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Foreword
The first time I took the helm of a doctoral class, unknown to me, none of the students had previously taken a graduate course. I discovered this some time into the course, and prepared the material that follows as half of their week five lecture. Please bear with me if the material below  is old-hat to you; just skim through and note the structure of it. If this is not stuff you already know well, dig into this material, because it will be of great use to you.

What is expected of you in a doctoral program
I was somewhat surprised to find out that this is your first truly academic class in the program. As such, I have found, some of you don’t yet have well-developed scripts in your heads for how you are supposed to do this doctoral class thing. So I am going to spend some time in this lecture developing your scripts.

The concept of script comes from both cognitive and social psychology. A script is a sort of procedural knowledge that we use to tell us what we are supposed to do in certain situations and how we should do it (Schank and Abelson, 1977). Most of us develop our scripts unconsciously, through observation, as well as through the feedback others give us about our behavior in the setting: “Kent, I don’t ever again want to see you wave a piece of chicken in the air in a restaurant and loudly ask, ‘What piece is this?’” (Kent Van Cleave, Senior, in a popular restaurant in Columbus, Georgia, about 1953). We use these scripts, largely unconsciously, to figure out what is going on in various settings, to predict what others will do, and to govern our own behavior.

Much of what I am going to tell you about the doctoral script comes from personal experience.  I have been there, done that, and got the tee-shirt (well, actually, the hood).  I will discuss, in turn, the nature of the learning tasks, the nature of the assignments, and the nature of the instructor-student relationship.
Nature of the learning tasks. First of all, the way you are expected to learn and the level to which you are expected to learn is far different than it was in your undergraduate training. You are expected to learn more, more quickly, and at a higher level of learning than you did as an undergraduate. I have always believed that the main thrust of doctoral studies is to teach you how to learn effectively and how to create knowledge. Other important thrusts of doctoral studies are to give you some important procedural knowledge and to socialize you to a new profession and a new level of functioning.

The demands put on a student differ, depending on the level of study. In the first two or three years of elementary school, most of the student’s work is done in class. But soon the learning tasks become more complex, and the student starts bringing home work that is done at home and turned in the next day. Entering high school, the complexity of the subjects, and the amount of work assigned, both in school and out, increase. Similarly, the level of difficulty of classes in college increases as one progresses through the four years of study. We can take this information and make an analogy: Doctoral studies are to undergraduate studies as undergraduate studies are to middle school studies.

At the undergraduate level, the nature of the learning tasks, as typified using Bloom’s taxonomy of learning objectives (http://web.uct.ac.za/projects/cbe/mcqman/mcqappc.html; http://www.utexas.edu/student/utlc/lrnres/handouts/1414.html), ranges from recognition and recall for introductory courses to application and low levels of analysis for upper level courses. However, in doctoral programs, although one must assimilate a tremendous amount of factual knowledge, it is expected that the student will learn that information at the highest levels of Bloom’s taxonomy. Doctoral students must be able to analyze, synthesize, criticize and apply, and they must be able to do that with specific reference to the literature on the subject matter. Study strategies needed to accomplish this are different than the study strategies used at the undergraduate level.

It is because of the complexity of the learning task that doctoral studies often employ case studies. After you study new material, you are given a case to read and analyze. The case typically is presented to you in such a way that it affords (Gibson, 1977) analysis and the generation of one or more solutions. Alternatively, the case may describe a scenario and the decisions that were made to solve a problem, and this will be done in such a way that the case affords a critique of the solution by the students. A powerful feature of the case based learning method is that the analysis is often done in conversation/ discussion in class, so that students can learn from one another and hear a wide variety of perspectives and considerations. (At Phoenix, we do something very similar using discussion groups. Whereas the traditional school does this same place-same time, we do it any place-any time.) 

The information age places upon us a new requirement: learning on demand. (Search the term on the WWW; I think you will be surprised!)  This is a requirement today in business and in any professional discipline, and is a requirement in your discipline. Learning on demand means simply that when you encounter a problem or opportunity that requires new knowledge you go get it. You access new information, assess its relevance and validity, assimilate it, then apply it to the problem you seek to solve (the four A’s). Thus, this expectation is also present in most doctoral programs. Students are expected to be active seekers of and constructors of knowledge.

