as on the USC Rassier School of Education
website {(Betp:/fwinn.usc.eduldeptieducation/).

¥The estimate of the average time spent be-
tween receipt of the baccalaureate and start of the
doctorate is derived from the Survey of Earned
Doctorates reports. We subtracted the reported
disciplinary average for registered time 1o degree
from the total time between receipt of baccalan-
reate and receipt of doctorate. From “Summary
Report 19997 (Sanderson, Dugeni, Hoffer, &
Meyers, 2000} through “Summary Report 2003”
(Hoffer, Dugoni, Sanderson, Sederstrom,
Ghadialy, & Rocque, 2001; Hoffer, Dugoni,
Sanderson, Sederstrom, Welch, Guzman-
Barron, et al., 2002; Hoffer, Sederstrom, Selfa,
Welch, Hess, Brown, et al.,, 2003; Hoffer, Selfa,
Welch, Hess, Friedman, Reyes, et al., 2004}, the
data reported for education are consistent: Reg-
istered time to degree is 8-9 years, and time
from baccalaureate 1o doctorate is about
19 years. There is a dramatic change in the most
recent set of duta, “Summary Reporr 20047
{(Hoffer et al,, 2005): Registered time to degree
zooms to 12.6 years, and time since the bac-
calaureate drops to 17.2 years, We do not have
a ready explanation for these changes and do not
know if this is a data anomaly or a rew trend.

30f the disciplines that were part of the
Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate, education
is the only one in which no disciplinary society
has conducted a study of doctoral programs and
doctorate recipients in the last decade. The
American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education conducted an extensive survey in
1960, published in two volumes (Brown &
Slater, 1960; Moore, 1960), with a 1964 follow-
up study (Ludlow, 1964). To our knowledge,
this is the last time a comprehensive effort was
undertaken in the field. At that time, the ma-
jority of doctoral recipients reported seeking
employment in colleges or universities. The
estimate of the current situation is derived by
dividing the estimated number of assistant pro-
fessors in education from N3QPEF-04 {U.S. De-
partment of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics, 2004)-—13,500-—by the
number of education docrorates granted in the
G-year period between 1999 and 2004 from
the Survey of Earned Doctorates—39,000. The
resule is 34.6%.

Career outcome dat are more easily found
in some fields than in others, reflecting the pri-
orities both of the disciplines themselves and of
the federal government in data collection ef-
forts, Selecting from the fields studied by the
CID, the humanities have the highest rate of
employment in postsecondary teaching posi-
tions: 73% of those within 5 years of receiving
the doctotate (Ingram & Brown, 1997}, This
finding parallels more recent data of 75% ix his-
tory {Bender, Katz, Palmer, & Committee on

Graduate Education of the American Historical
Society, 2004) and 73% in English {(Nerad &
Cerny, 1999}, In neuroscience, at least half take
faculty positions, although data tracking is ham-
pered by the fact that most students take sev-
eral postdoctoral pesitions. The 2003 survey of
neuroscience programs showed that 3% of grad-
uates took faculty positions immediately upon
receipt of the Ph.D., 38% of postdocs took fac-
ulty positions, and ancther 37% of the postdocs
moved to another postdoc position (Swricker,
2003). in the life sciences, overall about 40%
of those who are 10 years past receipt of the
Ph.D). are in faculty positions (National Research
Council, 1998, p. 35). Mathematics is more like
the humanities: 60% of Ph.D.s take faculty po-
sitions (Kitkman, Maxwell, & Rose, 2005})L
Chemistry has historically strong ties to industry;
ultimately, two thirds of Ph.D. chemists wotk in
industry or government labs and about one third
work in academia {Heylin, 2004).

