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The CCT faculty is pleased that the Review Committee "found that the CCT Program is providing high quality and innovative education to non-traditional students who are unlikely to find substitute degree programs at UMB."  We are encouraged that the Committee strongly recommends "that a relatively small amount of resources be invested in this program to ensure that UMB can continue to provide the leadership in innovative multi- and inter-disciplinary pedagogy represented by this Program" (cover letter).  The CCT faculty recognizes, however, that this AQUAD review comes in times of budget constraints and turnover in academic leadership.  We have, therefore, structured the following response to the Committee’s report so as to focus attention on priorities and possibilities for action.

Priority 1.  Restoration of support for the Program to fulfill its basic responsibilities

The Review Committee’s recommendations include two kinds of support that the CCT faculty considers critical if the Program is to fulfill its basic responsibilities of recruiting, teaching, advising, and graduating students in accordance with its educational mission.  The first is restoration of the second full-time faculty position.
  As the careful analysis of data in the self-study shows, even with two full-time positions the overall resource level per student-FTE served by CCT would still be low compared with other Graduate Programs.
  With the second position restored the Program could maintain its annual admissions target of 21-25,
 offer the required courses in appropriate section sizes (i.e., without abandoning the intensive teacher-student interaction and writing requirements of these courses), and advise students adequately in the pre-capstone and capstone research and writing courses (through which they transfer their learning to their diverse professional and personal endeavors). Experience has shown that these core functions of the Program cannot be performed by affiliated CCT faculty and part-timers who have their primary responsibilities elsewhere and teach electives only.
  Affiliated faculty are essential to the Program’s intellectual community, but the “critical mass” that the Review Committee called for needs to consist of regular faculty experienced in teaching the required courses for the Master’s degree and Certificate.

The Program is in the fortunate position of having a very experienced instructor, Nina Greenwald, serving in a half-time capacity since Fall 2000.
  She is prepared to fulfill the responsibilities of a second full-time position for a few years until the financial constraints on the University ease (we hope) and a tenure-track line can be re-established.  In recognition of the budgetary constraints we could see the second position being partially funded through co-operative arrangements in which certain courses are offered under the Division of Continuing Education.  The CCT faculty does not believe, however, that restoration of the second position should be viewed as one of many petitions in the University for additional resources.  We see this, instead, as a matter of fulfilling basic responsibilities to the faculty charged to fulfill the basic responsibilities of the Program to UMB students.

The second kind of support that CCT faculty considers essential for the Program to fulfill its basic responsibilities is to regularize the governance of the Program under a formally recognized Graduate Program Director (GPD)
 with whom the relevant chair(s) and dean(s) consult closely in establishing “planning parameters that allow CCT faculty to determine the best use of their experience and energies” (goal B of CCT’s AQUAD plan; see self-study).  This governance and consultation-based planning has not emerged during almost seven years with GCOE serving as CCT's home college.
  The Review Committee recommends that UMB  “find an affiliation that will allow CCT to flourish.”  If the Program were operating in a congenial institutional location under an explicit Memorandum of Agreement (MoA), considerable faculty time and attention would be freed up to make greater contributions to the University and society beyond the basic educational mission (see sect. 2 below).

The CCT self-study laid out five options for the future, three of which involved a possible interdisciplinary Program/Center for “Science, Sustainability and Social Change.”  The Review Committee identified another option that would not require waiting until resources and support of incoming deans could be put in place for such an interdisciplinary unit and would preserve clear lines of authority through a dean and department chair.  “Prime possibilities,” the Committee noted, “include placing the CCT Program in either the Departments of Philosophy or Psychology, the originators of the program, thereby leveraging existing relationships with faculty in these departments and sharing the costs of clerical support for the Program.” The CCT faculty at this time leans towards Psychology as CCT’s home department for the following reasons (summarized in appendix B):  The field of psychology provides a core intellectual contribution to critical and creative thinking.  The Department has maintained a stable long-term instructional contribution to CCT and provided administrative support (rooms, scheduling, and grants) in recent years.  The chair knows the Program’s needs well and would advocate on its behalf.  The Department has experience in hosting a graduate program with a goal of training practitioners.  We agree with the Review Committee’s recommendation that the specific rationale and details of such a MoA, which would also involve contributions from Philosophy and the GCOE, be established through “facilitated conversations [that] take place as soon as possible.”  Through these conversations we hope that restoration of support for the Program to fulfill its basic responsibilities can be achieved this spring.

