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ABSTRACT 

C r i t i c a l  th inking is genera l ly  assumed t o  be an  important aim of 

e d u c a t i o n .  There  is growing concern t h a t  t h i s  a i m  is not  being 

adequately achieved. P r e s c r i p t i o n s  f o r  educat ional  reform i n  t h i s  

a r e a  v a r y ,  r a n g i n g  f rom a d d i n g  c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  courses  t o  the  

curriculum t o  t o t a l l y  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  the  curriculum. This v a r i a t i o n  

can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a l a c k  of consensus regarding t h e  concept of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking.  This t h e s i s  involves  an att.empt t o  p r o v i d e  a 

d e f i n i t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  th inking which w i l l  capture  the  main not ions  

i n h e r e n t  i n  the  var ious  usages of  the  term. Such a d e f i n i t i o n  i s  

n e e d e d  i n  o r d e r  t o  d e t e r m i n e  whe the r  t h e  p e r c e i v e d  need f o r  

educat ional  reform is j u s t i f i e d ,  and i f  so ,  t h e  na tu re  of  such reform. 

F i v e  c o n c e p t i o n s  o f  c r i t i c a l  th inking can be gategorized from 

cur ren t  l i t e r a t u r e :  

1. The t h r e e  dimensional conception. 

2. The l o g i c a l  s k i l l s  conception. 

3. The epistemological  conception. 

4. The d i s p o s i t i o n a l  conception. 

5. The r a t i o n a l i t y  conception. 

These conceptions are a n a l y s e d  and compared f o r  t h e  purpose  of 

determining the  r o o t  not ion  of c r i t i c a l  th inking and the  pedagogical 

impl ica t ions  of  c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  f o r  education. The method employed 

is  p r i m a r i l y  conceptual a n a l y s i s ,  however, some re levan t  empirical  

research  is a l s o  c i t e d .  

iii 



Conclusions of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  show c r i t i c a l  th inking t o  be a double- 

ba r re led  concept,  cons i s t ing  o f  a cogn i t ive  component which is l a r g e l y  

s u b  ject  s p e c i f i c  and a s u b j e c t  n e u t r a l  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  component. 

C r i t i c a l  th inking is pr imar i ly  concerned wi th  v a l i d a t i n g  knowledge 

c la ims .  I n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between c r i t i c a l  th inking,  th inking i n  

genera l ,  language, and teaching i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  development  o f  

c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a b i l i t y  depends  upon t e a c h i n g  which provides 

s t u d e n t s  with problem solving experience and which develops s tuden t s '  

a b i l i t y  t o  use language, p a r t i c u l a r l y  reading and wri t ing .  There is 

empir ica l  evidence which sugges ts  t h a t  al though t h i s  s o r t  of pedagogy 

i s  r e c o g n i z e d  i n  e d u c a t i o n a l  t h e o r y ,  i t  i s  n o t  r e f l e c t e d  i n  

educat ional  p rac t i ce .  To the  e x t e n t  t h a t  t h i s  evidence is t r u e ,  t h e r e  

is  a need f o r  e d u c a t i o n a l  reform. This  reform need not  involve 

r a d i c a l  r econs t ruc t ion  of the  curriculum; r a t h e r ,  the  way i n  which the  

p resen t  curriculum is taught  and evaluated needs t o  be reformed such 

t h a t  educat ional  p r a c t i c e  more c l o s e l y  r e f l e c t s  educat ional  theory. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Approval Page . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ii 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Abstract iii 

Table of Contents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  v 

Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
C r i t i c a l  Thinking. Education. and Educational Reform . . . .  1 

CHAPTER 1 . The Three Dimensional Conception of Cr i t i c a l  Thinking 6 

1.1 TheRootNotion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
1 . 2  The Twelve Aspects . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
1.3 The Three Dimensions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
1.4 Value Statements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  11 
1.5 Summary and Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2  

:CHAPTER 2 . The Logical S k i l l s  Conception of C r i t i c a l  Thinking . 14 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2.1 Formal Logic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2.11 The Root Notion 
2.12 Formal Logic and C r i t i c a l  Thinking . . . . . . . . .  
2.13 Summary and Conclusions: Formal Logic and C r i t i c a l  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Thinking 

2.2 Informal Logic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.21 The Root Notion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2.21 1 The Concept of Fallacy . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.22 I r re levant  Reason . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2.23 Hasty Conclusion and Problematic Premise . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2.24 Faulty Analogy . . . . . .  2.25 Summary and Conclusions: Informal Logic 

2.3 Summary and Conclusions: Logic S k i l l s  Conception . . . .  
CHAPTER 3 . The Epistemological Conception of C r i t i c a l  Thinking . 29 

3.1 The Root Notion: nInformaln . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 .2  The Root Notion: "Formaln 3 0  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.3 Epistemological Approach 31 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.4 C r i t i c a l  Thinking and Education 3 2  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3.5 Summary and Conclusions 3 2  



TABLE OF CONTENTS ( continued) 

Page 

CHAPTER 4 . The Disposit ional Conceptions of Cr i t i c a l  Thinking . 35 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.1 Open-mindedness . . . . . . . .  4.1 1 The Root Notion of 0pen.mindedness 
4.12 Open-mindedness and Education . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  4.13 Summary and Conclusions: Open-mindedness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.2 T h e c r i t i c a l  S p i r i t  
4.21 The Root Notion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  4.22 C r i t i c a l  Thinking and Education . . . .  4.23 Summary and Conclusions: C r i t i c a l  S p i r i t  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4.3 Strong Sense C r i t i c a l  Thinking . . .  4 1  The Root Notion of Paul's Strong Conception 
4.32 Crit icisms of Tradit ional Curricula . . . . . . .  
4.33 Summary and Conclusions: Strong Sense Conception 

4.4 Summary and Conclusions: Disposit ional Conceptions . . 
CHAPTER 5 . The Rat ional i ty  Conception of C r i t i c a l  Thinking . . .  47 

5.1 TheRootNotion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  47 
5.2 Two Components . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  48 
5.3 C r i t i c a l  Thinking a s  a .Regulative Educational Ideal  . . . .  50 
5.4 Summary and Conclusions: Rat ional i ty  Conception . . . . . .  52 

CHAPTER 6 . C r i t i c a l  Thinking. Education. and Educational Reform 53 

. . . . . . . . . . .  6.1 C r i t i c a l  Thinking: The Root Notion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.11 AnOld Problem . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.12 The Concept of Knowledge 
6.2 C r i t i c a l  Thinking: A Necessary Condition of Education . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.3 Pedagogical Dilemma . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.4 Thinking. Language. and Teaching . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6.5 Language and C r i t i c a l  Thinking . . . . . . . . . . .  6.51 Writing and C r i t i c a l  Thinking . . . . . . . . . . .  6.52 Reading and C r i t i c a l  Thinking 

6.53 Empirical Evidence About Language Teaching . . . . .  
6.54 Language Testing and Testing f o r  C r i t i c a l  Thinking . 

6.6 Summary and Conclusion: C r i t i c a l  Thinking. Education and . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Educational Reform 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Notes 74 

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  84 



In_troduction 

C r i t i c a l  Thi-on. E d u c w  Ref- 

C r i t i c a l  thinking is  an approval term. Although this notion is 

not new t o  education, recent  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h i s  a rea  has amounted t o  the  

development of a c r i t i c a l  thinking movement. C r i t i c a l  thinking is  

generally assumed to  be an important par t  of education. Due t o  a 

growing concern t h a t  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  no t  p r e s e n t l y  be ing  

adequa t e ly  achieved i n  educa t ion ,  i t  is  a l s o  perce ived  a s  an 

important par t  of educational reform. 