"We recognize that historically the Psy. D). has
been more analogous 10 the Ed.D. than the
M.D., but the sprouting of freestanding Psy.DD.

programs has become wortisome.
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Cotignd Recounting: Assessment and the Quest for Accountability

Lee S. Shulman
From Change January/February 2007

Accounting is essentially a form of narrative.
Dina Shuiman

When my daughter' Dina returned from her first class in managerial accounting early in her MBA program, | innocently asked how it had
gone. | fully expected her to describe her boredom with the rigors of accounting, since pursuing an MBA was decidedly an afterthought
for my iconoclastic daughter, who already held degrees in theatre and social work.

Imagine my surprise when Dina responded that accounting was unexpectedly interesting because, she now realized, it should be
understood as a form of narrative, a kind of drama. Within the ethical and technical rules of the field, the task of the accountant is to
figure out which of the stories of the company should be told through the medium of its "books.” Accounting is basically about creating
the plot, characters, and setting of the story. As the instructor explained to the class, "Your task is to render an account; to tell the
facts of the case, the story of the condition of a company in an accurate and yet ultimately persuasive way.”

! was reminded of this conversation as | read through the successive drafts of the Spellings Commission report, with its persistent refrain
that higher education must become more accountable, more transparent, and more open to the scrutiny of its stakeholders. The key
word is always “accountability,” to which the canonical reaction among educators is a reaffirmation of the remarkable diversity of
American colleges and universities and the dangers that accompany the specter of standardized testing and a "one-size-fits-all” approach

to assessing the quality of a college education.

in the world of business, an account is a story told in quantitative form. It publicly documents all the income and investments that enter
the company and all the products and liabilities that emerge from it, all its assets and debits, all its profits and losses. When the books
balance, the account is closed: The story has been told.

Indeed, historian of science Mary Poovey argues in A History of the Modern Fact that a significant source for the modern conception of a
scientific fact—that which is measurable, replicable, visible, quantitative, and credible—is the invention of double-entry bookkeeping in
late-16th century England. Thus accounting was a source for modern scientific conceptions of evidence; then, in full-circie fashion,
scientific doctrines became the basis for our contemporary conceptions of account-ability in education.

When | draw our attention, as Dina did mine, to the ghosts of narrative and story-tetling that stand behind the counting, measuring, and
computations that lie at the heart of modern assessment in the service of accountability, | do not aim to undermine the credibility of
assessment. | am not referring to "mere storytelling” as if narrative is a lesser form of discourse. The connections between counting and
recounting are built into the etymology of these words in many languages. Thus, in German, to count is zaehlen and to tell (a story) is
erzaehlen. Even in Hebrew, a language with utterly different roots than English or German, the verb for counting is U'spor, while the

word for telling is I'saper.

I believe the lesson is clear. How and what we choose to count and the manner in which we array and display our accounts is a form of
narrative—legitimately, necessarily, and inevitably.

Tools for Counting and Recounting

When Benjamin Bloom led a group of university examiners in the development of the taxonomy of educational obiectives in the late
1940s and early 1950s, their goal was to provide a structure within which assessors could determine which story they wished to tell about
the tearning of their institution's students. They had determined that most of the instruments then in use to assess students—and thus to
render them, their teachers, and their colleges accountable—were exclusively stories of the acquisition and retention of knowledge, of
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the students’ success in recalling facts, events, principtes, and concepts they had learned in class or read in their textbooks. Bloom and
his colleagues argued that this was an impoverished story, one that missed the most important aspects of the account the examiners

needed to give of students' learning.

By elaborating the cognitive outcomes of education into a taxonomy comprised of six categories-—-ranging from knowledge and
comprehension through apptication, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation—Bloom and his colleagues developed a much richer array of plots
and themes for the story of academic performance. A program that appeared to be achieving great success when knowledge alone was
measured might look much less impressive if the “higher-order” processes were accounted for, Bloom and his associates also were
committed to extending the story from the cognitive to the affective domains in order to include the development of emotions,

rotivations, passions, and identity.

