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Introduction 
The Master of Arts in Critical and Creative Thinking (CCT) is offered by the Graduate College of Education (GCOE) at the University of Massachusetts – Boston (UMB).  Growing out of a pilot program funded by the National Endowment for the Humanities in 1976-1977, the CCT program was originally housed in the College of Arts and Sciences (CAS).  CCT became a Master’s Degree granting program in 1979 with one concentration areas: Moral Education.  Three additional areas of concentration have been added in response to student interest: Criticism and Creativity in Literature and the Arts; Critical and Creative Thinking in Mathematics, Science, and Technology; Workplace and Organizational Change.  The CCT Program also offers a graduate certificate program in Critical and Creative Thinking, and provides courses for graduate students in fields such as nursing, dispute resolution, instructional design and media, and language development in addition to education.  CCT courses are also available to non-degree students on a space-available basis.

The AQUAD Review Committee

The review committee met January 30 and 31, 2003 to evaluate the CCT program through the Academic Quality Assessment and Development (AQUAD) program.  Using the AQUAD criteria for assessment, the committee developed a protocol for the review.  The CCT Program provided the committee with a substantial amount of detail before the on-site visit including a lengthy self-study.  

The Review Committee saw its charge as two fold: the first being an evaluation of the ability of the CCT program to deliver quality graduate education.  The second objective was to identify the conditions necessary for this small, multi-disciplinary program to flourish during a time of reduced budgets at UMB.  Our findings for both of these objectives are discussed below.  

The review committee consisted of three external and two internal reviewers: 

Denise Lach, Co-Director

Center for Water and Environmental Sustainability

Oregon State University

John Barell, Professor Emeritus

American Museum of Natural History

New York

Gerald Nosich, Professor

Philosophy

University of New Orleans

Ellie Kutz, Professor

English Department and Leadership in Urban Schools Program

University of Massachusetts – Boston

Robert Chen, Associate Professor

Department of Environmental, Coastal, and Ocean Sciences

University of Massachusetts – Boston

The findings and recommendations provided in this report represent the consensus of the Committee.

Sources of Information

The Committee’s main source of information prior to the on-site visit was the lengthy self-study prepared by the CCT program faculty.  We found this information to be complete and well prepared; it was obvious that CCT faculty had spent a great deal of time thinking about the AQUAD review criteria as well as how effectively they had met their own objectives over the past several years.  In addition to the self-study, the CCT program provided additional information during the visit including the syn/thesis projects produced since the last review (more than 120 volumes), teaching evaluations for many courses, syllabi of most courses, faculty vitae, student assignments and projects from various courses, and access to the CCT web pages.

During the site visit we had conversations with several administrators responsible for overseeing the program including the Dean of the GCOE and the Chair of the Curriculum and Instruction Department, the home of CCT.  We also talked with the Graduate Dean and the Deans of Liberal Arts and Sciences.  We had an informative meeting with six CCT graduate students and also attended the new student orientation in order to talk with students there.  The Committee attended two courses, “Seminar in Creative Thinking” and “Anti-racist and Multicultural Education,” both of which were meeting for the first time of the semester on January 30.  We met twice with the Faculty of the CCT Program to gather information and to debrief our findings with them.  Everyone we met with on campus was cooperative and provided the information we requested.

Finally, we requested and received copies of reports from two earlier reviews of the program, a 1994 review carried out under the auspices of Graduate Studies, and a 1995 university-wide Academic Program Review.  We drew on those documents for some of the background information that follows.

Background to This Review
The Graduate Studies program review of 1994 was a favorable one, identifying a number of program strengths, making a few programmatic suggestions, but naming a concern with stabilizing the program and providing a clear departmental identity and affiliation.