There a r e  various reasons f o r  valuing c r i t i c a l  thinking. Richard 

Paul, a leader  i n  the c r i t i c a l  thinking movement, a s s e r t s  t h a t  an 

education incorporating c r i t i c a l  thinking aims a t  the  goal of "a f r e e  

s o c i e t y  of f r e e  and autonomous personsw.l  Recently, a Br i t i sh  

Columbia government submission t o  a Royal Commission on Educat ion 

ca l led  f o r  a g r ea t e r  emphasis on c r ea t i v i t y  and c r i t i c a l  thinking, i n  

order t o  produce f l e x i b l e  adaptive workers.* In  the  prescr ipt ion f o r  

educational reform outl ined i n  The P W  ProDo-, Mortimer Adler 

r e f e r s  t o  c r i t i c a l  t h ink ing  a s  a n  i n d i s p e n s i b l e  b a s i c  s k i l l  o f  

s choo l ing ,  l i k e  r e a d i n g ,  wr i t i ng ,  and calculating.  3 Educational 

philosophers Paul Hirst and R. S. Peters regard c r i t i c a l  thinking a s  a 

human excellence and a s  such, an a i m  of e d ~ c a t i o n . ~  The perceived 

value of c r i t i c a l  thinking can be i n t r i n s i c  t o  education or  ex t r i n s i c ,  

depending upon one's notion of education. 

Many theo r i s t s  be l ieve  t h a t  c u r r e n t  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e  i s  

f a l l i n g  shor t  of the aim of developing c r i t i c a l  thinking a b i l i t y .  



S t e p h e n  N o r r i s  c l a i m s  t h a t  ncr i t ica l  t h i n k i n g  a b i l i t y  i s  n o t  

widespreadn, s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e r e  is both a n e c d ~ t a l  and "systematicn 

evidence t o  support  t h i s  claim.5 A s  a r e s u l t  of  evidence gathered i n  

"A Study of  S ~ h o o l i n g , ~  John Goodlad concludes t h a t  the  schools  he 

s t u d i e d  "d id  n o t  p lace  a high premium on experiencing democratic 

processes,  independent thinking,  c r e a t i v i t y ,  and l e a r n i n g  f o r  t h e  sake 

of  learning.^^ Goodlad notes  t h a t  although c r i t i c a l  th inking i s  a 

predominant p a r t  of the  g o a l s  f o r  teaching Socia l  S tudies ,  this is  

not  r e f l e c t e d  i n  tests i n  t h i s  sub jec t ,  which genera l ly  emphasized 

r e c a l l  of facts .7 This  problem is not  new: similar remarks on the  

apparent  d i s p a r i t y  between g o a l s  and a c t u a l  p r a c t i c e  r e g a r d i n g  

c r i t i c a l  th inking i n  Soc ia l  S tud ies  were made by Howard Anderson i n  

1942.~ 

C o l l e g e  and U n i v e r s i t y  i n s t r u c t o r s  a l s o  c l a i m  t h a t  the  

c r i t i c a l  th inking a b i l i t y  of s tuden t s  coming i n t o  t h e i r  classrooms is  

inadequate. B r i t i s h  Columbia co l l ege  i n s t r u c t o r s  r ecen t ly  complained 

t h a t  s t u d e n t s  e n t e r i n g  c o l l e g e  lacked b a s i c  reading,  w r i t i n g ,  and 

th inking s k i l l s . 9  J. Anthony Blair sugges ts  t h a t  the re  may be many 

t eachers  whose teaching i s  as u n c r i t i c a l  a s  J i m  Keegs t ra l s  teaching 

and similar t o  i t . l 0  The d i f ference ,  sugges ts  Blair, is t h a t  most 

t eachers  teach more pa la tab le  t h e o r i e s  and thus  avoid the  a t t e n t i o n  

which Keegstra drew upon himself. B l a i r  bases h i s  claim p a r t i a l l y  on 

t h e  performance of s tuden t s  i n  h i s  u n i v e r s i t y  c l a s ses .  

There have been var ious  a t tempts  t o  improve the  achievement of 

cri t ical thinking.  National  and i n t e r n a t i o n a l  conferences on c r i t i c a l  
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th inking and educat ional  reform have been held annual ly  a t  Somona 

S t a t e  Universi ty s i n c e  1980. An abundance of research  on c r i t i c a l  

th inking has appeared over the  pas t  decade. I n  Ca l i fo rn ia ,  a l l  Grade 

Eight s tuden t s  are now t e s t e d  f o r  c r i t i c a l  th inking s k i l l s  as p a r t  of  

the  s ta tewide  s o c i a l  s t u d i e s  testing program. Plans are i n  e f f e c t  t o  

make one t h i r d  of  the  test items i n  reading,  w r i t t e n  expression,  and 

mathematics c r i t i c a l  th inking items. A course i n  c r i t i c a l  th inking is 

now a r e q u i r e m e n t  f o r  g r a d u a t i o n  from u n i v e r s i t y  i n  Cal i fornia .  

C r i t i c a l  th inking is now emphasized i n  t h e  g o a l s  i n  t h e  r e v i s e d  

B r i t i s h  Columbia Socia l  S tud ies  Curriculum Guide. The term is not  

defined o r  even mentioned elsewhere i n  t h e  curriculum guide ,  t h u s  

t h e r e  may be a similar problem t o  t h a t  described by Anderson i n  1942 

and more r e c e n t l y ,  by Goodlad. 

I n d e e d  a m a j o r  problem w i t h  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  one o f  

de f in i t ion .  Conceptions o f  c r i t i c a l  th inking are numerous and var ied .  

One researcher  claims t o  have found t h i r t y - f i v e  d i f f e r e n t  conceptions 

of  c r i t i c a l  th inking i n  educat ional  journals .  1 1 Di f fe ren t  c r i t i c a l  

th inking tests reflect these  d i f f e r e n t  conceptions, drawing ques t ion  

t o  t h e  v a l i d i t y  o f  t h e  s o r t  of sys temat ic  evidence c i t e d  by Norris.  

A s  Romanish a s s e r t s  "... t h e  c u r r e n t  c r i t i c a l  th inking movement i s  

found t o  be a d i f f u s e  one t h a t  has  progressed t o  t h e  curriculum 

implementation s t a g e  while overlooking severa l  b a s i c  cons ide ra t ions  of  

impor tance . "1 2 

This t h e s i s  addresses  a b a s i c  cons ide ra t ion  of  importance: t h e  

concept o f  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  Although t h e r e  are, as s t a t e d  above, 
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numerous d i f f e r en t  conceptions of c r i t i c a l  thinking, t h e  f o c u s  o f  

t h i s  t h e s i s  i s  on f i v e  general conceptions of c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

These are:  

1. The three  dimensional conception. 

2. The log ica l  s k i l l s  conception. 

3. The epistemological conception. 

4. The d i spos i t iona l  conception. 

5. The r a t i o n a l i t y  conception. 

There a r e  overlaps between some of these conceptions. They a r e  

not intended t o  be an exhaustive list of al l  known conceptions o r  

descr ipt ions  of c r i t i c a l  thinking; r a the r  they a r e  the  r e s u l t  of an 

attempt t o  categorize t h e  main k i n d s  of concept ion  of c r i t i c a l  

thinking found i n  the current l i t e r a t u r e .  

The main purpose of t h i s  essay is  t o  analyse and compare the  f i v e  

concep t ions  of c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g ,  bearing i n  mind the  following 

questions: 

1. What is the main idea or root  notion of each conception? 

2. What a r e  the common elements of these conceptions? 

3. Are there  any missing elements? 

4. What is the  root notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking? 

5. What is the  re la t ionsh ip  between 

a )  c r i t i c a l  thinking and education? 

b) c r i t i c a l  thinking and educational reform? 

6. What a r e  t h e  pedagogical  i m p l i c a t i o n s  of c r i t i c a l  

thinking and education? 
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The method employed i n  t h i s  e s s a y  i s  p r i m a r i l y  c o n c e p t u a l  

ana lys i s .  Each of t h e  first f i v e  chapters  is devoted t o  t h e  a n a l y s i s  

of  one conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking.  The f i n a l  chapter  con ta ins  

r e fe rences  t o  some empirical  s t u d i e s  which are seen t o  be r e l e v a n t  t o  

t h e  not ion  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking and educat ional  reform. The o v e r a l l  

emphasis  of  t h i s  t h e s i s  is on t h e  conceptual r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

cri t ical  th inking and education. 