Priority 2. Contributions from CCT to the University and society beyond the Program’s basic educational mission

The CCT faculty and wider community currently make many contributions to the University and society beyond the Program’s basic mission as a degree-granting graduate Program.  The most important of these contributions is offering courses that are taken by students in other graduate programs, especially in education.
  Continuing to do so, in whatever institutional home the Program has, is seen by the CCT faculty as part of the Program’s basic instructional responsibilities.  Nevertheless, as the Review Committee affirmed, CCT should not be expected “to provide ‘service’ courses for other programs and departments at the expense of the basic Program needs.”

Other contributions to the University and society beyond the Program’s basic educational mission are proposed in the Review Committee’s report and in the future plans section of CCT’s self-study.  In addition, new directions have emerged following the recent release of the State Department of Education requirements for teacher licensure.  In this section of our response, we outline our current and possible future efforts and priorities.  We want to emphasize, however, that the Review Committee’s positive assessment of the Program’s mission, quality and efficiency of resource use does not provide any grounds for requiring the Program to establish a new mission before the minimal resources are restored to enable the Program to fulfill its basic responsibilities (see Priortity).

The Review Committee “found that the CCT Program continues to operate at a very high level even as resources continue to be cut from the program.” Yet, if the CCT faculty is to have time to make further contributions to the University and society, institutional support for the basic operations of the Program needs to be stabilized (see sect. 1) and a few additional resources should be restored: 

• a Course Load Reduction proportionate to the GPD’s administrative load or an equivalent dedicated part-time staff position; 

• Graduate assistantship adding up to 20 hours/week (10 hours/week during summer) to assist Program faculty undertake research, teach courses, arrange co-curricular activities, advise prospective and current students, prepare Program funding proposals, annual reports, and reviews;

• control over funds distributed back from Continuing Education, which can be used, for example, to give stipends for part-time faculty serving as readers for synthesis projects.

2a. Five emergent directions in which the CCT faculty can make further contributions to the University are listed below, some of which were specifically identified in the Review Committee’s report.  Ground work is already being laid for each of these initiatives and our record of innovation and cooperation with other units at the University indicates that such contributions can be brought to fruition.  We are open, of course, to adjusting these initiatives over the year ahead to match the priorities of the new deans in Education, Liberal Arts, and Sciences and Mathematics who will be appointed this spring.

i.  Closer cooperation with the undergraduate Science, Technology and Values and Environmental Studies programs (possibly in the context of a new Program/Center for Science, Sustainability and Social Change), Environmental education initiatives based in the ECOS Department, and furthering the University's initiatives in Education for Sustainability.  As an example of such cooperation, the overlap with the STV and ES programs opens the possibility of faculty from CCT covering for courses in those programs and vice versa when the regular instructors take leave.

ii.  Contribution to the General Education program by means of selected CCT electives being redesigned to prepare CCT students who are experienced teachers to offer equivalent sections in General Education under supervision of CCT faculty members.
  If successful, this could lead to suitable CCT students teaching undergraduate Gen. Ed. sections in critical thinking.

iii. Changes to the CCT Graduate certificate so it meets the new Department of Education requirements for professional teacher licensure.
  In addition, if a number of CCT electives can be cross-listed with science departments, CCT can provide required math. and science “content” courses in a form suitable for teachers.

iv.  Implementation of a variant of CCT’s graduate certificate, which might be offered in co-operation with the Program in Special Education, that would fulfill a key requirement for licensure in Gifted and Talented Education.  This certificate would probably require new sections of two Special Ed courses, which could be offered at first through Continuing Education so as not to impact the budget.
 

v.  Promotion of CCT research and writing courses to doctoral students in Education who are at the stage of formulating dissertation proposals and graduate students in ECOS who need to fulfill a writing course requirement.