 In 1995, a university-wide Academic Program Review Committee (APRC) reviewed all programs at UMB using four criteria:  centrality to the campus mission, demand, cost, and quality.  The purpose was to determine which programs should receive increased, stable, or reduced resources, and which should be eliminated or restructured, reallocating resources to strengthen areas considered important to the future of the campus.  The committee initially recommended that the CCT program be eliminated or restructured on the basis of cost/demand (not quality).  After an appeals process, the APRC concluded “that some form of the program should be retained but it should undergo a major restructuring to enable it to best serve the university while using substantially fewer resources” (APRC report, p. 16) and suggested as one option that the program be transferred to the GCOE.  In 1996, CCT was moved out of CAS and into the Department of School Organization, Curriculum, and Instruction of the GCOE with the understanding that it would continue to provide courses for graduate students in GCOE programs, particularly in teacher education.  In order to increase faculty productivity and adjust reporting lines, funding for all Program Directors in GCOE, including CCT, was eliminated in 2000 although the Program remained a part of the renamed Department of Curriculum and Instruction.  The CCT program currently has one full time faculty member (tenured), the equivalent of three half time faculty members (one temporary, two tenured in other departments), and affiliated faculty from various departments in what was the College of Arts and Sciences.
For the current AQUAD review process, the committee developed a protocol based on AQUAD criteria to collect information from various sources (administrators, faculty, and students) about the quality of the CCT Program.  Our findings for each of the criteria are discussed below, with recommendations highlighted in the text.  We also address what it will take to sustain the CCT

Findings and Recommendations

In summary, we found that the CCT Program is a strong and viable program that provides high quality services to the students, the university, and the larger community.  Productive faculty serve the students at extremely high levels, helping UMB meet its missions of engaging non-traditional students, offering innovative pedagogy, and providing sound multi-disciplinary programs.  However, the current level of support from the UMB, the GCOE, and the Department of Curriculum and Instruction will not sustain the continued success of this small, multi-disciplinary program.  

Criterion 1.
Program goals and objectives are linked to the campus mission and strategic priorities

The CCT Program provides students who are often mid-career professionals from a variety of backgrounds with “knowledge, tools, experience, and support so they can become constructive, reflective agents of change in education, work, social movements, science, and creative arts” (CCT self-study report: 1).  CCT Program goals included developing critical and creative thinking skills, seeking stable institutional parameters for operating the program, collaborating across programs, and reaching out beyond UMB to build on the professional strengths of both faculty and students.  In addition, the CCT has goals for continuous improvement of the Program to ensure that courses and other activities are high quality graduate experiences.  

The pedagogy of the CCT courses is innovative and tailored specifically to practice the theories and approaches presented in the Program.  The courses model ways students can translate what they learn into strategies, materials, and interventions for their own specific needs.  All courses are taught after 4 pm so working students can attend required classes and courses are offered on a consistent schedule so that students can complete their Programs in a reasonable time (e.g., two years of full time study, longer for part time attendance).  

· The mission and practice of the CCT directly supports various missions of UMB including:

· Addressing the needs of … nontraditional students who come to the University from varied social, cultural, and ethnic backgrounds, who may have a variety of previous educational experiences, and who characteristically combine University education with work and family responsibilities.

· Providing classes and other educational experiences that encourage dialogue with faculty who are active scholars, performers, and/or practitioners.

· Offering programs [that] incorporate new knowledge developed through …interdisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, and other collaborative enterprises.

The Graduate College of Education includes among its missions several that are also supported by CCT:

· Preparing graduates with the ability to engage in critical inquiry about all facets of their educational work and its contexts, and in the continuous effort to improve them.

· Providing the contexts and opportunities for the strengthening of reflective and critical thinking

· Identifying and implementing ways to support the growth of individuals and groups

We found that both the theory and the practice of CCT show a close fit with the GCOE and UMB missions.

In times of tight resources it is crucial that all programs support the mission and priorities of the organization.  We believe that the CCT Program provides a unique opportunity for personal and professional development for those students desiring non-traditional  learning opportunities and is a model for other programs wishing to incorporate innovative pedagogical techniques for multi- and possibly inter-disciplinary study.  However, the mission of CCT as a program of study toward a degree is not always clear to others on campus.  In particular, many faculty and administrators are not clear about 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.   We want to make it clear that we heard no challenges to the intellectual quality of the Program, but rather that people did not appreciate the particular curriculum sequence of the Program.  

We believe it would be helpful for program faculty to elaborate in its mission statement how the CCT Program defines or uses the terms “critical and creative thinking.”  What do the terms “reasonable and reflective,” “generative, open to possibilities,” and “developing reflective practice” actually mean in practice in the CCT?   It may be helpful to include specific examples of how the concepts and practices in CCT are distinct from other uses of the terms.   (We note that a similar recommendation was made in the 1994 review.)