CHAPTER 1 

The C o n w o n  of C r i u c a l  

T h i s  conception is  from Robert Ennis' paper "A Concept of C r i t i c a l  

Thinkingn ( 196 2) , regarded  a s  a landmark papem. i n  the  c r i t i c a l  

thinking movement. Ennis at tempts t o  provide a much needed conceptual 

a n a l y s i s  of c r i t i c a l  t h ink ing ,  a f i e l d  t h a t  had previously been 

dominated by psychological research. 

1.1 Th 

For E n n i s ,  t he  root  notion of c r  i t i c a l  thinking is "the correct  

assess ing of statementsn2. I n  a footnote,  Ennis acknowledges t h a t  

t h i s  is based on B. Othanel Smith's notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking a s  

f inding out the meaning of a statement and then determining whether t o  

r e j e c t  o r  accep t  t h e  statement.3 Ennis provides no argument i n  

support of t h i s  notion. He notes t h a t  while B. Othanel Smith's notion 

allows f o r  'goodt and 'poorf c r i t i c a l  thinking, ". . . the  predominant 

manner of speaking presumably bui lds  the notion of correct  thinking 

i n t o  the  notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking. n4  

This notion of correct  thinking being b u i l t  i n t o  c r i t i c a l  thinking 

i s  unc l ea r .  On one r ead ing ,  Ennis appears t o  be implying t h a t  

c r i t i c a l  thinking e x i s t s  only i n  a successful  achievement sense. Yet, 

surely  i t  is possible f o r  a student t o  attempt t o  think c r i t i c a l l y  

about a statement and ye t  f a i l  t o  achieve the correct  assessment of 

t h a t  statement. It must a l so  be possible t ha t  another student would 

achieve the cor rec t  assessment of the pa r t i cu l a r  statement by luck,  
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without doing any c r i t i c a l  thinking.  It seems absurd t o  say t h a t  t h e  

first s tudent  was not  th inking c r i t i c a l l y  and t h e  second s tuden t  was 

th inking c r i t i c a l l y .  

Perhaps by "correc t  assess ing"  Ennis means n c o r r e c t  procedure f o r  

a s sess ingn .  I n  t h i s  sense,  the  first s tudent  described above could be 

s a i d  t o  be th inking c r i t i c a l l y ,  while the  second s tuden t  could not. 

Ennisf comment on "the predominant manner of speakingn o f f e r s  a c lue .  

When we s a y  t h a t  a p e r s o n  i s  t h i n k i n g  c r i t i c a l l y ,  w e  genera l ly  

understand t h a t  t o  mean t h a t  the  person is not  th inking c a r e l e s s l y ,  o r  

s l o p p i l y .  I n  t h i s  sense perhaps the  not ion  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking 

inc ludes  t h e  not ion  of  c o r r e c t  th inking,  however, much more argument 

would be needed to-  support  and c l a r i f y  t h i s  idea.  Ennis' l a c k  o f  

support  of t h e  r o o t  not ion  o f  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a s  t h e  c o r r e c t  

a s sess ing  of  s ta tements  amounts t o  a major f law i n  t h i s  conception. 

The r e s t r i c t i o n  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking t o  a s sess ing  s ta tements  i s  

a l s o  p r o b l e m a t i c .  T h i s  a p p e a r s  t o  r u l e  out  the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  

th inking c r i t i c a l l y  about ac t ions .  Surely a chess  p layer ,  pondering 

the  strategies of a l t e r n a t i v e s  moves is engaged i n  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  

Critical th ink ing  c l e a r l y  involves  assessment, but  such assessment may 

be  d i r e c t e d  a t  a c t i o n s ,  s t r a t e g i e s ,  o r  p r o c e d u r e s  as well as 

statements.  Again, no argument is of fe red  f o r  l i m i t i n g  c r i t i c a l  

th inking t o  s tatements.  



1.2 me Twelve Asmcts 

Ennis analyses  c r i t i c a l  th inking i n t o  twelve a s p e c t s  o r  Nways of  

avoiding p i t f a l l s N .  These a s p e c t s  were s e l e c t e d  from l i t e r a t u r e  on 

g o a l s  of schools  and c r i t e r i a  f o r  good thinking.  Ennis admits t h a t  

the  s e l e c t i o n  was made on the  b a s i s  of a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t o  t h e  r o o t  

not ion  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking a s  c o r r e c t  a s sess ing  o f  s tatements.  The 

twelve aspects are:5 

1. 
2. 

3 
4. 
5 .  
6. 

7 
8. 
9 

10. 
11 .  
12. 

The 

Grasping t h e  meaning of a statement. 
J u d g i n g  w h e t h e r  t h e r e  is a m b i g u i t y  i n  a l i n e  o f  
reasoning.  
Judging whether c e r t a i n  s ta tements  c o n t r a d i c t  each o ther .  
Judging whether a conclusion fol lows necessa r i ly .  
Judging whether a s tatement is s p e c i f i c  enough. 
Judging whether a statement is a c t u a l l y  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  
o f  a c e r t a i n  p r inc ip le .  
Judging whether an observat ion  statement is r e l i a b l e .  
Judging whether an induc t ive  conclusion is warranted. 
Judging whether t h e  problem has been i d e n t i f i e d .  
Judging whether something is an assumption. 
Judging whether a d e f i n i t i o n  is adequate. 
Judging whether a statement made by an a l l eged  a u t h o r i t y  
is acceptable.  

most obvious problem with t h i s  list of a spec t s  is t h a t  it is 

based on the  shaky foundation of  Ennist  unsupported r o o t  n o t i o n .  

Furthermore, as McPeck argues,  any such list of p i t f a l l s  is sub jec t  t o  

the  fol lowing two problems. F i r s t ,  such a list could be i n f i n i t e .  

Second, even if construed a s  a list of he lp fu l  h i n t s ,  such a list does 

not  provide a conceptual c h a r a c t e r i ~ a t i o n . ~  

1.3 The Three UuwuUu 

A s  w e l l  a s  t h e  twelve aspec t s ,  Ennis analyses  c r i t i c a l  th inking 
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i n t o  t h r e e  d imens ions :  t h e  l o g i c a l  d imens ion ,  t h e  c r i t e r i a 1  

dimension, and t h e  pragmatic dimension. 

The l o g i c a l  dimension c e n t r e s  on judging t h e  a l l eged  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

between t h e  meanings of words and statements.  This inc ludes  the  

understanding of  such l o g i c a l  opera to r s  as " a l l n ,  wsomew, " i f  . . . 
thenn e t c .  According t o  Ennis, t h i s  dimension a l s o  inc ludes  knowing 

". .. t he  meaning of  b a s i c  terms i n  t h e  f i e l d  i n  which the  statement 

under cons ide ra t ion  is made. "8 Knowing t h e  meanings of  terms involves  

two l e v e l s ;  bare understanding (a presupposi t ion  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking)  

and ". . . knowing t h e  impl ica t ions  of  a s tatementn9.  The l o g i c a l  

dimension, a s  the  name impl ies ,  is purportedly about relationshiDs 

between meanings of  words and s ta tements ,  however t h e  understanding of  

s u c h  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  p resupposes  understanding t h e  meanings of t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  words and s ta tements ,  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  of knowing what is 

implied by a s tatement.  Thus t h e  l o g i c a l  dimension extends beyond 

l o g i c ,  t o  inc lude  in-depth  knowledge o f  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d  o r  

s u b j e c t  i n  quest ion.  Indeed it may be the  case, though empirical  

v a l i d a t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  h e r e ,  t h a t  a s t u d e n t  who i s  l a c k i n g  i n  

" c r i t i c a l  th inking a b i l i t y n ,  may well be l ack ing  more i n  t h e  depth of  

f i e l d  s p e c i f i o  knowledge than i n  t h e  a c t u a l  " l o g i c a l  o p e r a t o r s  ". 
This seems poss ib le  because some knowledge of l o g i c a l  opera to r s  is 

acquired as one l e a r n s  genera l  language use,  whereas s p e c i f i o ,  in-  

depth knowledge of  a p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d  is not  something t h a t  everybody 

may be exposed t o ,  obviously depending upon t h e  f i e l d  i n  ques t ion ,  t h e  

depth of knowledge requi red  by t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  problem and s o  on. 
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The c r i t e r i a l  dimension inc ludes  knowledge of  c r i t e r i a  ( o t h e r  than 

l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i a )  f o r  judging statements.  Ennis lists such c r i t e r i a  

s e p a r a t e l y  under each aspect .  He inc ludes  a  caut ionary  note t h a t  such 

c r i t e r i a  are n o t  t o  be appl ied  mechanically but  with d i s c r e t i o n .  