The power of Bloom's approach to make visible important aspects of learning that would otherwise remain hidden {or to point out their
absence} is nicely Hlustrated by a painful episode in my own history as a learner. When | was an undergraduate at the University of
Chicago in the late 1950s, | attempted to cram for the end-of-year comprehensive examination in the history of western civilization—a
nine-hour multiple-choice and essay test. | thought | had done guite well on the exam and was thus shocked to receive a "C" for the
course. i asked to meet with a member of the Evaluation Office to learn why | had performed so poorly. We sat down and examined my
performance, using Bioom's taxonomy as a template. | had "aced" the multiple-choice section, with its emphasis on recall; cramming can
be a pretty good strategy for remembering facts and ideas, at least over the short term. But | had simply not studied well enough to
integrate the ideas and to be able to synthesize new interpretations and arguments using the knowledge | had crammed into my head.

Had the accounting been limited to a factual knowledge of history, the Shulman narrative would have been one about a highly
accomplished student of history. But the richer plot afforded by the design of this assessment told a more complex and less comforting
story: Shulman knew the facts of history well but had not yet learned to use them in the service of new ideas or to solve novel problems.

Narratives are enriched not only by changes in plot and theme; introducing new characters as protagonists aiso has a profound effect,
Thus, if the narrative were to examine the learning of discrete sub-groups of students, its complexity and nuance would increase. Is this
an institution where students of one particular ethnic background score well across the categories while others da well only in
knowledge acquisition but not in the higher-order achievements? Or is this a college where those majoring in the sciences flourish while
those studying the humanities flounder? Each of these is a legitimate, “true,” and reasonable account—on which the school's
accountability will rest. Numbers may offer an illusion of irreducible accuracy and credibility, but they can only be interpreted in the
context of the narrative selected and, indeed, the narrative not taken.

The story told by an assessment is thus ultimately a function of the dimensions of measurement that determine the possible directions
the narrative might take. So accountability requires that we take responsibility for the story we commit ourselves to telling. We must
make public the rationale for choosing that story as opposed to alternative narratives. This requires that we first deliberate with our
colleagues and stakeholders about the goals we set, the missions of our schools, and the elaborated conceptions of our purposes.

Only then should we defend the adequacy of the forms of measurement and documentation we employ to warrant the narratives we
offer. In the case of educational accountability, we are limited in our recountings by the instruments we use to count. As my colleague
Lloyd Bond regularly reminds me, "Since we can’t normally measure everything that counts, we can be sure that what will count is what
we choose to measure.” Taxonornies and indicators are critical aspects of how and with what coherence and credibility these stories can

be told.

We can readily see the narrative possibilities for these accounts by examining some of the instruments and indicators that the Spellings
Commission singled out. The Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) has received a great deal of attention recently and is described in
some detail by Richard Shavelson in this issue of Change. What story does the CLA tell? The broad domains of its account are critical
thinking, analytical reasoning, problem-solving, and writing. The heart of the narrative is the value added by a college education to the
educational outcomes of students, rather than the absolute tevels they achieve. it chronicles the development of their tearning,
thinking, judgment, and communication skills and does not aim or claim to assess domain-specific knowledge, skills, values, or
appreciations. Thus, students’ performance on the CLA does not correlate with their majors. It is currently used to tell a story about
institutions, not individual students.

The National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) tells a very different kind of story. Although the items are designed to serve as
proxies for outcomes, the instrument itself measures the kinds of experiences students have over the course of their academic careers.
While the CLA looks for changes in the performance of students, the NSSE is more attuned to the opportunities the institutions offer and
the advantage the students take of them. The NSSE describes iastitutions in terms of their level of academic chatlenge; the opportunities
they provide for active and collaborative learning; the extent and quality of students’ interactions with faculty; the availability and
access to enriching extra-curricular experiences; and the extent to which the campus offers a supportive environment for learning and

student development.

it's no accident that so many institutions {(more than 970 for NSSE and 250 for the CLA} have opted to use one or both of these
instruments. Each offers a very different narrative of educational opportunities and accemplishments. While they were not designed to
fit together elegantly, they do offer different perspectives on this question: What account can be given of this institution's contribution
to the education of its students? Notice, however, that neither instrument tells us anything about the discipline-specific aspects of
tearning. Do students learn to think like historians? Do they learn to reason quantitatively? Do they come to know the fundamental
concepts of science and technology that are needed in the 21st century economy?