We also recommend that CCT enter into dialogue with selected departments about the meanings of “critical and creative thinking” within various disciplines as a way of clarifying for all parties the meanings of these terms and also as a way of preventing isolation of the CCT.  Such conversations among faculty and students can be most instructive and serve to build strong bridges among various UMB departments. (See Sustaining CCT, below)

Criterion 2. 
Curriculum is relevant, rigorous, current, and coherent

The syllabi, assignments, and evaluation for the CCT courses all exhibit graduate level content.  The reading is theoretically based, assignments require analytic and sophisticated thinking, and students appear to be honestly challenged by the courses.  Authentic assessment is provided to students through the typical methods of testing and writing assignments, and also through innovative methods such as feedback on projects from practitioners, development of coursework portfolios, and journals that require students to reflect on their learning processes.  Innovative teaching methods were used in the classes we observed, challenging students even at this first meeting with sophisticated concepts and complex projects.

The students talked enthusiastically about the challenges, and to a lesser extent some of the frustrations, which the Program provides.  Their intensity and excitement comes from successful completion of challenging course work that is guided by teachers concerned about students’ specific goals and progress. Evaluations of individual courses are almost unanimously excellent or very good, with many testimonial comments about how effective the course was in helping them meet their own goals.  Students describe themselves in course evaluations as better able to handle uncertain and ambiguous situations, having gained the skills to systematically work through the problems they face.  Students have a sense of the Program as a journey, as a transformation of the way they think and engage with the world.  They told us, “I think more rigorously. Now I navigate more carefully through arguments;”  “I try to be more comfortable with uncertainty;” and “I appreciate more than ever the value of my own critical thinking.”

The Program requires all students to complete a basic core of four fundamental courses based on cognitive psychology and philosophy.  The core requirements help build a strong graduate student cohort - something often hard to do at commuter colleges with part time students – that is used to great advantage by the Program with students learning to act as peer mentors and evaluators.  Students then take a series of electives in one of the major concentration areas described above.  Finally, after two pre-capstone research and practicum courses, each student is required to translate all the skills, knowledge, and experiences of the Program into a capstone “syn/thesis” project.  While most of the syn/thesis projects are high quality written reports of projects, it is also possible for students to produce a project in another medium (e.g., music, film/video, performance, novel/fiction writing), although they are still required to provide a written assessment of the critical and creative thinking processes used in the project.  The program is successful at bringing students with diverse interests and experiences through a process that enables them to gain skills and capacities through practice and application.  

The CCT Program has coherence as a complete program; the skills and capacities built in the core courses are complementary and provide the basis for the elective courses and capstone projects the students are required to complete.  The creative and critical thinking skills provided by the Program are valuable to all students and should remain open to interested students including teacher education students.  However, CCT should remain intact as a program.  It would not be in the best interests of the students or the university to dilute the Program by expecting it to provide “service” courses for other programs and departments at the expense of the basic Program needs. Nevertheless, the committee notes the recommendation of the 1994 reviewers that the faculty give consideration toward integrating CCT courses into other programs in the university and the recommendation of the 1995 review that the program be restructured to serve other constituencies and suggests that further connections be explored with the understanding that they allow the program to maintain its identity and coherence.

The CCT Program should also review the elective concentrations to ensure that the Program does not become too diffuse.  It may also want to consider adding more specific information about how critical thinking affects individuals as citizens in a democracy.

A strong multi-disciplinary program, CCT presents students with curricular options from a variety of disciplines including psychology, philosophy, history, and science.  It may be possible for CCT to become more interdisciplinary as well – to help students examine a problematic situation using the methods and language of more than one discipline within the same course.  For example, students taking the Problem-Based Learning Course could identify a major civic/political/moral issue and then approach it from a variety of perspectives and points of view (e.g. philosophical, psychological, historical, scientific, etc.).  Students’ analyses would reflect the language and methodologies of more than one discipline.  This could also be done, obviously, in the final projects.

We recommend that at 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.

We recommend that students 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.  

Criterion 3. 
Faculty quality and productivity

A review of CCT vitae reveals a faculty actively engaged in their scholarly disciplines with peer-reviewed journal articles, chapters, and books.  This faculty also appears to provide high levels of service to the university, their own professions, and the community at large.  And, as discussed above, course evaluations are consistently high for the CCT faculty.  On all scales of scholarly productivity, the CCT faculty is strong. 