This ,  says ,  Ennis, is because t h e r e  a r e  numerous e x c e p t i o n s  and 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  not  mentioned i n  h i s  paper, and because u l t ima te ly ,  

such a l is t  "could be endless."1•‹ Many o f  these  c r i t e r i a  have been 

borrowed from recognized f i e l d s .  For example, a spec t  f7, judging the  
, - 

r e l i a b i l i t y  of observat ions ,  uses  c r i t e r i a  from sc ience ,  law, and 

h i s t o r y . l l  Aspect #8, judging induc t ive  conclusions,  uses  c r i t e r i a  

from t h e  f i e l d  of  statistics. Ennis admits  "... t h e r e  i s  a v a s t  

l i t e r a t u r e  on j u d g i n g  t h e  adequacy o f  samples . .  " I 2  Thus, t h e  

c r i t e r i a l  dimension seems t o  r e q u i r e  a s u p e r f i c i a l  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e  

criteria of var ious  f i e l d s .  Given t h i s ,  Ennis is wise t o  warn the  

budding c r i t i c a l  th inker  about mechanical a p p l i c a t i o n  of  c r i t e r i a .  A 

complex problem would p o s s i b l y  r e q u i r e  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  more 

s p e c i f i c  c r i t e r i a  than t h a t  provided by Ennis, o r  knowledge of  some of 

those  exceptions and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  not  mentioned i n  Ennist paper. 

Knowledge of such c r i t e r i a ,  excep t ions ,  and q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  would 

r e q u i r e  knowledge of  t h e  s p e c i f i c  f i e l d ( s )  i n  quest ion.  

Ennis admits t h a t  "complete c r i t e r i a  cannot be e s t a b l i s h e d  f o r  

c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g m .  l 3  This  n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h e  pragmatic dimension. 

This dimension involves  decid ing,  on the  b a s i s  o f  t h e  background 

purpose  o r  context  of  t h e  problem, when one has enough evidence. 

" I n t e l l i g e n t  judgementw is c a l l e d  fo r .  l 3  General ly,  exp la ins  Ennis, a  
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problem of more s e r i o u s  o r  severe  impact r e q u i r e s  more evidence than a 

problem of less s e r i o u s  o r  severe  impact. Ennis c i t e s  an example of  a 

matter of educat ional  pol icy  change r e q u i r i n g  more evidence than a 

matter of a l t e r i n g  a bus schedule by a few minutes. l 4  The key words 

are wbackground purposen and " i n t e l l i g e n t  judgementn. I n  o rde r  t o  

make a n  i n t e l l i g e n t  judgement a b o u t  educat ional  p o l i c i e s  o r  bus 

schedules,  one must know something about the  educat ional  p o l i c i e s  o r  

bus schedules i n  quest ion.  

1.4 v e n t s  

Ennis s p e c i f i c a l l y  excludes from his concept of c r i t i c a l  th inking 

t h e  judging of  va lue  statements.  He admits  t h a t  t h e  result is a: 

n t r u n c a t e d n  concep t .  Ennisl s t a t e d  reasons  f o r  t h i s  exclus ion 

r e v e a l  a s e r i o u s  problem. Value s ta tements  are excluded: a)  t o  make 

"the concept more manageablen16 and b) because "the area of judging 

value s t a t e m e n t s  i s  unwieldy i n  t h e  p r e d i c t i o n  and c o n t r o l  o f  

s tuden t s  l behaviour. "'7 One of Ennisl s t a t e d  o b j e c t i v e s  i n  providing 

a conceptual a n a l y s i s  of  c r i t i c a l  th inking i s  t o  provide a b a s i s  f o r  

r e s e a r c h  i n  t h e  t e s t i n g  of c r i t i c a l  thinking.18 This  matter of 

a l t e r i n g  the  concept t o  f i t  the  test, is, a s  McPeck argues,  " l i k e  

shaving a round peg t o  f i t  a square holen ,  and seems more l i k e  an 

engineer ing  d e c i s i o n  than a phi losophica l  decis ion .  l 9  

Indeed, as McPeck argues,  the  pragmatic dimension involves  making 

v a l u e  judgments.  De te rmin ing  when one h a s  enough ev idence  

involves  balancing the  e x i s t i n g  evidenae a g a i n s t  the  consequence of  
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being wrong. Doing s o  r e q u i r e s  making a  value judgement. It is  thus  

i n c o n s i s t e n t  t o  exclude values  from the  a n a l y s i s  o f  c r i t i c a l  th inking 

when values  are e s s e n t i a l  t o  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  

1.5 Sm@wv and Co- 

Ennisl concept of c r i t i c a l  th inking is indeed a  t runcated  concept. 

His roo t  not ion  of the  c o r r e c t  assessing of s ta tements  is l i m i t e d ,  

vague, and unsupported by argument. One wonders whether t h e  l i m i t i n g  

of c r i t i c a l  th inking t o  s ta tements  was not  a l s o  a n  " e n g i n e e r i n g n  

dec i s ion ,  t o  make t h e  concept more " t e s t ab len .  

E n n i s t  major  c o n t r i b u t i o n  is  h i s  r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a t  c r i t i c a l  

th inking inc ludes  a c r i t e r i a  and a pragmatic dimension, and is  not  

merely a  set o f  l o g i c a l  s k i l l s .  A major shortcoming, a s i d e  from t h e  

wtruncat ion* discussed above, is Ennisl f a i l u r e  t o  recognize f u l l y  t h e  

impl ica t ions  of h is  t h r e e  d imens iona l  a n a l y s i s  : e a c h  d imens ion  

p r e s u p p o s e s  knowledge o f  p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d s  o r  s u b j e c t s  b e i n g  

c r i t i c a l l y  thought about. 

The l o g i c a l  dimension is predominant. A l l  twelve aspec t s  f e a t u r e  

this dimension. Three a s p e c t s  f e a t u r e  l o g i c  only,  and two a s p e c t s  

f e a t u r e  l o g i c  p r imar i ly .  Ennist concept of c r i t i c a l  th inking is 

perhaps b e s t  seen a s  a  pa r tne r sh ip  between l o g i c  and knowledge of 

var ious  f i e l d s ,  with the  latter being a  " s i l e n t n  par tner .  

Ennis concludes with a s h o r t  s e c t i o n  on i n s t r u c t i o n  which c o n s i s t s  

pr imar i ly  of  ques t ions .  These ques t ions  are paraphrased below. 

1. A t  what ages can s tuden t s  master t h e  t h r e e  dimensions of  
c r i t i c a l  th inking?  



2. Should c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  be in tegra ted  i n t o  e x i s t i n g  
courses o r  taught  separa te ly?  

3 .  What teaching methods a r e  most appropr ia te?  

4. How can teachers  bes t  be prepared t o  teach s tuden t s  t o  
th ink c r i t i c a l l y ?  

Q u e s t i o n s  1 and 2 a r e  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  n e x t  two chapters .  