2b. Current directions of Program development and outreach that the CCT faculty proposes to continue (see goals D-G in AQUAD plan) include: 

• regular presentations on teaching innovation through the Center for Improvement of Teaching, the New England Center for Inclusive Teaching, and other forums.

• training workshops requested by other UMB centers and projects, e.g., Beacon Leadership Programs.

• the think-tank for community-college teachers of critical thinking.

• faculty development workshops in teaching critical thinking about the life and environmental sciences.

• expansion of the website/”fieldbook” of techniques and illustrative cases that CCT faculty members have developed in courses and other forums.

• discussions of the works in progress of individual CCT faculty members and drawing wider attention to the resulting publications.

• development and implementation of strategic plan for increasing the social diversity of CCT students and for CCT courses to address the issues of increasing diversity.

Priority 3.  Actions by CCT in responses to various specific recommendations of the Review Committee

If institutional support for the basic educational mission of the CCT Program (Priority 1) and for further contributions (Priority 2) can be secured, the CCT faculty would be in a position to prepare an AQUAD planning document for the next seven-year cycle. A number of specific recommendations made by the Review Committee would be reflected in the new AQUAD plan.  Indeed, as the review to follow demonstrates, the CCT faculty has already begun to address many of these recommendations.

3a. Promoting better understanding of CCT’s mission

• The “program faculty [should] elaborate in its mission statement how the CCT Program defines or uses the terms ‘critical and creative thinking’ [and illustrate] how the concepts and practices in CCT are unique from other uses of the terms.” “CCT [should] enter into dialogue with selected departments about the meanings of ‘critical and creative thinking’ within various disciplines” in order to clarify “how the ‘critical and creative thinking’ provided by the CCT Program is different from what they try to incorporate in their own programs and courses.”

Response: An expanded mission statement has been developed that defines the terms critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice (appendix A).  These definitions are not unique to the Program.  The CCT faculty recognizes that other UMB graduate programs value these pursuits—the rationale of the CCT curriculum is not that these are lacking elsewhere—and appreciates the value of the more focused disciplinary inquiry and professional preparation pursued in many graduate programs.  However, as the expanded mission statement spells out, there is a distinctive rationale for the CCT curriculum, namely, that the “explicit and sustained focus on learning and applying ideas and tools in critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice allows students involved in a wide array of professions and endeavors to develop clarity and confidence to make deep changes in their learning, teaching, work, activism, research, and artistry.” The expanded mission statement also emphasizes the importance of the extended relationships with core CCT faculty and fellow students that support students' process-learning—experimenting and taking risks in applying what they are learning, reflecting on the outcomes and revising accordingly, and building up a set of tools, practices, and perspectives that work in their specific professional or personal endeavors. The expanded mission and rationale for the CCT curriculum will be reflected in revisions to the Program’s description for the next edition of the graduate catalog.

3b. Expanding the regular and affiliated faculty of the Program

• “The CCT Program should continue to recruit affiliated faculty so that they have a strong core of at least 6 instructors who regularly teach required and elective courses for the Program.”

Response: CCT has six tenured instructors who regularly teach electives and required courses (both of whom would like to teach electives in their areas of specialization if the required courses could be otherwise covered).  If Nina Greenwald is appointed to a second full-time position, this would make seven regular faculty members teaching required courses and electives.  In addition, students have been advised to consider non-CCT Science and Society electives taught by Diane Paul (a new recruit to CCT’s affiliated faculty) and the Program’s publicity has been recently revised to include literature electives taught by Denise Patmon and professors in the English Department.