While active in their own specialties, faculty do not appear to have taken advantage of their “experiments” with innovative, interdisciplinary pedagogy and the multidisciplinary critical and creative thinking focus that is at the core of the program to write about the process of learning they and their students experience in the Program.  Given their productivity, this is clearly not a shortcoming of the CCT faculty, but dissemination of information about this model program is a further service they could perform to help guide other programs around the country.  We recommend that the CCT faculty make the unique focus of the program more visible by pursuing publication (and we note that the 1994 review saw as part of the potential of this program as “contributing to the wider national intellectual discourse around Critical and Creative Thinking”[6]).
During the past few years, the administration of the Program has fallen completely on the sole full time CCT faculty member who does not receive any load reduction for this service.  While part-time faculty in CCT do assist with various details, the single faculty member (who is the Previous Program Director) is still responsible for recruiting of new students, advising of current students (including reading all syn/thesis projects), maintaining web sites with information about the Program, and other administrative responsibilities.  This does not serve the students in this program or the faculty member very well and is of great concern to the Review Committee.  We recommend that a second, full-time faculty line be restored to the CCT Program to assist in the administration of the program; this could  be accomplished through increasing the current part-time faculty appointment to a full time position for a specified amount of time (e.g., three years) until campus resources become more stable.   In addition to easing the administrative burden of the Program, the increase would allow faculty members time to provide high quality advising services to students, pursue their own scholarship, publish details about the unique nature of the interdisciplinary program, take sabbatical leave, and develop both internal and external outreach efforts that could begin to reduce the isolation of the program.  
The retirement of Delores Gallo revealed the consequences of having a small number of faculty available for elective concentrations.  While a part-time faculty member has begun teaching in the Criticism and Creativity in the Literature and Arts Concentration, there was a period of time when this area was not covered.  The Review Committee recommends that the CCT Program continue to identify and add faculty members from other UMB Colleges to the CCT affiliated faculty to support all elective concentration areas (again noting that this was a recommendation of the 1994 review).  
Criterion 4.
Teaching and Learning Environments that Facilitate Success

The CCT Program not only theorizes and teaches about innovative pedagogy, it practices innovation.  Individual courses and the entire program are designed to support students’ development as scholars and practitioners through both intellectual and social challenges.  The CCT creates a strong community of learners, which is apparent from the students’ descriptions of support provided by the faculty and other students.  When asked to note the strengths of the CCT Program students consistently identified the learning environment: the accomplished and nurturing teachers, faculty who practice what they preach, the personal contact, and excellent guidance leading to self directed learning.  Students and faculty in the CCT Program talk about learning with and from each other and all are encouraged to experiment with the way they learn. Some course evaluations speak to frustrations with the openness of the curriculum but also to its value: “Advice: learn to tolerate ambiguity…keep an open mind…learn to understand what you don’t know;” “Most non-structured free fall I’ve ever done;” “Class didn’t meet my expectations because I expected a clear-cut class structure.  As we progressed . . . I found this to be the biggest plus.”  Obviously, these are advantages for those students who have the conceptual complexity and maturity to tolerate ambiguity.  And, it is an educational goal for all.  The openness of the class structure facilitates students being able to set their own goals for meaningful learning and pose their own questions.  The results of this challenging, yet supportive,  learning environment are apparent in the strength of the syn/thesis projects as described above.  These projects are strong testimony to the high quality of the CCT Program.  

Most of the CCT Program students are attending graduate school part time while they continue their careers as teachers, administrators, writers, and other professionals.  While this diversity of experience adds to the value of the program as students interact with multiple disciplines and fields, non-school responsibilities may keep students from progressing through the program at normal rates.  The CCT program has developed its schedule so that students can take courses in the evening and during the summer and it ensures that courses are offered often enough that students can graduate in a reasonable amount of time.  At the moment, there appears to be a backlog of students who have not finished their syn/thesis projects; this is due primarily to the small number of CCT faculty who can serve as project advisors.  The required capstone course is limited to six students in order that sufficient advising is available.  The Review Committee’s recommendations to increase the number of fulltime CCT faculty and increase the number of affiliated faculty will assist in ensuring that students can receive the level of service they need to graduate.  

While this unique program is attractive to students, it may be invisible to many potential students.  The CCT Program has worked consistently to recruit new students, using traditional methods (e.g., catalogue descriptions, web sites) as well as innovative techniques (e.g., using students and alumni to identify and/or recruit prospective students, open houses/orientations for potential students) and is admitting 25 or more new students per year.  Most potential students spend time with CCT faculty and students, often attending a course or two, as they decide to apply.  This advising and exploration are effective recruitment tools, but produce a high acceptance rate that might appear to others as undiscriminating.  The Review Committee recommends that the CCT Program develop methods for assessing the cost and value of the recruitment efforts. 