Proponents of t h e  l o g i c a l  s k i l l s  conception o f  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  

advocate t h e  teaching of c r i t i c a l  th inking as a sub jec t  i n  its own 

r i g h t .  On the  o t h e r  hand, according t o  McPeckts e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l  

conception, c r i t i c a l  th inking can only be achieved a s  p a r t  of some 

o the r  subject .  Ennis' f i n a l  two ques t ions  a r e  addressed i n  chapter  6. 

Ennis has s ince  broadened h i s  conception of c r i t i c a l  th inking t o  

inc lude more than t h e  c o r r e c t  a s sess ing  of s tatements;  however, he has  

come t o  u s e  " c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g R  a n d  " r a t i o n a l  t h i n k i n g n  

interchangeably. Harvey Siege1 a l s o  asserts t h a t  c r i t i c a l  th inking 

and r a t i o n a l  t h i n k i n g  a r e  r o u g h l y  e q u i v a l e n t :  t h i s  not ion is 

addressed i n  Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 2 

Lonical u s  C o w n  of Cr- 

C r i t i c a l  thinking, a s  i t  is  taught as a college o r  un ivers i ty  

course, generally cons i s t s  of one or a combination of the  following: 

formal log ic ,  and informal logic .  Formal l o g i c  involves deductive and 

inductive log ic  a s  taught i n  t r ad i t i ona l  log ic  courses, while informal 

l og i c  involves analysing arguments f o r  possible f a l l ac i e s .  In  t h i s  

chapter, these two approaches w i l l  be analysed separate ly ,  through the 

ana lys i s  of two t e x t s  which have been used i n  Phi losophy 001, 

"Cr i t i ca l  Thinkingn, a t  Simon Fraser University. 

2.1 Formal LOR& 

The tex t  W i t i c a l  -: E v a l u w  C l a i m s  and w t s  a 

Everyday   if el by Brooke Noel Moore and Richard Parker approaches the  

teaching of c r i t i c a l  thinking through both formal and informal logic.  

For the  purposes of this chapter, I w i l l  concentrate on Moore and 

Parker's notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking and the  re la t ionsh ip  between t h a t  

notion and formal logic .  Informal l og i c  is addressed i n  the second 

pa r t  of the chapter. 

2.11 The Root No t iw  

The t i t l e  of Moore and P a r k e r ' s  book emphasizes "claims and 

arguments i n  everyday l i f e . "  I n  t h i s  way cou r se s  and t e x t s  i n  

c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  d i f f e r  from t r ad i t i ona l  introductory courses i n  

logic .  The aim of the c r i t i c a l  thinking course and t e x t  i s  t o  apply 



the  r u l e s  of l og i c  t o  arguments which occur i n  natural  language, i n  

newspaper e d i t o r i a l s ,  advertisements and conversations. 

I n  t h e i r  preface, Moore and Parker o f f e r  a broad de f in i t i on  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking. 2 

C r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  includes a wide var ie ty  of de l ibera t ive  
processes, a l l  of them aimed a t  a common goal: making wise 
decis ions  about what t o  believe and do. C r i t i c a l  thinking is 
more than ju s t  the  evaluation of arguments t h a t  happen t o  come 
our way; i t  includes both the  i nc l i na t i on  and the  a b i l i t y  t o  
search out considerations t h a t  a r e  re levant  t o  an issue.  

The words " b e l i e v e  and do" suggest t h a t  t h i s  notion of c r i t i c a l  

thinking appl ies  t o  ac t ions  a s  well a s  t o  s ta tements .  The word 

" incl inat ion" suggests a d i spos i t iona l  component t o  the  notion. A 

course based on t h i s  s o r t  of n o t i o n  would indeed have much o f  

educational value i n  it. However, Moore and Parker o f f e r  a second 

def in i t ion  i n  Chapter One. This de f in i t i on  is  much narrower and is 

truncated l i k e  Ennis1 root  notion. Indeed there  is a reference t o  B. 

Othanel Smith's notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking on the t i t l e  page of the  

chapter. Moore and Parker now define c r i t i c a l  thinking as3 

... the care fu l  and de l ibera te  determination of whether t o  
accept, r e j e c t ,  o r  suspend judgement about a claim. 

Perhaps t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  i s  t h e  r e s u l t  o f  ano the r  " eng inee r ingm 

decision. This narrower conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking is  cer ta in ly  

ea s i e r  t o  present i n  a "How to..  ." textbook format than would be the  

broad conception offered i n  the  preface. 



2.6 2 Formal Lonic and C r i w  

Moore and Parker appear t o  be unclear  about t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  o f  

l o g i c  t o  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  I n  t h e  preface  they state:4 

We confess  t o  having long been ba f f l ed  by t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f  
applying t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  of l o g i c  t o  letters t o  t h e  e d i t o r s ,  
family d i scuss ions ,  a r t i c l e s  i n  opinion magazines  and t h e  
l i k e .  

But, i n  Chapter One, t h e  au thors  say ". . . c r i t i c a l  th inking inc ludes  

t r a d i t i o n a l  l o g i c  but is somewhat broader i n  scope.n5 Moore and 

Parker exp la in  t h a t  while t r a d i t i o n a l  l o g i c  concentra tes  on whether 

t h e  reasons,  i f  t r u e ,  support  t h e  claims of  an argument, c r i t i c a l  

th ink ing  is concerned  as well w i t h  a s s e s s i n g  t h e  t r u t h  o f  t h e  

 reason^.^ Moore and Parker ' s  approach t o  teaching c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  

i n t e g r a t i n g  l o g i c  both formal and informal with a v a r i e t y  of  
s k i l l s  and t o p i c s  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  t a s k  o f  making sound 
d e c i s i o n s  a b o u t  b e l i e f s  and a c t i o n s  and making t h e  whole 
pa la tab le  by present ing  i t  i n  an-unfussy way i n  the  context  of 
real l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s .  

Thus, i n  a way t h a t  Moore and Parker fa i l  t o  make clear, formal l o g i c  

i s  seen t o  have a c e n t r a l  r o l e  i n  c r i t i c a l  th inking as app l i ed  t o  

r e a l - l i f e  s i t u a t i o n s .  

The l o g i c  component of t h e  t e x t  c o n s i s t s  of chap te r s  on induc t ive  

and deductive arguments. A s  McPeck argues,  t h e r e  a r e  problems with 

t h i s  approach .  F i r s t ,  t h i s  approach presupposes t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between conceptual ques t ions ,  which r e q u i r e  deductive 

a n a l y s i s ,  and empir ica l  ques t ions ,  which r e q u i r e  induc t ive  ana lys i s .  

This t a s k  o f t e n  r e q u i r e s  knowledge o f  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d  i n  

quest ion.  Furthermore, even wi th in  e s t a b l i s h e d  f i e l d s ,  e x p e r t s  do not  
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always a g r e e  about  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  w i th  r ega rd  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  

p r o p o s i t i o n s .  Second, t o o  much s t r e s s  can be placed on t h i s  

d i s t i n c t i o n  alone. Arguments of the same log i ca l  type may have g rea t  

d i f ferences  i n  terms of cognit ive requirements f o r  understanding them, 

while some arguments of l og i ca l l y  d i f f e r e n t  types may have r e l a t i v e l y  

s i m i l a r  c o g n i t i v e  requi rements .  McPeck uses the following four  

sentences a s  an example .9 

1. Organisms respond t o  s t i m u l i .  

2. Which pa r t i cu l a r  s t i m u l i  w i l l  organism X respond to?  

3. Could improved spectographic methods ever measure the 

core temperature of a s t a r ?  