This means that if they encounter something in their assigned readings that they do not understand they are expected to stick with the concepts until they do understand. If they encounter a reference in a reading assignment or lecture to a term that is new to them they are expected to take the initiative to look it up, whatever that requires in order to accomplish it. Fortunately, there is now so much knowledge on the Internet that looking something up usually requires little more than launching a browser and using a search engine, then sifting through the results. 
It has become increasingly apparent to me over time that this ready availability of information/knowledge on the Internet creates both opportunities and challenges. One of the challenges it presents, particularly at graduate levels, is source credibility. I recommend to all my students, both undergraduate and graduate, that they spend a little time researching and learning how to judge whether a source is appropriate for use in academic work.  A quick rule of thumb is that if a source is peer reviewed through a formal review process then the source is credible. This rules out most .com sources and Wikipedia. While those are often excellent starting points in the search for credible information, and may make acceptable secondary sources, they should not be the source that you pin your logical arguments on. You will find it useful to follow the links you find there, however, and then access and cite those.

The other major challenge has to do with appropriate use of sources. In some of my online undergraduate classes I have as many as a third of the students copying and pasting from external sources without proper attribution in at least one assignment. This constitutes plagiarism, and often results in students having to redo assignments, getting zeros on their assignment scores, and occasionally getting a course grade of F for repeated plagiarism. I also see it happening in my doctoral courses, where it is a much more serious matter. 
The academic tradition, going back to Plato, Aristotle, and Socrates, is that we build our logical arguments on the foundations of previously validated arguments. In doing so we cite our sources. We cite sources for two reasons. First, we are giving credit where credit is due. Second, we provide evidence for the credibility of what we have to say.

It is never appropriate to directly use the words of others without properly attributing, and it is desirable to limit your use of quotes to less than ten percent of your words in a document. A good rule of thumb is that we paraphrase any source we use to support our own arguments, and quote only particularly significant passages, providing proper citation and referencing in both instances. A very good source on how to practice this academic tradition effectively and not fall into the traps of plagiarism can be found at http://www.wisc.edu/writing/Handbook/QPA_plagiarism.html, and I highly recommend that you work your way through the tutorials there before we start our formal discussions after the reading week. I have had the unpleasant experience of having to assign a grade of F to a student in LDR711 for repeated plagiarism, and sincerely want to not have to do that again, ever.
Nature of the assignments. In looking for evidence of concept mastery in any class, but particularly in doctoral work, I look for a couple of kinds of mastery.  First, I want to see that the seminal sources have been recognized and covered. Then I want to see a synthesis of the literature on a topic.  Finally, I want to see some critique.  If you can show implications, all the better. Then all of the levels of Bloom's taxonomy have been covered.

The second reference above to Bloom’s taxonomy, http://www.utexas.edu/student/utlc/handouts/1414.html, suggests some testing strategies to use to get at the different levels of learning. Fundamental to those testing strategies is the idea that the nature of the knowledge being tested is different from level to level. The guide referenced is a table that lists the level of the learning to be tested, then a list of key words that guide the development of test questions at that knowledge level. 

We don’t have to take the educator perspective on the key words in that table, though. As students we can use those lists to understand the nature of the task that has been set for us by our instructors! Let’s look at some DQ’s that have been used in Week Four in this class:

DQ1. What is the relationship between scientific management and transformational and innovative leadership?

DQ2. In what ways are the views and lessons learned from Henri Fayol’s work seen in present-day leadership and management?

DQ3. What are the core personal attributes of great leaders?

DQ4. You have set yourself up in practice as a management consultant to education. The superintendent of a school system calls you and tells you the school system is seeking someone to develop and deliver a training program on managing motivation in school children and another in managing staff motivation. She tells you that to compete for this contract, she wants you to make a presentation on motivation to the school system management team. Reflecting on this week’s lecture, considering both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation, outline what you will tell the management team about how one should motivate school children and staff.

Looking at the list of keywords from the referenced website, what level of discussion are we looking for? DQ1 has some keywords that might have been quoted right out of this resource: “What is the relationship between…” That key phrase is calling on you to analyze. Quoting from http://web.uct.ac.za/projects/cbe/mcqman/mcqappc.html,
“Analysis refers to the ability to break down material into its component parts so that its organizational structure may be understood. This may include the identification of parts, analysis of the relationship between parts, and recognition of the organizational principles involved. Learning outcomes here represent a higher intellectual level than comprehension and application because they require an understanding of both the content and the structural form of the material. 

Examples of learning objectives at this level are: recognize unstated assumptions, recognises logical fallacies in reasoning, distinguish between facts and inferences, evaluate the relevancy of data, analyse the organizational structure of a work (art, music, writing). ”

Similarly, DQ2 seems to be calling for analysis. DQ3 is at a simpler level, comprehension. But DQ4 is asking for both analysis and synthesis:

“Synthesis refers to the ability to put parts together to form a new whole. This may involve the production of a unique communication (theme or speech), a plan of operations (research proposal), or a set of abstract relations (scheme for classifying information). Learning outcomes in this area stress creative behaviours, with major emphasis on the formulation of new patterns or structure. 