Our strategy for expanding the CCT faculty is that some instructors, after they experience teaching CCT students, will express interest in affiliation with CCT.  However, in these times of stretched resources, it is not realistic to expect departments to release their faculty to teach new CCT electives, let alone to be assigned to teach any of the Program’s required courses.

• “[Given the apparent] backlog of students who have not finished their syn/thesis projects... increas[ing] the number of fulltime CCT faculty and increas[ing] the number of affiliated faculty will assist in ensuring that students can receive the level of service they need to graduate.”

Response, part a: The CCT faculty has found that, in order to reduce delays in students completing their synthesis projects, the best advising comes from half- to full-time faculty members who have the necessary experience in CCT and time to guide and coach students as they integrate the perspectives from a number of CCT courses.  The lowered cap on the capstone course (since Fall '02) and designation of the capstone instructor as major advisor seems to be effective in moving students through to timely completion of their syntheses.  This arrangement allows other faculty to be recruited as second readers who can supply content area specialization where needed.  Restoration of modest stipends for part-timers serving as readers would also help (see sect. 2).

We are on track to eliminate this year the remaining backlog of students completing syntheses that arose in Spring 2001 following the elimination of a Course Load Reduction for the Program’s GPD.  (The GPD had traditionally served as the major advisor for many of the students.)

Response, part b: A quick look at the Statistical Portrait indicates a dramatic decline in graduation numbers since 1994, but a more careful examination does not indicate any structural problem in recruiting students and moving them through to graduation (see self-study, Table 1 and Figures 1-3).  To spell this out: The long-term average graduation rates corresponding to an admissions target of 21-25 would, given historical matriculation and retention rates, be 14-16.  The much higher graduation levels for 1996-98 follow the start of the synthesis option as an alternative to the thesis and intensive advising that eliminated the large backlog of students with only their thesis remaining to complete.  The lower levels for 1999-2002 follow mostly from lower admissions in 97-98 and 99-01, slightly higher withdrawals, and a new backlog in synthesis completion while the Program adjusted to the elimination in 2001 of the position and course load reduction for a GPD (see self-study, sect. II.3, objective A2).  Part a describes how this last problem has been addressed.

3c.  Covering areas of specialization

• “[Noting that] there was a period of time when… Literature and Arts Concentration… was not covered, …  the CCT Program [should] continue to identify and add faculty members from other UMB Colleges to the CCT affiliated faculty to support all elective concentration areas.”  “The CCT Program should also review the elective concentrations to ensure that the Program does not become too diffuse.”

Response:  While the arts have been addressed by the instructors substituting for Delores Gallo, there has been a gap created by her absence in the area of literature.  The Program’s publicity has now been revised to include suitable literature electives taught by Denise Patmon in Teacher Education and professors in the English Department.

With respect to the Program’s specialty areas and the risk of “diffuseness” the CCT faculty sees the need for clarification of the official description.  The Program seeks to offer elective courses that “specifically address four areas in which students apply critical and creative thinking skills.”  At the same time, however, we know that CCT students apply their learning in a diversity of settings, so they select and translate ideas and tools in ways that do not readily map onto one of the four areas.  For example, three recent students who are music teachers have studied the literature on creativity in the arts at the same time as they have drawn from the area of workplace and organizational change to enhance support in their schools and communities for their teaching innovations.  A strength of the CCT curriculum is that students are able to customize their areas of specialization through the range of options allowed in course projects from the very start of the program and, in particular, through the final pre-capstone and capstone courses on research, evaluation and writing.  Evidence that the CCT faculty is able to advise students effectively for a wide diversity of students is provided by the final theses and syntheses and the testimonials of graduates (see self-study, sect. IC.2 and appendices I.6, I.7, II.2).
3d.  Enhancing interdisciplinary connections in the curriculum

• “[A]t various times during their program students be challenged to make connections among the various subjects and their means of inquiry in order to enhance the interdisciplinary meaningfulness of the program.”  “[S]tudents be assisted through course work and advising to create syn/thesis projects that reflect interdisciplinary as well as multi-disciplinary frames of reference and analysis.”