Shulman, L., Change, January/February 2007, Vo! 39, No. 1
http:lwww.carnegiefoundation.org/change/sub.asp?key=98&subkey~2169

The Educational Testing Service's Measure of Academic Proficiency and Pragress (MAPP), another instrument specifically identified by the
Spellings Commission, attempts to tetl a story that gets at some of these differences. its chapter headings are "Reading,” "Writing, "
“Critical Thinking,” "Mathematics,” "Humanities,” "Social Sciences,” "Natural Sciences,” and—naturatly—a total score. But before we leap
to the conclusion that in the MAPP we now have a comprehensive, domain-specific map of student learning aver time, we must note that
the long form of the assessment takes alt of two hours and includes 108 items, which is rather sparse for a substantive evaluation across
so any areas. And ET5 also offers an abbreviated form of the MAPP that contains only 36 items and can be administered in a total of 40

minutes!

My short tour of these tools and instruments (and of course there are many others that could be mentioned) is meant to point up hoth
possibilities and limitations. We are better off with the CLA, the NSSE, and ather new tools than without them. But the bottom line is
that the instruments now available for accountability purposes are necessarily short, superficial, and limited. They are designed to
interfere minimally with instruction and to be sufficiently general and unrelated enough to the details of any institution's curriculum that
they can be broadly used. In vivid contrast, the great promise of assessment is its deployment in the service of instruction, its
capacity to inform the judgment of facuity and students regarding how they can best advance the quality of learning. So the
challenge before us is to develop systems of assessment and accountability in which the internal uses of assessment for instruction—and
the external uses of assessment for accountability and transparency—are carefully weighed. Ultimately, these are the books that need to
be balanced—or, when necessary, to be strategically unbalanced.

So what are the lessons to be learned from our sense of accountability as narrative and argument? What tools and approaches can
provide the most valid account of the condition of higher education and its constituent institutions? Is the most valid account necessarily
the broadest and most comprehensive? Is the best strategy to develop highly specific, narrowly targeted instruments that offer deep
insight into particular kinds of learning and development? Should we be looking at institutional performance or at the learning of

individual students?

Seven Pillars of Assessment for Accountability
Most of the principles | want to offer here are familiar, even venerable. The fact that they remain pertinent suggests how persistent

many of the challenges of assessment remain.

1. Become explicit about the story you need to tell and the rationale for choosing it. An account is one story among the many that
coutd be told about the quality and character of an educational experience. No instrument can claim validity, no account can earm a
warrant, without a clear explanation of why this story is being told instead of others. Indeed, it should be clear what the major
alternative accounts could be and why they were rejected. Any one form of assessment, however rich, is a compromise, a choice among

a set of legitimate possibilities.

2, Do not think that there is a "bottom line.” An early step in the deployment of any instrument, new or old, should be a process of
locating the instrument in a larger conceptual framework that explicitly stipulates what it does measure and what it does not. Since
there is no real bottom line, the first obligation of the person rendering an account is to take respansibitity for locating its unavoidable

insufficiencies.

Shavelson does this quite clearly for the CLA in this issue of Change, locating its domains of measurement within a figure that sketches
out the broader domains that it does not assess. Bloom's classic taxonomies provide tools that can be employed in a similar manner.

Moreover, judgments of validity are never a property of measuring instruments per se, Validity can only be judged when we examine
assessment results in the context of a particular argument or narrative. The cardinal principle of accountability is that counting is only
meaningful and useful in the context of valid recounting. Indeed, we might make a distinction between measurement and assessment in
this regard, with assessment referring to the manner in which one arrays, displays, and interprets particular measurements in the service
of judgments, decisions, and actions.