4. Can you see any s t a r s  tonight? 

The first statement is a conceptual t r u t h ,  wh i l e  t h e  o t h e r s  a r e  

empirical questions. McPeck argues t h a t  the  dif ference i n  cognit ive 

requirements f o r  understanding the  first two sentences is f a r  less 

than t h a t  of the  second two sentences, even though the  first two a r e  

of l og i ca l l y  d i f f e r e n t  types and the  second two a r e  l og i ca l l y  s imilar .  

Thus the  inductive-deductive approach is ne i ther  as simple, nor a s  

subject  neutra l  a s  it  might i n i t i a l l y  appear t o  be. 

Perhaps the  most ser ious  c r i t i c i sm of the  notion of formal log ic  

a s  a component of c r i t i c a l  thinking is t h e  t r a n s f e r  of t r a i n i n g  

argument. Moore and Parker seem t o  be assuming t h a t  i n  s p i t e  of t h e i r  

own misgivings expressed i n  the preface, formal l o g i c  s k i l l s  w i l l  have 

some appl icat ion outside of the realm of formal log ic ,  spec i f i ca l l y  i n  

"real  l i f e *  arguments. His tor ical ly ,  similar attempts have been made 
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t o  j u s t i f y  teaching sc ience  and the  c l a s s i c s  t o  s tudents .  Learning 

these  sub jec t s  was thought t o  t r a i n  t h e  mind i n  some genera l  sense. 

The assumption was t h a t  a mind d i s c i p l i n e d  by sc ience  o r  t h e  c l a s s i c s  

would show similar d i s c i p l i n e  i n  o t h e r  s u b j e c t s  a s  well as i n  day t o  

day l i v i n g .  When empirical  research f a i l e d  t o  veriPg such t r a n s f e r  of  

thinking,  t h e  notion fe l l  out  of favour. Indeed, as Barrow argues,  

t h e  notion of t r a n s f e r  of t r a i n i n g  was not d i s c r e d i t e d  by empir ica l  

research;  i t  was l o g i c a l l y  absurd from t h e  s t a r t .1 • ‹  Barrow asserts 

"It doesnf t matter how d i sc ip l ined  your mind is, you cannot switch t o  

another sub jec t  and t a l k  i n t e l l i g e n t l y  about it unless you have some 

competence wi th in  t h a t  subject .  n1 S imi lar ly ,  it is l o g i c a l l y  absurd 

t o  e x p e c t  a mind d i s c i p l i n e d  by f o r m a l  l o g i c  t o  show s i m i l a r  

d i s c i p l i n e  i n  o the r  s u b j e c t s  o r  i n  day t o  day l iv ing .  

Proponents of  l o g i c  might argue t h a t  l o g i c  is a s p e c i a l  case  of  

t r a n s f e r  of t r a i n i n g  because l o g i c  is concerned with reason. Harvey 

Siege1 argues t h a t  pvq-p amounts t o  a conclusive reason f o r  accept ing 

q ,  t h e r e f o r e  l o g i c  i s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  sub-component o f  c r i t i c a l  

thinking. l 2  There a r e  two problems with t h i s .  F i r s t ,  arguments found 

ou t s ide  of formal l o g i c  courses are not  always e a s i l y  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  

such forms. Second, and more important ,  a s  Moore and Parker have 

s t a t e d ,  t h e  c r i t i c a l  th inker  is concerned with assess ing  t h e  t r u t h  of 

premises, as w e l l  as with the  form of t h e  argument. Thus i f  t h e  t r u t h  

of p i n  t h e  above example is i n  doubt, the  c r i t i c a l  th inker  may have 

good reason f o r  not accept ing q. Indeed, i n  " rea l  l i f en  i s s u e s  such 

a s  abor t ion ,  a c i d  r a i n ,  free t r a d e  e t c . ,  i t  is t h e  ve rac i ty  of p a s  
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presented i n  the  c o n f l i c t i n g  views of  var ious  "exper tsn  t h a t  w i l l  

o f t e n  confound the  would-be c r i t i c a l  th inker ,  not  t h e  form of t h e  

argument i n  which p occurs. Assessing t h e  ve rac i ty  of p r e q u i r e s  

knowledge of the  sub jec t  matter i n  quest ion.  Moore and Parker are 

c l e a r l y  aware of t h i s ,  f o r  i n  s p i t e  of t h e i r  i n s i s t e n c e  t h a t  c r i t i c a l  

t h i n k i n g  i s  "an academic  a r e a n , 1 3  t h a t  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  is a 

" s k i l l n ,  l 4  which, l i k e  t enn i s ,  r e q u i r e s  p rac t i ce ,  and t h a t  l o g i c  is an 

important component of c r i t i c a l  thinking,  they make t h e  f o l l o w i n g  

important admission15 

The s i n g l e  most e f f e c t i v e  means of  inc reas ing  your a b i l i t y  as 
c r i t i c a l  th inker ,  r egard less  of the  s u b j e c t ,  is t o  inc rease  
what you know: read widely, converse f r e e l y ,  and develop an 
enquiring a t t i t u d e !  There i s  simply no s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  broad 
general  knowledge. 

If t h i s  piece of advice is accura te  and t r u e ,  then one cannot help but 

ques t ion the  usefulness o r  soundness of  a book o r  course e n t i t l e d  

" C r i t i c a l  Th ink ingu .  The bus iness  of acquir ing a broad genera l  

knowledge and developing an enquiring a t t i t u d e  involves  nothing s h o r t  

of  ,becoming educated. This is, needless  t o  say, far more than can be 

a t t a i n e d  i n  one t e x t  o r  one c o u r s e .  Moore and P a r k e r  o f f e r  a 

s u p e r f i c i a l  i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  var ious  forms of knowledge, inc luding 

chapters  on causal  arguments which draw from s c i e n c e  and s o c i a l  

sc iences ,  and a chapter  on moral reasoning. This s o r t  of s u p e r f i c i a l  

genera l  s t u d i e s  approach is  sub jec t  t o  the  same c r i t i c i s m s  a s  E n n i s f  

c r i t e r i a l  dimension. It is a poor s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  a genuine broad 

knowledge. 



2.13 and Corn: For- J,onic and C r i t i c a l  

Moore and Parker 's  conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking is s i m i l a r  t o  

E n n i s '  c o n c e p t i o n  i n  c e r t a i n  r e s p e c t s .  C r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  

r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a s sess ing  statements.  Though presented as a  separa te  

d i s c i p l i n e ,  c r i t i c a l  th inking r e q u i r e s  a t  the  very least a s u p e r f i c i a l  

i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  var ious  f i e l d s  of knowledge. The n o t i o n  o f  t h e  

" s i l e n t  pa r tne r sh ipn  is again  appl icable .  

Moore and P a r k e r ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  c o n c e n t r a t i n g  on real  l i f e  

arguments, o f f e r  a severe ly  t runcated  conception of  c r i t i c a l  th inking 

i n  comparison with the  s o r t  o f  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  t h a t  would be  

achieved by an educated person. Such a person would have no need f o r  

Moore and Parkers t  book. 

The value of formal l o g i c  t o  c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  i n  o t h e r  s u b j e c t  

areas is  highly  q u e s t i o n a b l e ,  p r i m a r i l y  due t o  t h e  t r a n s f e r  of' 

t r a i n i n g  problem. The informal l o g i c  movement a t tempts  t o  address  

th i s  problem. 

P r o p o n e n t s  o f  i n f o r m a l  l o g i c  see f o r m a l  l o g i c  as b e i n g  

inapp l i cab le  t o  everyday arguments i n  n a t u r a l  language. Richard Paul 

argues t h a t  t h e  Informal Logic ~ovement  

ought t o  move t o  become a p ro fess iona l  group t h a t  super in tends  
t h e  teaching of  l o g i c - c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  s k i l l s  i n  t h e  publ ic  
schools  and s o  u n i v e r s a l i z e  its in f luence  i n  education. 