Response:  After consulting further with the Review Committee, we understand their distinction between multidisciplinarity and interdisciplinarity as follows: CCT students are required to take foundational courses in the separate disciplines of Philosophy and Psychology and some take courses based in social studies of science, but CCT courses do not explicitly discuss the challenges of integrating these three fields.  Once the Program’s immediate future is secured, the CCT faculty proposes to review and enhance the connections among required courses.  In many other respects, it should be noted, almost all CCT courses and student projects are very interdisciplinary.  The opportunity to relate course materials and requirements to the students’ diverse, particular professional and life projects is something students, almost without exception, identify as distinctive about the CCT Program/
• “[CCT faculty may] consider adding more specific information about how critical thinking affects individuals as citizens in a democracy.”

Response: The growing emphases in the Program’s curriculum on facilitating collaboration and organizational change and problem-based learning represent significant contributions to the integration of critical and creative thinking with democratic participation in social change.  However, the CCT faculty will have take stock of resources and institutional support before pursuing the objective from the June 2002 plan of “establishing CCT as a place to train and support activists, concerned scientists, and other citizens in community-based research.” Nevertheless, once the Program’s immediate future is secured, the CCT faculty proposes to review the activities and readings in appropriate courses and highlight ways that critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice can be promoted to U.S. and global citizens to keep democracy vital. 
3e.  Promoting the Program

• “[The CCT Program should] explore ways to use student excitement and skills to develop additional innovative recruiting tools such as promotional videos or sharing syn/thesis projects in The University Reporter.” “[T]he CCT Program develop methods for assessing the cost and value of the recruitment efforts.”

Response:  There is great enthusiasm among students for promoting the CCT Program once the future is secure.  Recent proposals that emerged from students include outreach to undergraduate ethnic/minority student associations and minority student recruitment fairs, student dialogue groups around shared intellectual interests, which would build connections with equivalent groups in the wider public, feature shows/presentations for WUMB, the alumni magazine, and the Mass Media.  Pursuing such ideas and the Review Committee’s suggestions could be an appropriate project for a graduate assistant to lead once some assistantships are restored to the Program.

At the same time, it should be noted that current student admissions to CCT exceed the Program’s capacity (see Priority 1).  The increase in admissions over the last few years appears to have been achieved through the listing in the graduate catalog and development of a multifaceted website, which can be maintained at low cost (see CCT self-study, sect. IC.2). Nevertheless, CCT’s in-house database has been updated to record how applicants learned about the Program and this will be used to assess the costs of current and future efforts taken to promote the Program.
• “CCT faculty [should] make the unique focus of the program more visible by pursuing publication [and] ‘contributing to the wider national intellectual discourse around Critical and Creative Thinking’.”

Response:  CCT is quite visible in the Teaching Thinking network of ASCD (Association for Supervision, Curriculum and Development), for which Peter Taylor serves on the executive, and, more recently, through the National Collegiate Innovation and Invention Association.  Yet the basic strategy of the CCT faculty for making the Program more visible is to start with contributions at UMB and gradually build outwards (see “Current directions of Program development and outreach” in Priority 2).  Beyond these efforts, the CCT faculty’s preference is to undertake research and writing that draws national and international attention to the Program, and not to overtax scarce resources or risk burnout in hosting large national or international events.

4. Conclusion

The Review Committee’s report concludes: “With the existing track record of the CCT Program, any increased support [‘relatively insignificant investments’] is highly likely to yield considerable results.”  We would like to conclude our response by repeating two paragraphs from the “Plans for the Future” section of the CCT self-study that we believe have been affirmed by the Review Committee’s report.