3. Design mulitipte measures. As the stakes associated with a measurement rise, the restrictions on its form rise concomitantly—thus the
need to move from judgment to measurement and from interpretation to objectivity. But as in any form of social inquiry, the price of
precision is narrowness of scope. Therefore, a third principle that foliows from the "no-battom-line” observation is that nearly any use of
assessment for serfous practical and policy guidance should intentionally employ an array of instruments that will constitute a "union of
insufficiencies.” It is dangerous to permit highly consequential decisions of policy and practice to rest on the results of a single
instrument, however carefully it has been field-tested and ostensibly validated.

In the Texas system of accountability for colleges and universities, for example, more than a dozen instruments are recommended for
use, including the National Survey of Student Engagement, the Collegiate Learning Assessment, and muitiple indices of access,
graduation, and post-graduation success, often broken down by the raciat and ethnic backgrounds of the students. Using this array of
indicators enables others to render accounts that respond to their questions.

4. Work on combining multiple measures. A fourth principle is that a set of instruments, each with is own scores, indices, and
observations, will deliver on its promise only if we take on the hard task of developing rules for deciding how to display, organize, and
aggregate those indicators for making decisions. inevitably, those decisions are functions of human judgment—which is, after all, an
essential element in any such process, not something to be feared or avoided. On the other hand, there is a good argument to be made
for "mechanical combination,” in which general policies are debated and determined in such a way that algorithms for systematicatly
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combining the available data can be computed objectively. The late Hillel Einhorn of the University of Chicago referred to this process as

‘expert measurement and mechanical combination.”

5. Remember that high stakes corrupt. A fifth principle is that high stakes attached to assessments have a tendency to distort the
educational and evaluation processes they were intended to support. This is not only because teachers and students are sorely tempted
to cheat when the stakes are high. It is also because when test designers know that high stakes are fnvolved, they have a tendency to use
items less likely to be uncertain or subject to competing judgments and arguments. As the instruments are weeded of such items or
sections, they gain reliability and obiectivity but often at the sacrifice of validity and nuance.

The most significant feature of high-stakes assessment is this: The higher the stakes, the greater the likelihood that teachers will teach
to the test. These assessments must be designed so that the tests are worth teaching to. This is not a trivial challenge. It cries out for a

strategy of embeddedness.

6. Embed assessment into ongoing instruction. Assess early and assess often. in my early days in Chicago, we used to joke, "Vote early
and vote often.” High-stakes assessments are likely to be used very tate in the course or program where they are employed in the service
of accountability. But the later the assessment, the later the knowledge of results, and the less likely it is that the assessments will yield
information that can guide instruction and learning. | call these "high-stakes/low-yield” forms of assessment. They may satisfy
accountability mavens but have little educative value. Instead, we should develop low-stakes/high-yield forms of assessment, much like
the “running records” used by K-12 reading teachers or the routine medical history, physical examinations, or lab tests that physicians

and nurses administer. ”

Assessment should not only serve as an external evaluation and public conscience for higher-education institutions; at the very least, it
also should do no harm to instruction, and at best, it should guide, support, and enrich it, When we embed assessment in instruction, it
is much more likely that what is assessed will contribute to and be compatible with the core objectives of instruction. If colleges and
universities can become active pedagogical laboratories, assessment that is useful for both instruction and accounting will be actively

embedded and used continuously.

Embedded measures will necessarily be designed with a different "grain size” from those designed exclusively for external, high-stakes
assessments. They will be more particular than general; more dedicated to measuring individual student progress than institutional
success; repeatedly administered rather than being single end-of-course events; and highly transparent to students and teachers. They
will have quick turn-around times rather than providing the highly secure, secretive, and delayed feedback of current high-stakes
environments. This is assessment as a regular physical exam rather than as a public autopsy.