R. H. Johnson and J. A. B l a i r ,  l e a d e r s  i n  t h i s  movement, are t h e  

au thors  of  Logical s e l f - ~ e f e n s e l 7 ,  an informal l o g i c  t e x t  t o  be used 
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i n  c r i t i c a l  thinking courses. Johnson and B la i r  make i t  c l e a r  i n  

t h e i r  in t roduct ion t h a t  f o r  them c r i t i c a l  thinking and informal log ic  

a r e  v i r t u a l l y  synonymous. 18 

2.21 The Root N o t i ~ n  

A s  the  t i t l e  of t h e i r  t ex t  implies, Johnson and B l a i r  present a 

consumer education conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking. 19 

. .. you a r e  a consumer of b e l i e f s  and values no l e s s  than of 
products. That r a i s e s  the  question: how good a r e  your buying 
hab i t s?  

The concept of f a l l a c y  is cen t ra l  t o  t h i s  consumer approach. 

Johnson and Bla i r  def ine  f a l l acy  a s  m... a v io la t ion  of one of the  

c r i t e r i a  which govern good arguments.  m20 There a r e  three  such 

c r i t e r i a .  21 

1. Premises must be re levant  t o  the  conclusion. 

2. Premises must be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  support the  conclusion. 

3. Premises must be acceptable. 

The tex t  dea l s  with nineteen common f a l l a c i e s .  There are three  

basic  o r  "genusm f a l l a c i e s  under which the  remaining s ixteen can be 

categorized. These three  basic  f a l l a c i e s  r e l a t e  respect ively  t o  the 

above l i s t e d  c r i t e r i a  f o r  good a r g ~ e n t s 2 ~  

1 . I r re levant  reason. 

2. Hasty conclusion. 

3. Problematic premise. 
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The f a l l a c i e s  and c r i t e r i a  a r e  presented i n  order  of  importance. 

I r r e l e v a n t  r e a s o n  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  be a s e r i o u s  f l a w .  Hasty 

conclusion merely po in t s  ou t  missing evidence and is s e r i o u s  only i f  

such evidence is unavai lable  t o  " repa i rn  t h e  argument. Problematic 

premise is considered t o  be t h e  least s e r i o u s ,  and u s u a l l y  j u s t  

s p e c i f i e s  a need f o r  more information. Again, t h i s  could be s e r i o u s  

i f  such informat ion  is unavailable.  

Each f a l l a c y  i n  t h e  t e x t  is presented i n  a s i m i l a r  manner. The 

f a l l a c y  is defined i n  terms of c r i t e r i a ,  and examples follow. Groups 

of f a l l a c i e s  are presented i n  each chapter ,  with e x e r c i s e s  at t h e  end 

of the  chapter .  The au thors  emphasize t h a t  it is not  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  

merely l a b e l  a f a l l a c y .  The s tuden t  must understand "... what is 

wrong with each f a l l a c i o u s  move and . . . argue soundly t h a t  i t  i s  

mistaken. n23 

2.22 Irrelevant Reason 

Because i r r e l e v a n t  reason is t h e  most s e r i o u s  of f a l l a c i e s ,  and 

because the  concept of  f a l l a c y  is c e n t r a l  t o  Johnson and B l a i r ' s  

not ion  of c r i t i c a l  thinking,  a d i scuss ion  of t h i s  f a l l a c y  follows. 

The condi t ions  f o r  t h i s  f a l l a c y  are:24 

1. M has put f o r t h  QRS as premises f o r  T. 

2. I n  conjunction with RS ... Q is i r r e l e v a n t  t o  T. 

The examples used i n  the  t e x t  is taken from a response by Health 

M i n i s t e r  Marc Lalonde t o  a charge t h a t  the  Federal  Department of 

Health and Welfare had cooperated with the  Kellogg Company i n  al lowing 



t h a t  company t o  sell a c e r e a l ,  Kellogg's Corn Flakes,  which had "no 

n u t r i t i o n a l  value. ~~5 

A s  f o r  the  n u t r i t i o n a l  value of corn f l a k e s ,  t h e  milk you have 
with your corn f l a k e s  has g r e a t  n u t r i t i o n a l  value. 

The authors  n recons t ruc tn  Lalonde's argument, i d e n t i f y i n g  t h e  premise 

and conclusion i n  order  t o  s a t i s f y  condi t ion  #I  .26 

1. The milk one has with Kellogg's Corn Flakes has g r e a t  
n u t r i t i o n a l  value. 

a )  Kellogg's Corn Flakes have s i g n i f i c a n t  n u t r i t i o n a l  
value. 

The authors  then show an example of how t o  s a t i s f y  condi t ion  1 2  by 

arguing why t h e  premise is i r r e l e ~ a n t . ~ T  

The n u t r i e n t  p r o p e r t i e s  o f  m i l k  have no b e a r i n g  on t h e  
n u t r i e n t  p roper t i e s  of Corn Flakes, even i f  t h e  two usual ly  
are consumed together.  To determine the  n u t r i e n t  va lues  of 
any food, one needs t o  measure t h e  values of  the  f o o t  i tself  
(p ro te in ,  carbohydrates, f a t )  not  those of its companions. 

Johnson and Blair r e f e r  t o  t h e  task  of showing, through argument, 

t h a t  a premise i s  i r r e l e v a n t  as  a " t h o r n y  problemn s a y i n g  " t h e  

d i f f i c u l t y  of t h e  task  cannot be minimalized. n28 The authors  a l s o  

state "relevance is always a judgement c a l l n 2 %  Johnson and Blair 

seem unwill ing t o  admit t h a t  relevance cannot be general ized.  It i s  

s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c .  I n  t h e  Corn F l a k e s  example, one who had no 

elementary n u t r i t i o n a l  knowledge could not  have produced t h e  s o r t  of 

argument Johnson and Blair  i d e n t i f y  as n e c e s s a r y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  

i r re levance .  The authors  seem t o  assume t h a t  such knowledge is common 

knowledge, which it hopefully is f o r  t h e i r  audience. Given a more 

complex "everyday" i s s u e  such a s  f r e e  t r ade  the  c r i t i c a l  th inker  might 
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r e q u i r e  some knowledge of economics i n  order  t o  adequately argue the  

i r r e l e v a n c e  of  a premise. 

I n  the  examples of f a l l a c i e s  given i n  t h i s  t e x t ,  arguments are 

taken from recen t  news i s s u e s  or from simple content  l i k e  t h e  corn 

f l a k e s  example. Such material is p a r t  of  the  "common knowledge" of  

most co l l ege  and u n i v e r s i t y  s tudents .  Thus an  impression is c rea ted  

t h a t  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i s  a set of gener i c  s k i l l s  when i n  f a c t  

s p e c i f i c  knowledge i s  needed. 

2.23 b s t v  Conclusion & Probl-tic P r u  

The l ess  i m p o r t a n t  f a l l a c i e s  o f  " h a s t y  c o n c l u s i o n n  a n d  

" p r o b l e m a t i c  p r e m i s e n  a l s o  depend on s u b j e c t  knowledge. The 

c o n d i t i o n s  o f  " h a s t y  c o n c l u s i o n n  r e q u i r e  t h e  d e t e r m i n i n g  o f  

s u f f i c i e n c e  o f  evidence. Suf f i c i ence  of  evidence depends on t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t e x t ,  as p o i n t e d  o u t  by E n n i s  i n  h i s  p r a g m a t i c  

d imension.  A s  was a r g u e d  i n  chapter  1 ,  t h e  pragmatic dimension 

r e q u i r e s  s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c  knowledge. 

I n  t h e  case of  a t tempt ing t o  show t h a t  a premise is problematic, 

Johnson and Blair aasert3O 

... f o r  any p a r t i c u l a r  a rgument ,  u n l e s s  you can g ive  a 
s p e c i f i c  r e a s o n  r e l a t i n g  t o  s u b j e c t  matter and t h a t  
argument, your charge w i l l  amount t o  no more than a genera l  
accusat ion  which is problematic i n  i tself.  (my emphasis) 

Once again  s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c  knowledge is required .  

