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Notes 
 
I. Review Meeting notes 1/22/16 (PDF) 

Meeting notes approved. 
 
II. Discussion:   

1. Setting Goals for 2016 (PDF) 
a. What will be the goals and what is the charge of the group for Spring 2016? 
b. We need to begin to take charge of those areas related to critical thinking, e.g. faculty 

development, activities related to critical thinking, context development, overseeing 
and closing the loop. If somebody asks where these are taking place, we should be able 
to answer.  

c. At first, to make the cycle continuous, the initial goal of the first year was to introduce 
critical thinking among the students and teachers. The question is how we can do this 
most effectively, how we can engage faculty, share the assignments and find 
opportunity to provide continuity?  What are the most valuable actions we can take this 
year, where should we start?  

d. Student-faculty face time improves critical thinking in the classroom.  
e. Was there any assessment of the senior project? This committee can look into that. 
f. When looking at that trajectory, it seems that a wide variety of engagements are taking 

place, especially in discussions. Seniors are not interested particularly on things they 
cannot use once they are outside of the school. Defining and identifying problems is the 
first step; obviously problems are of diverse nature varying from department to 
department.  

g. When senior projects were in project review, we have not looked into the results. We 
have the results, one thing we have to do, is to understand what they mean, what is the 
significance of the result? 

h. One action would be to create videos where a live person (especially those in this 
advisory group) would speak to their experiences and approaches around critical 
thinking.  

i. There is a gap associated with critical thinking. We know what students learn in the 
foundational courses, the skills they acquire. Trying to assess assignment was a factor. 
But faculty do not have the practice of fostering critical learning in foundational courses. 
Faculty do not talk about critical learning.  

http://content-calpoly-edu.s3.amazonaws.com/academicprograms/1/documents/CT_1_22_16.pdf
http://content-calpoly-edu.s3.amazonaws.com/academicprograms/1/documents/CT_Advisory_Group_Goals_Questions.pdf


j. With regard to reaching out to departments, how will we carry that out? Colleges don’t 
ask for help. Students learn out of fear of failure, rather than joy of learning. A lot of 
faculty have no idea how to design a course better.  

k. In analyzing the data, let’s look into the assessment results, and find the way for 
students to succeed. 

l. What are the responsibilities? Let us look into the barriers, what are the barriers for 
faculty to engage in critical thinking? 

m. How can we encourage and ensure or set an example that can set the stage to shift for 
success? We can identify the areas and the barriers, for students, administrations and 
facility to engage in critical thinking.  

n. We should look a little higher, whoever the department chair is, and how we can reach 
him/her.  

o. Let us be careful, let us not be prescriptive. We know there is Critical Thinking 
happening. We need to understand the mindset of the faculty; there are environmental 
and institutional scopes for critical learning.  

p. Why do not we do it ourselves? Can we be the actual exemplars? Can we be the 
models? We need to surface the idea of critical learning; we have to make it visible.  

q. Let’s scour the pieces, what do we evaluate? We don’t value Critical learning, if that’s 
the decision, no amount of facilitation will work. Their initiatives and assessments are 
different.  

r. Let’s evaluate how to propel the function, how about inviting the faculty?  
s. We are already moving towards that recognition; to a degree we are a valuable 

resource. We can be visible exemplars. Each of us, we can be the ambassadors. Can we 
start talking about critical thinking? Can we come up with a team video? We can be a 
team, all of us and put up a video. Each of us talking about critical thinking and that 
becomes a support piece. When we are setting a big goal in the campus, let us align 
ourselves with similar purpose.  

t. We talked about how we should send the invitation, but many faculty might not be 
inclined to show up on a gathering or to a workshop, but might be inclined to click on a 
link. We can foster more development through online, we can cover community-based 
engagement by a workshop; we need to cover all points. We can take ownership of 
being exemplars to develop the marketing of critical thinking best practices.   

u. We are still struggling with the barrier to achieve the gap, if we can increase critical 
thinking, we could potentially eliminate those gaps, in terms of curricular 
improvements.  

v. Results are written forms of critical thinking other than student’s areas of strength on 
particular courses. One thing that NSSE evaluates are self-reports, which has fewer 
opportunities in our campus to go into broader aspects.   

w. In Spring, we are looking for three meetings. We will let everyone know.  