[A]n AQUAD planning document for the next seven-year cycle… could build strongly on the framework laid out in the June 2000 plan and updated in the CCT self-study.  Continuing along these lines would be justified for many reasons: CCT's mission remains distinctive and attracts and engages students from locally and from abroad.  The Program enables them to advance their personal and professional lives; testimonials from many graduates point to CCT providing a deeply meaningful, life-changing experience.  Since the last review the Program has averaged 16 M.A.'s awarded per year—135 in total—and, after some lower years, graduation numbers in 2002-03 will move back up above this figure.  CCT serves its students very economically, offers courses that serve more students outside the program than any other at UMass Boston, contributes to the University and wider communities, provides models of ways to adapt and develop in response to new challenges and opportunities, and produces graduates who are constructive, reflective agents of change in education, work, social movements, science, and creative arts… 

 [T]here is an important positive place in the University's educational mission for the kind of mid-career personal and professional development pursued by CCT Masters students.  It is staffed by experienced, tenured faculty members and the level of student satisfaction is high.  The high standards and productivity of the Program warrant restoration of at least a minimal set of resources and institutional changes to accommodate the particularities of CCT as an interdisciplinary, inter-college Program.  The investments we, as members of the CCT faculty, have made in the Program's growth and development make it an irreplaceable base for our continued productivity and innovation as a teachers, researchers, and colleagues within and beyond the UMass Boston community, and for learning how to be critical, creative, reflective agents of organizational and social change.

Appendix A

Mission and Overview of the Graduate Program in Critical and Creative Thinking

(March 2003)

Using critical and creative thinking to develop reflective practice as we change our schools, workplaces, and lives

The Critical and Creative Thinking (CCT) program at the University of Massachusetts Boston provides its students with knowledge, tools, experience, and support so they can become constructive, reflective agents of change in education, work, social movements, science, and creative arts.

Critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice are valued, of course, in all fields.  In critical thinking we seek to scrutinize the assumptions, reasoning, and evidence brought to bear on an issue—by others and by oneself; such scrutiny is enhanced by placing ideas and practices in tension with alternatives. Key functions of creative thinking include generating alternative ideas, practices, and solutions that are unique and effective, and exploring ways to confront complex, messy, ambiguous problems, make new connections, and see how things could be otherwise.  In reflective practice we take risks and experiment in putting ideas into practice, then take stock of the outcomes and revise our approaches accordingly.

The rationale for a distinct Masters and Certificate program of study in CCT is that an explicit and sustained focus on learning and applying ideas and tools in critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice allows students involved in a wide array of professions and endeavors to develop clarity and confidence to make deep changes in their learning, teaching, work, activism, research, and artistry.  By the time CCT students finish their studies they are well prepared to teach or guide others in ways that often depart markedly from their previous schooling and experience.

In these processes of transformation and transfer, CCT students have to select and adapt the ideas and tools presented by faculty with diverse disciplinary and interdisciplinary concerns.  Although each CCT course is self-contained and is open to students from other graduate programs, students matriculated in the Program benefit from extended relationships with core CCT faculty and fellow students that support their process-learning—experimenting and taking risks in applying what they are learning, reflecting on the outcomes and revising accordingly, and building up a set of tools, practices, and perspectives that work in their specific professional or personal endeavors. 

Content of Studies:  Traditionally, the foundational knowledge emphasized in Critical and Creative Thinking has included psychological studies of the scope, limits, and techniques of critical and creative thought, information processing, and conceptual learning in children and young adults; philosophical studies of reasoning, argument, logical thinking, valuing, and judging; and work with cognitive structures and metacognitive techniques for stimulating creativity and critical thought.  In the CCT Program this knowledge base is expanded through elective courses that take students into areas of specialization and through required courses in research, implementation, evaluation, and communication that introduce a range of tools for students' own personal and professional development and for helping others develop equivalent processes.  In recent years required and elective CCT courses have delved further into inter- and intra-personal dimensions of critical and creative thinking and reflective practice, involving empathy, listening, dialogue, and facilitation of other group processes.  An interest in contributing to constructive social change has also led CCT faculty and students to address anti-racist and multicultural education and to promote the involvement of teachers and other citizens in debates about science in its social context.