Examples of learning objectives at this level are: write a well organized theme, gives a well organized speech writes a creative short story (or poem or music), propose a plan for an experiment, integrate learning from different areas into a plan for solving a problem, formulates a new scheme for classifying objects (or events, or ideas).” http://web.uct.ac.za/projects/cbe/mcqman/mcqappc.html 

Many of the assignments and exam questions you will be asked to respond to will require evaluation, much as the leadership models assignment did in asking you to evaluate the research supporting the theories. Again, this is one of the top-level skills on Bloom’s hierarchy, and the task has been framed to require to demonstrate that high level of knowing and understanding in the subject matter of the discipline you have chosen.

By taking this analytic approach to the tasks set before us in graduate school, we can see clearly what strategies are required in order to answer the questions or complete the assignments our loving instructors throw in our paths. However, if we don’t get it, we are expected, as graduate students, to ask for a clarification: “Doc, I don’t quite get what you want here. Are you asking me to blah blah blah?”  Please note that before I have gone to the instructor who is trying to chain me to my desk for the next five years I have already discussed this with my classmates in the chat room, and when I communicate this to the instructor (if s/he doesn’t pick it off in the chat room and proactively clarify) I have already worked out a hypothesis of what I think is expected, and then fleshed it out in very simple outline form.

The posts that stand out in my mind are those in which the writer has three or four components:

 

1. A summary of the relevant literature on the question

2. A statement of her/his position/opinion.

3. Supporting links in the literature for that position.

4. Possibly, criticism of some facet of the literature.

 

These do not need to be in some formulaic order, as long as there is a logical progression of thought in the post.

 

Here's what 1-4 tell me:

 

1. You understand the literature that is relevant to the question, and you know what literature is relevant.

2. You have analyzed the proposition (question) and supporting literature to the extent that you have been able to form an educated opinion. (analysis, synthesis).

3. Your opinion is well reasoned and integrates the proposition with the literature, but also integrates threads of the literature with one another. (synthesis)

4. You understand the theory and research that supports it well enough that you can take the authors' lines of reasoning beyond their original points of reference.

These are really the components of thought we are trying to induce in you, so are the fuzzy criteria we apply in assessing whether you are there.

 

Just as an addendum, here are some suggestions I posted to a class about how I would like to see the DQ’s answered. You will see that these suggestions parallel the discussion above.

In looking across the responses to the discussion questions for this week and last, I see some excellent responses. However, I also see a trend towards general and  imprecise answers. I know you are new to the doctoral track, so I feel perhaps I should state some general standards for the discussion question responses. (I also know that you have careers that take up much of your time.):
 

· If you are asked to compare and contrast two or more concepts, first carefully define the concepts, referring appropriately to the literature. Assume your reader is unfamiliar with the literature. 

· Carefully develop and state the points that lead from one concept to another in making either comparison or contrast, with appropriate citation of the literature. 

· State the comparison and contrast points. If there is reference to those points in the literature, cite them.

· If you are asked to discuss the contribution of one stream of thought to another, first carefully define/discuss the points that are relevant in the earlier body of theory. 

· Then define/discuss the points in the latter theory that are descended from the earlier. Cite literature appropriately in both steps. 

· Also discuss where the later theory diverges from the earlier--that is, in what ways is it not in agreement, and in what ways does it go beyond the earlier. 

· Remember Wren's discussion of theory developing in context. It is important that you note any contextual developments between the development of the earlier theories and the later theories. For example, in discussion of how scientific management feeds forward to transformational leadership, some of you correctly noted that Taylor was dissed in his own time by people who felt he dehumanized workers and did not understand his humanistic intentions. 
· Don't be afraid to take on the theories and the research that they are based on. An excellent example of weak research feeding into theory is the fact that so much of the early research on leadership was done on schoolchildren and then generalized into the workplace. There is a big problem with generalizability between school children in social situations and adults at work, most notably the fact that adult leaders have an external goal to work towards and must enlist the compliance of other adults to achieve work (not play) goals.
 Overall, in the discussion questions I am looking for evidence that you have read and understand the literature, and are able to reason about it in a scholarly way.  If you are spending less than an hour on your responses, you probably are not demonstrating this. Doctoral scholarship is a lot more demanding than undergraduate scholarship.
 

