California State University Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate

Convening - October 20 & 21
Preparation Work
The Pre-Work assignment for your team to complete for the CSU CPED Convening on October 20 & 21 is to be submitted by October 13. The response to each question should be no more than one page and should be entered on this document. These assignments will be part of our discussions and will be posted on the CSU CPED web site.

The reading materials for the assignments are posted on the CSU CPED web site at:

http://teachingcommons.cdl.edu/edleadership/cped/cpedoct08.html
Assignment:  Further Investigating Learning Outcomes with Assessment Data

For the first Convening last January, you described the set of learning outcomes that have been well articulated and provide coherence and direction for faculty and students. You identified those outcomes and the data you gather to assess how well students have met those expectations. For the October 20 & 21 Convening, please address the following.
The central issue is: how do you analyze, report, and use those data? Identify examples of the data you gather regarding student performance. Considering these data, please answer the following questions:

1. What measures of student performance are most valued in program assessment and review? What direct measures of student learning (i.e., direct evaluation of student work) are used to determine whether student learning outcomes have been met? How are the performance data used to improve student learning?
Measures of student performance for the CSUSM/UCSD joint doctoral program (JDP) are both formative and summative.  Formative assessments are subsumed by a combination of “signature” assignments for each course or quarter (e.g., position paper and annotated bibliography in first quarter), the 1st year qualifying paper (which doubles as a comprehensive exam), and the dissertation proposal.  

The dissertation experience, which includes a dissertation defense, is considered the cumulative and culminating summative assessment.  Each signature assignment and “paper” leading to the dissertation experience is purposed to be a direct measure of student learning although evaluative feedback is provided in a “report-card” format at the end of the first year.  

Performance data is examined for each individual student and for the cohort as a whole.  Individuals are advised and mentored based on their individual needs throughout the program, be it writing support, assistance with a particular research topic, networking opportunities with a community with similar interests, or the like.  Cohort data assists directors with course line-up, seminar topics, or ways in which the program needs to be adjusted to better meet candidate needs.

2. How do your students address substantive problems collectively and individually? What are the artifacts that they produce that demonstrates mastery of concepts that span several topic areas in education policy and practice and require interaction with other disciplines and fields of study? What written and oral reports are expected? 

When students have collective issues they tend to use the cohort as a sounding board as a first resort.  If the problem seems to be prevalent in the cohort, one individual reaches out to one of the directors by e-mail of telephone.  If the issue is not resolved promptly, a barrage of communications ensure with messages copied to both directors and the entire cohort.  When issues are more individual in nature, students have no problem in reaching out to their director of choice for swift resolution.  There have been no instances when issues have superseded resolution past the director level.

There aren’t any artifacts demonstrating mastery of interdisciplinary concepts that are per se “required” by our program, however, by nature of having PreK-12 educators, HE participants, teacher leaders, administrators, and both public and private institutions represented; the CSUSM/UCSD JDP fosters multiple opportunities for natural interaction with a variety of disciplines and fields of study inside of and outside of education.  

For each class a written “report” is required.  This report in its primacy is considered the beginning of the thought formation that will become the seed for our candidates’ dissertation topic.  Throughout the program the original paper evolves, adds and subtracts bibliographic references, and at one point or another becomes an IRB proposal leading up to chapter 3 of their dissertation.  Other reports become chapter 1, chapter 2 and so on.  For each course an oral accounting of student progress on research and impact on practice is expected.  In the latter part of the second year candidates participate in a methodology conference where they have additional opportunities to report on their work.  Finally, as dissertation defense dates draw near, candidates begin to “practice” their defense with cohorts behind them in the process as both a practice for the defender and a preview for the students in their 2nd years.

3. What research questions do the data generate that further your institution’s work and inform consideration of whether learning outcomes have been met at the level expected for doctoral candidates? How are the findings used in your program assessment plan(s)? How does this information inform your consideration of courses and experiences?
The data is gleaned conservative, traditional, and in many ways hegemonic means and processes.  From the data we know how candidates are moving along the predictable scholarly doctoral course of becoming “stewards of the profession” in the narrowest sense.  Successful completion of signature assignments, active membership in the cohort model, summative assessment and the dissertation experience, all connote a successful doctoral candidate worthy of the Ed.D. each has earned.  It would be more meaningful, responsive, and practical to be able to ascertain whether or how much the social justice and equity focus of the program authentically impacts student practice, by this meaning pre-K12 and HE outcomes in the candidate workplace. 

Findings thus far have been used to guide adjustments to the program in terms of course line-up, policy, and advisement procedures.  We look to any information gleaned directly from candidates formally and informally to make appropriate changes to the program.  In five cohorts our course offerings have changed four times.  Many more changes are anticipated.

Please return your responses to jbissell@calstate.edu by October 13, 2008, for posting on the CSU CPED Web site, and bring 20 copies of your responses to the October 20-21 convening.
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