The students themselves are the best testimonial for the CCT Program.  One opportunity for the Program is to use the strength of the students’ excitement and engagement with the program in its marketing and recruiting efforts.  Videos of students talking about their experiences can be added to web pages that highlight individual projects.  The Review Committee recommends that the CCT Program 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.  

Criterion 5.
Resources Used Wisely

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.  At this point, the GCOE dedicates one full time faculty member to the Program, the Provost’s Office supports one-half faculty line, and the Departments of Psychology and Philosophy each contribute the equivalent of one-half faculty line.  Altogether there are six tenured and one half-time faculty members who regularly teach one or more courses for the Program.  While UMB is getting high value for its small investment and CCT students receive a quality graduate experience, the lack of support for the program places a huge burden on the faculty dedicated to the program.  There is no critical mass of faculty or resources dedicated to the continued success of the CCT Program.  We believe that the critical mass needed to stabilize the Program is a minimum of 3 FTE:  2 FTE dedicated to the CCT Program, .5 FTE from Psychology, and .5 FTE from philosophy, with additional instructors who teach elective courses on a regular basis. The Review Committee recommends that UMB invest in an additional .5 FTE faculty line to assist in program administration and teaching, and in direct clerical assistance to support delivery of the CCT 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.  (We note that recruiting affiliated faculty was also a recommendation of the 1994 review.)
Sustaining the CCT Program

As discussed above, the Review Committee found that the CCT Program continues to be a high quality and innovative program at UMB, supporting many of the missions and goals of the University in ways that other programs may not.  Yet due to resource limitations at the University in general and a structure that isolates cross-disciplinary programs in Colleges and Departments with strong disciplinary foci, the CCT Program (along with other small interdisciplinary programs) is at a disadvantage when allocation decisions are made.  The Review Committee believes that with a small investment from the University, the CCT Program will continue to function at a high level.  

The Program did not find a congenial home in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction for a variety of reasons including the Department’s focus on NCATE accreditation.  The Review Committee recommends that UMB explore possibilities within one of the new Colleges of Liberal Arts or Sciences to find an affiliation that will allow the CCT to flourish.  Prime possibilities 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 committee notes that the 1994 review recommended the assimilation of the program into an appropriate existing department of the College of Arts and Sciences.)  Moving the CCT Program to the College of Arts or Sciences also strengthens its connection to related undergraduate interdisciplinary programs such as Science, Technology and Values - and the Environmental Studies Program (and both the 1994 and 1995 reviews pointed to the contributions CCT might make to undergraduate education)..  Courses in the CCT Program should remain open to students from different Colleges but CCT should not be viewed primarily as a service provider to other programs.  

Making a successful move will require intentional discussion and negotiation among faculty of the appropriate departments and/or programs.  The negotiations should address ways to balance CCT Program integrity while it remains open to adjustments in the curriculum to create synergy with a new home department and College.  The CCT should be ready to identify the skills, capacities, and strengths it brings to any new department as a strong, viable, and coherent Program.  Any Department (and College) should be ready to articulate expectations for the Program as part of the larger mission of the College and UMB.  The Review Committee recommends that facilitated conversations take place as soon as possible to take advantage of the formation of the new Colleges.  
The facilitator of these conversations should be someone familiar with, but not wholly invested in, the CCT Program so that complexities of the multi-disciplinary program are attended to.  Any agreements between the Program and a Department/College should be described in a Memorandum of Agreement signed by all parties and the University Provost.  

The Review Committee found that the CCT Program has many important strengths that enhance the primary missions of UMB.  The committed faculty and the mature and varied student body have created a multi-disciplinary learning community that fosters critical thinking in the classroom and in the community.  The students are articulate about the intellectual and personal development they experience through the program, appreciative of the quality of their coursework and challenged by the syn/thesis projects they take on.  UMB can honor this dedication and effort through a small investment and commitment to the Program over the next several years.  The potential for contributing to university and national conversations about critical and creative thinking, and for making important contributions to innovative pedagogy at UMB is large.  These potentially significant contributions require relatively insignificant investments.  With the existing track record of the CCT Program, any increased support for the Program is highly likely to yield considerable results. 
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