In a similar vein, I provided an outline (in an e-mail) for how one might approach a paper, and am reproducing that here, as well. This is not polished, so please overlook its lack thereof:

When I have to write a paper that is this complex, I start with an outline. I construct the outline first from the requirements, adding an introduction and a summary (and I note requirements like number of words, recency of references, etc.):

I. Identify four leadership models.

  A. A brief introduction in which I tell the reader what the paper is about, which models I chose, why I chose them, and what I intend to do with them in the discussion that follows. I’ll cite authors who suggest that these models are related and in what way if that is the basis of why I chose them.

  B. Model 1

    1. Describe the model

    2. Evaluate the research that contributed to it

    3. Transition to the next model by discussing briefly how they are related (e.g., model 1 led to model 2 or whatever)

  C. Model 2

   1. Describe the model

   2. Evaluate the research that contributed to it

   3. Transition to the next model by discussing briefly how they are related

  D. Model 3

   1. Describe the model

   2. Evaluate the research that contributed to it

   3. Transition to the next model by discussing briefly how they are related

  E. Model 4

  1. Describe the model

  2. Evaluate the research that contributed to it

II. Look at how the models relate to one another

· Are there points of convergence? Divergence? If so, discuss

· Are there similarities or differences in the application of these models? Discuss these

III. How would you rate each model’s ability to address contemporary leadership environments?  My opinion, based on the literature.

IV. Summarize, then look at implications for the future of management thought.

With that outline in hand,  I go back into it and start adding bits of things I want to discuss in each place:

I. Identify four leadership models.

  A. A brief introduction in which I tell the reader what the paper is about, which models I chose, why I chose them, and what I intend to do with them in the discussion that follows. I’ll cite authors who suggest that these models are related and in what way if that is the basis of why I chose them.

    Paper will discuss four models--list

    Chose because blah blah

    I want to show how the first model led to the second, the second to the third,

    and the 4th model contains elements of the other three.

  B. Model 1  Trait Theory

    1. Describe the model 

Cite Wren, p. xx, re origins

Wren, p. yy re its contributions

Bass, p. zz, re its shortcomings

    2. Evaluate the research that contributed to it
Cite Bass, pp. xx-xxx re proliferation of traits

Cite Bass, p. ss re lack of quantitative research

    3. Transition to the next model by discussing briefly how they are related (e.g., model 1 led to model 2 or whatever)
Cite Bass, p. nn re how the traits led to blah blah blah

After I get all of that done, I start writing. If I have a thought about a later bit, I go add to the outline. If I think of something earlier, I go back and insert it. Sometimes, before I write it down I say it out loud to make sure I will write an intelligible sentence.

Before I turn in a paper, I like to have someone read it before I put it in front of the public—what I mean is not always what others get out of what I write.

Nature of the instructor-student relationship. At the doctoral level, the instructor is not on quite the same insurmountable pedestal s/he was when you were an undergraduate, and s/he views her/his role differently.  S/he is there to both challenge you cognitively and to socialize you into being a doctor. Her/his expectations are much higher than when you were an undergraduate, and s/he doesn’t seem to realize that you have a life outside of class. The instructor is aware of Bloom’s taxonomy, even if s/he can’t quote from it, and formulates exams, discussion questions, and required projects at a level that demands analysis, synthesis and evaluation. Ultimately, you are in your graduate program to learn how to do what your instructor does—create knowledge and pass it on to others, as well as to practice a particular profession or discipline. (Look up discipline at www.webster.com, with special attention to the roots of the word!)
While the instructor views her/his role differently with graduate students, at the same time, the instructor views your role differently. The instructor views you as much more mature than is typical of undergraduates, and as capable of much more. You are in her/his class to master knowledge and skills that will be needed in order to perform at a high level in the discipline you have chosen, and the standards your instructor holds up in front of you are commensurate with those required to function in that chosen professional role.

At the same time your instructor holds these high expectations, s/he also realizes that you will need some breaking in, in order to meet those standards and perform at the expected level. Accordingly, s/he views part of her/his role as being a developmental coach. When you don’t meet expectations, it is her/his responsibility to give you feedback that lets you know what needs to be done differently in order to reach standards.

Part of the socialization process that is enacted in your training is teaching you how you should interact with other people in your discipline, though not all of your instructors will realize this consciously. Their expectation will be that you will behave professionally at all times and that you will interact with them and your classmates in a constructive, assertive way. They will expect you to seek clarification if you do not understand an assignment or a requirement, but they will expect you to come to them and demonstrate that you have made a good effort to figure it out for yourself. (remember the pointers above?)

Your more effective instructors will also expect you to challenge them by asking them difficult questions that reflect high levels of understanding and analysis of the content of the class. By putting those questions on the table, you stimulate a process of modeling that teaches not only you but the entire class. And in fact, it is this process that the main discussion site of a Phoenix course is designed to elicit.