This aspect of assessment emphasizes the need for bilateral transparency. That is, the progress students are making needs to be as
accessible to them as it is to teachers or policymakers. Such transparency can empower students to take greater control of their own
destindes. It is, after all, ultimately the student who must own her or his understanding and progress. Systems of assessment that are
opaque, secretive, and slow-responding cripple students’ sense of responsibility,

7. Become an active and collaborative site for research on new forms of assessment, new technologies to support such work, and
better strategies for integration of such approaches with instruction. If the use of single-instrument, high-stakes/ low-yield assessment
tools will, as many of us have argued over the years, undermine the most important goals and purposes of education, then those of us
whao design and deploy assessments have a professional and ethical responsibility to design them to contribute more positively to the
quality of teaching and learning for all students. The need now is for new assessment research and development, a project that can
succeed only if institutions collaborate, experiment, and open their windows so that national wark can move our fields ahead.

We need a strategy to combine the local with the national and to meld low-stakes assessment with an accountability approach that will
be minimally corrupting. This will require a change in the reward system of higher education to encourage faculty to engage in such
experimental approaches to their teaching, rather than worrying that they will be punished if they permit such activity to interfere with
more traditional forms of research and schotarship. In the public-policy arena, the cuiture of competition and ranking, of punitive
reactions to honest accounting, of oversimplification via report cards and bottom lines must be resisted.

Taking Control of the Narrative

One of the reasons Dina was so taken with the metapher of narrative in accounting was that the career she had pursued just before her
MBA program was as a psychotherapist. During her graduate study in social work, she had been drawn to "narrative therapy” as an
approach to counseling. In narrative therapy, the central idea is that each one of us is living the life of a character in a play or a novel.
Some of us feel that we have a great deal of influence over the plot of the play, while others, alas, feel that they are characters in
someone else’s drama. The goal of the psychotherapy is to support one’s clients in seeing the narratives they feel they are tiving but have
no control over, and to develop strategies for becoming the authors of their own stories, able to act responsibly in the situation and

exercise real agency over their lives,

t often feel that academics, in the face of the growing volume of calls for accountability, have developed a sense of higher education as
victim, swept away by a powerful current over which we can exercise little influence. We think of accountability as a sinister plot
invented by others, controlled by the enemy, and designed to take over our professicnal lives and make us unhappy. We must either
paddie upstream, resisting all the way, or just go with the flow, adopting a stance of minimal compliance while hoping to find a tittle
eddy in which we can float about undisturbed. But skilled white-water rafters and canoeists remind us that neither paddling against the
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current nor going with the flow is a particularly fruitful tactic. The best way to get where you want to go when negotiating the rapids in

a fast-moving stream is to paddle faster than the current.

In this spirit, our responsibility is to take control of the narrative, We educators must take advantage of the deep connections between

counting and recounting to define the characters, the plots, the foreground, and the background of the new accountability systems. We
must summon the creative energy and ambition to take advantage of the momentum (and resources) unteashed by the new pelicies and
exploit them to initiate the long-overdue progress in assessment needed to improve the quality of learning in higher education.

We are obligated to recount the narratives of most interest to our key stakeholders, but we cannot be limited to those alone. We must

display the evidence of teaching and learning (and their embarrassments) through the multipte legitimate narratives we create about our
work and our students' fates. We must account for higher-order understanding and critical thinking, in addition to factual knowledge and
simple skills. We must tell of the development of civic responsibility and moral courage, even when our stakeholders have not thought to

ask for those books,

Moreover, we must make the process through which we render the accounts transparent to our stakeholders. The most important of
these stakeholders are our students, who need to feel a sense of agency and responsibility in this relationship as well.

The current quest for accountability creates a precious opportunity for educaters to tell the full range of stories about learning and
teaching. Counting and recounting can only be pursued together. Counting without narrative is meaningless. Narrative without counting
is suspicious. We now have an opportunity tc employ the many indicators of learning that we can count for the most important stories

we have to tell.

Lee 5. Shulman is the eighth president of The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. He was the first Charles E.
Ducommun Professor of Education and professor of psychology (by courtesy) at Stanford University, after being professor of educational
psychology and medical education at Michigan State University.
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