Dissertation Criteria Assessment

Approach and Outcome Descriptors

The DCA uses the following two metrics in which faculty assess students in achieving
criteria:

' Meets Criterion: Students develop the required criterion.

f Does Not Meet Criterion: *Students did not develop the required criterion or
*Required criterion is missing.

*When Faculty scores “Does Not Meet Criterion,” Faculty should provide clear qualitative
feedback in the Tk20 textboxes on how students can meet the criterion.

Some statements may not apply to the study. In these cases, check N/A (not applicable).
Criterion

Students develop
the required
criterion.

*Students did not
develop the
required criterion or
*Required criterion
iS missing.

Statement does not
apply to the study.



Background

One of the most compelling aspects of conducting and analyzing original research
projects is the prospect of contributing new information to the literature in a field.
Whether these contributions are theoretical, empirical, methodological, or practical,
these contributions may enhance the available meaning around concepts, aid future
researchers in extending the boundaries of inquiry and knowledge and influence the
lives of practitioners at all organizational levels and in daily life. However, as an effect of
this requirement for novel approaches, research in all fields is difficult to assess from any
perspective founded in standards and models, particularly dissertations. Traditionally,
the dissertation has served as an evaluative marker of a doctoral candidate’s passage
into a field of inquiry, but because dissertations take on numerous permutations and
approaches, these evaluations have largely been the sole purview of one’s chair—an
individual typically possessing a wealth of knowledge about the field of study. Although
this apprenticeship model has benefited doctoral learning since its inception, little
information has been shared to describe how these evaluations are made, what criteria
are brought to bear on the research, or how a chair's approval translates to successful
publication and the foundation of a larger research agenda. Lovitts (2007, 2006)
described a growing need in doctoral education for explicit criteria students and faculty
can use to improve research pedagogy, practice, and outcomes.

To address this need in doctoral education, the College of Doctoral Studies (CDS)

developed a new comprehensive Dissertation Criteria Assessment (DCA) tool to assess

the quality of dissertations at various Phases in their preparation. The DCA aligned with

the Standards for Reporting on Empirical Social Science Research in American

Educational Research Association Publications (American Educational Research

Association, 2006), a document that details the elements of a quality research report as

defined by the American Educational Research Association (AERA), the leading

organization for educational research and one of the largest and most diverse research

organizations in social science. These criteria provide a robust baseline for dissertations

while enabling the flexibility needed to address the varioueW* néked oral educ2(u)4(st)]TIETQGESL..m0OL09ps









15. Discussion reflects theories and/or concepts that align with and are relevant
to the study topics.

TOPIC LITERATURE ‘

16. Discussion reflects brief overview of topic literature.




Phase 3: Concept Review Assessment Rubric (Chapters 1 and 2 focused)
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION

20. Discussion reflects brief overview of what is contained in the chapter.
TITLE SEARCHES AND DOCUMENTATION

21. Describes the approach used to search for relevant documentation
including key words used to search for publications.

HiSTORICAL CONTENT AND CURRENT CONTENT SECTIONS

22. Organization is presented in a logical and flowing manner from broad
topics to narrow, making use of APA Level Headings 3 and 4.

Meets
Criterion

Does Not
Meet
Criterion

N/A

23. The literature review topics align with the proposed study; all relevant
topics, sub-topics, or variables are discussed.

24. Historical content reflects sources over 5 years old; current content
reflects sources less than 5 years old.

25. Discussion synthesizes (not a study-by-study summary) the literature
rather than discussing sources individually.

26. A balanced discussion of agTIF2 10..36r68.689.68 40.5 relW* nBTI[F2 10
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

11. Discussion reflects a brief overview of what is contained in the chapter.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS/HYPOTHESES

12. The research questions and hypotheses are presented and are
consistent with those presented in previous chapters.

DiscuUsSION OF FINDINGS

13. Each result from Chapter 4 is compared and contrasted to several,
such as three to five, sources of existing literature. Explained how the
completed study supported or refuted the conceptual or theoretical
framework discussed in Chapter 2.

LIMITATIONS

14. The limitations discussion focuses solely on issues discovered while
conducting the study and out of the researcher’s control.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO LEADERS AND PRACTITIONERS

15. The study recommendations are clear and actionable and align with the
research findings.

16. Recommendations align with the research design, themes (if
applicable) and

Meets
Criterion

Does Not
Meet
Criterion

N/A







Final Dissertation Editing (FDE) Checklist

The following checklist describes APA formatting requirements and dissertation
formatting requirements unique to the College of Doctoral Studies. There should be no errors in

the document prior to final submission for publication.

A. Text

1. Times Roman 12-point font used

2. Document double-spaced throughout

3. Margins at 1 inch on Top, Bottom, Right sides, 1.5 inches on Left and ragged right edge

4. Paragraphs indented five spaces (1/2 Inch)

5. Headings and subheadings properly formatted

6. No end-
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3. Each chapter begins with chapter number and title
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‘ 6. Secondary sources should be avoided unless the primary source is not available. ‘
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