Like the students in the Program, CCT faculty members are engaged in ongoing personal and professional development, which builds on, but extends some distance from, their original disciplines of education, philosophy, psychology, mathematics, and the life sciences.  Indeed, faculty members value teaching in CCT as an opportunity for innovation and process-learning—ideas incubated with input from the diverse practitioner-students of CCT can then be brought back into the faculty's home disciplines and undergraduate teaching.  In turn, students' experience of the faculty as reflective practitioners in their own work is an essential part of the content of CCT studies.

Students and intended impact of studies:  The CCT Program appeals to students looking for professional and personal development who are interested in learning from and with others of diverse backgrounds and interests.  Many are mid-career educators: teachers and college professors, curriculum specialists, teacher educators, museum educators, or school administrators.  Others are policy makers or personnel trainers in government, corporate, or non-profit settings.  Some are artists, musicians, or writers.  Through course projects, independent studies, pre-capstone research courses, and the capstone synthesis projects, CCT students explore issues they have not had much chance to address before and translate what they learn into strategies, materials, and interventions for use in diverse educational, professional, and social settings.  Given the range of practitioners that choose to undertake studies in CCT, the Program cannot measure its impact in terms of numerical production of, say, certified teachers, principals, or nurses.  Instead, the Program's success in fulfilling its mission has to be read from the capstone projects, exit self-assessments, and subsequent reports and testimonials.  These outcomes demonstrate that graduates leave CCT well equipped for ongoing learning, addressing the needs of their schools, workplaces, and communities, adapting and contributing to social changes, and collaborating with others to these ends.

Appendix B

Additional option for CCT's future: virtues and implications

	Home Unit: The Psychology Department subject to a Memorandum of Agreement with Philosophy and GCOE.

	Student recruitment and Courses/requirements that focus Program on: Current mix of mid-career educators and other professionals.  (Courses would remain open to non-CCT students.) 

	Pros: 

• In these times of budget cuts, the Program is not required to branch out in new directions and can focus its limited resources on fulfilling its basic responsibilities.

• The arrangement leverages existing relationships with faculty in the Liberal Arts departments of Psychology and Philosophy.

• The arrangement preserve a clear line of authority through a dean and department chair.

• The field of psychology provides a core intellectual contribution to critical and creative thinking.

• The opportunity for Departmental faculty members to teach in CCT is an opportunity for innovation—ideas incubated with input from the diverse practitioner-students of CCT can then be brought back into the faculty's home departments and undergraduate teaching.

• The Department of Psychology has maintained a stable long-term instructional contribution to CCT.

• The Department has provided administrative support (rooms, equipment, scheduling, and grants) in recent years.

• The Department chair, a founder of CCT Program, knows the Program’s structure and needs well and would advocate on its behalf.

• CCT’s needs not viewed in direct competition with GCOE programs that produce licensed educators and counselors.

• The Department has experience in hosting a graduate program with a goal of training practitioners.

• For the purpose of CCT courses meeting the new Department of Education regulations for content courses, it is advantageous if the Program is not housed in a College of Education.

	Cons:
• The intellectual fit with Psychology is partial—the Program’s interdisciplinarity is not directly acknowledged by a home in one department.

	Other implications: 

• The Psychology faculty need to be consulted before this option is pursued further.

• CCT faculty remains cross-departmental and cross-college so a Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) is needed, which would specify governance and consultation arrangements that acknowledge cross-departmental make-up of CCT and cross-college contribution from GCOE (see self-study, sect. III.1).

• The MoA needs to prefigure future transitions, e.g., when the Psychology chair is no longer occupied by a CCT core faculty member.


� Minor revisions were made after receipt of the Review Committee’s amended April 2003 report.


