Summary of QEP Team Meeting, June 17th, 2005

Several important questions were raised at the start of the meeting. Some of these questions were based on concerns voiced in prior meetings with Deans and Department Chairs, while QEP Team members also raised some of their own.  Four general questions emerged: 

1. How can we best present critical thinking in a positive light to the rest of the college? 

2. How broad and far-reaching should a critical thinking initiative be?  

3. What should be the role of ethics and values instruction in a critical thinking emphasis?  

4. How will we eventually measure critical thinking skills?  

The following ideas were generated by the above questions:

1. We must present critical thinking to our colleagues not as an additional element to be added to their courses, but an opportunity to acknowledge and encourage the best instructional practices they already use.  We must also provide for thorough professional development activities.  

2. The consensus seems to be that a critical thinking initiative at CFCC will be most effective if we have broad participation across many areas of instruction.  It must be acknowledged, though, that CT will not be approached or assessed in the same way across all areas, since CT will always be tied to course-specific content.  We may, however, be able to establish a common language of CT so that students moving from course to course sense that continuity and start making real gains in developing their CT skills.

3. In terms of ethics and values, a critical thinking initiative may not need to address these head-on, but rather incorporate their discussion in an effort to encourage the dispositions that are necessary for CT, namely open-mindedness, empathy with others, intellectual integrity, and a willingness to deal fairly with opposing views.  

4. Measuring CT is going to be a significant challenge for everyone.  We agreed that a lot of what we’re talking about could be tied directly to instructional design in terms of how well we encourage active learning and discussion in our classrooms.  We considered how documenting classroom practices could serve as an assessment tool, but it was also agreed that we must focus primarily on the assessment of measurable learning outcomes.  It was emphasized, though, that we might not need a monolithic assessment tool; instead, we could consider developing specific learning outcome assessments for each instructional area that takes part in the initiative.   

The QEP Team also tackled developing a working definition of CT.  Each working group came up with its own definition and the results were then compared.  I will attempt to synthesize these four definitions and will submit the rough result, including a definition of student learning as it relates to CT, to the QEP Team for further feedback.  I’ll then compose a final draft of our CT and student learning definitions and submit them to the college leadership for consideration.  

Over the next few weeks, QEP Team members will be assessing where their departments currently are in terms of CT instruction.  Finally, the team is also developing a newsletter to be distributed to all college employees in mid-July.  