� Since the previous favorable Program Review in 1994-95, the home of CCT moved in 1996 from the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS) to the Graduate College of Education (GCOE) and the number of full-time faculty assigned to the Program was reduced from three to two.  In the subsequent years, this allotment of two full-time faculty has been in place for only three of the 14 semesters since (due to faculty retirements, delay in hiring a replacement, and an extended medical leave.) It should be noted that during this period the target for admissions to the Program has not changed.  Not surprisingly, in some years the target was not met.  Nevertheless, since 2001 admissions have been running  at or above the target. 


� For details of material and human resources see self-study, sect. IB. Beside the need for the second faculty position, the Review Committee also specifically identified the need for “direct clerical assistance to support delivery of the CCT Program.”


� The February 2003 version of the Review Committee report stated incorrectly that the matriculation ratewas16.  This is the figure for the fall only (as given in the Statistical portrait).  The average figures for the last three years have been 27 admitted and 21-22 matriculated. Table 1 in the CCT self-study assembles all the relevant data from the annual Statistical Portraits for the period under review together with pertinent data from the Registrar’s UIS database and the Program’s own records.


� With two full-time positions, however, one person could apply for a semester or year sabbatical or research leave knowing that the basic responsibilities would be met during their absence. 


�  This position has been funded since Fall 2001 by the Provost’s office.


� The Review Committee noted that “the administration of the Program has fallen completely on the sole full-time faculty member [,which] does not serve the students.. or the faculty member very well and is of great concern to the Review Committee.”  If the second position is not restored the CCT faculty could only see the Program continuing if admission targets were halved and a full-time replacement funded when Peter Taylor went on leave.  This adjustment would have the undesirable consequence of reducing the average number of students per section of required courses and electives.  In addition, even if the number of electives were reduced, year-to-year fluctuations in students’ interests would result in some electives having low  numbers or being cancelled.


�  Presumably an experienced member of the CCT faculty appointed according to Graduate Studies procedures.  Whether or not the GPD would have a Course Load reduction is a secondary matter (see Priority 2).


�  In the spirit of looking forward we will not revisit here the history of attempts to establish reliable parameters for the Program’s operation (see goal B of self-study). Let us simply note that discussions in preparation for the AQUAD review confirmed that requests for restoration of resources to CCT (including administrative support to compensate for elimination of Course Load reduction for the GPD’s service) would never compete well against requests from GCOE programs that focus on generating certified educational and counseling professionals.


� The expected level of outside students in CCT courses is around 10 student FTEs in each of the fall and spring semesters, supplemented by winter and summer Continuing Education offerings; see self-study (row 16 of Table 1 in sect. IB).


�  The CCT faculty recognizes the need for administrators to have a clearer understanding of the Program’s mission and curriculum.  With input from students and graduates, the Program has expanded its mission statement so it now defines the terms critical thinking, creative thinking, and reflective practice and makes explicit the rationale for a distinct Masters and Certificate program of study in CCT (appendix A).  


�  CCT faculty Millman and Taylor are already active in this year’s efforts to promote STV (see � HYPERLINK "http://omega.cc.umb.edu/~stv" ��http://omega.cc.umb.edu/~stv�) and Taylor is leading efforts to infuse sustainability concerns through the curriculum (see � HYPERLINK "http://omega.cc.umb.edu/~cct/efsga.html" ��http://omega.cc.umb.edu/~cct/efsga.html�).


�  A quantitative reasoning CCT course was piloted in Fall 2001, but the two students qualified to teach undergraduate sections were over-committed in their own schools.  The Practicum course (CrCrTh698) has been adjusted so it can accommodate supervision of students who may in the future do such undergraduate teaching.


�  The proposal has been formulated and is working its way through governance.


�  For the purpose of CCT courses meeting the Department of Education regulations for content courses, it seems that it would be advantageous if the Program were not housed in a College of Education.


� Nina Greenwald, one of the founders and past president of Mass. Assoc. for Gifted Education, is taking the lead in this possible initiative.


�  For other options see self study, sect. III, Plans for the Future
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