2.24 Faul tv  a 
A s  a f i n a l  example, a "speciesN of  i r r e l e v a n t  reason, " faul ty  

analogyn w i l l  be analyzed. This  example is intended t o  show t h a t  i n  a 



context which goes beyond the s o r t  of "common knowledge" examples 

c i t e d  i n  u c a l  Self Def-, the  knowledge of a  pa r t i cu l a r  f a l l acy  

is ne i ther  necessary nor s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  c r i t i c a l  thinking. example 

i s  taken from a controversy between John McPeck and Harvey Siegel.  

The controversy centres  on the  nature of thinking and whether it can 

be considered t o  be a  general o r  a  subject  spec i f i c  a c t i v i t y .  

John  McPeck a s s e r t s  " t h i n k i n g  i s  a l w a y s  t h i n k i n g  about  

something. H e  argues a s  f0 l l ows :3~  

I n  i s o l a t i o n  from a pa r t i cu l a r  subject  the phrase " c r i t i c a l  
thinkingw ne i ther  r e f e r s  t o  nor denotes any pa r t i cu l a r  s k i l l .  
It follows from t h i s  t h a t  i t  makes no sense t o  t a l k  about 
c r i t i c a l  thinking a s  a  d i s t i n c t  subject  and t h a t  i t  therefore  
cannot p rof i tab ly  be taught as such. 

Harvey Siegel responds t o  t h i s  argument using an analogy.33 

It is not the  case t h a t  the general  a c t i v i t y  of thinking "is 
l o g i c a l l y  connected t o  an  X n  any more t han  the  general 
a c t i v i t y  of cycling is  log i ca l l y  connected t o  any pa r t i cu l a r  
b i c y c l e . .  . . A s  we can teach cycling, so  c r i t i c a l  thinking 
might be taught. 

Johnson and B l a i r  s t a t e  t h e  condi t ions  of f au l ty  analogy a s  

follows: 34 

1. An analogy is offered i n  support of the  conclusion of an 
argument. 

2. The two things  a r e  not s imi la r  i n  the  respect  required t o  
support the conclusion. 

A s  with the other  f a l l a c i e s ,  the  mere l a b e l l i n g  of t h i s  f a l l acy  is 

in su f f i c i en t ;  one must argue t h a t  the two things being compared a r e  

not the  same. 

McPeck responds t o  S i e g e l f s  charge without r e f e r r i ng  t o  "faulty 



It seems t o  me t h a t  t h i s  analogy wi th  cycling f a l l s  wide of 
its mark fo r  one c ruc ia l  reason: ncyclingn does denote a 
spec i f i c  s k i l l ,  whereas nthinkingn does not. A l l  manner of 
th ings  can and do count as e f f ec t i ve  thinking, but not a l l  
manner of things can count a s  cycling... 

McPeckls argument t h a t  thinking is not l i k e  cycling i n  terms of being 

a teachable general s k i l l  depends on knowledge of cycling and of the  

concept of thinking. The student who has mastered Johnson and Blair 's 

f au l ty  analogy exercises ,  but who knows l i t t l e  about the concept of 

t h i n k i n g  ( i . e .  t h a t  i t  is polymorphous) would fai l  t o  argue t h a t  

Siege1 had committed the  f a l l acy  of f a u l t y  analogy. On the other  

hand, a student who had never heard of t h i s  pa r t i cu l a r  fa l lacy ,  but 

who had adequate knowledge of cycling and thinking, would l i k e l y  argue 

t h a t  there  a r e  weaknesses i n  Siegel ' s  argument. Thus, knowledge of 

t h i s  f a l l acy ,  a s  presented by Johnson and Bla i r ,  is ne i ther  necessary 

nor su f f i c i en t  t o  c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

2.25 mrv and: Informal_- 

For each f a l l acy ,  Johnson and B la i r  s t r e s s  t h e  importance o f  

arguing why a pa r t i cu l a r  f a l l acy  has been committed. I n  each case 

outl ined above, such argument has been shown t o  depend on background 

knowledge. The mere naming of the  f a l l acy  is of l i t t l e  importance, a s  

Johnson and B l a i r  r ead i ly  admit. Thus knowledge is again the s i l e n t  

and important par tner  i n  t h i s  conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking. 



2.3 22dzim~ and C o n c U o n s :  Lo@al Skills C o n c e ~ t i o n  

Logical s k i l l s  are a necessary, though not s u f f i c i e n t  condi t ion  

f o r  c r i t i c a l  thinking. The use of both formal l o g i c  and informal 

l o g i c  i n  c r i t i c a l  th inking depend upon presupposed sub jec t  s p e c i f i c  

knowledge. Both approaches tend t o  emphasize t h e  c r i t i c a l  th inker  i n  

t h e  r o l e  of  consumer of ideas .  I n  t h i s  way and i n  the  narrow focus  on 

everyday arguments, t h i s  concept of c r i t i c a l  th inking f a l l s  s h o r t  of 

t h e  s o r t  of i d e a l  aimed a t  by c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a s  a means o f  

educat ional  reform. If c r i t i c a l  th inking has value i n  education and 

educational  reform i t  must a p p l y  t o  t h e  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k e r ' s  own 

production of ideas  a s  well as h i s  consumption of  t h e  i d e a s  of o the r s ,  

and i t  must involve  more t h a n  t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  a n a l y s e  f l a w s  i n  

arguments i n  newspapers. 

The l i m i t a t i o n s  of the  s k i l l s  notion of  c r i t i c a l  th inking are 

exposed by Passmore's d iscuss ion of Max Black's C r i t i c a l  ~ h i n . k i n q . 3 ~  

We can s u b s t i t u t e  Johnson and B l a i r ' s  o r  Moore and Parkerst  t e x t s  i n  

place of Black's  i n  t h e  argument. 

Passmore asks  h i s  reader  t o  imagine a s tudent  who reads  t h e  t e x t  

on c r i t i c a l  thinking,  masters the  exerc i ses ,  be l i eves  everything the  

author says,  but does not apply any of the  s k i l l s .  Passmore argues 

t h a t  such a person cannot be s a i d  t o  have learned t o  be c r i t i c a l ,  any 

more than one who has merely mastered a d r iv ing  manual but never 

attempted t o  apply the  s k i l l s  can be s a i d  t o  have learned t o  dr ive .  

Another problem with t h e  s k i l l s  not ion of c r i t i c a l  th inking is  t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  s k i l l s  can be misused by %hamn c r i t i c a l  th inkers  o r  
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nsoph is t su ,  who might conceivably use fallacies t o  hide f laws i n  t h e i r  

own arguments. 37 

Thus, t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  component a l luded t o  by Moore and Parker 

i n  t h e i r  preface must be addressed. This is recognized by McPeck who 

a d d r e s s e s  f u r t h e r  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between knowledge and c r i t i c a l  

th inking i n  h i s  epistemological  conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking.  



CHAPTER 3 

De E ~ i s ~ c a l  C o m o n  of Cr- 

McPeck b e g i n s  h i s  a n a l y s i s  o f  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  w i t h  t h e  

a s s e r t i o n  "Thinking i s  always about something, some X. To th ink  

about nothing i s  a conceptual  imposs ib i l i ty .  The a d j e c t i v e  " c r i t i c a l n  

desc r ibes  how we th ink;  i t  does not  desc r ibe  what we th ink about. 

Therefore c r i t i c a l  th inking,  l i k e  th inking i n  genera l ,  must be appl ied  

t o  a  s p e c i f i c  sub jec t ,  X. 

3.1 . n 

McPeck d e f i n e s  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  n i n f o r m a l l y n  as . . . " t h e  

p ropens i ty  and s k i l l  t o  engage i n  a n  a c t i v i t y  w i t h  r e f l e c t i v e  

scepticism. n2 McPeck exp la ins  t h a t  " r e f l e c t i v e n  i n d i c a t e s  a q u a l i t y  

o r  l e v e l  of d e l i b e r a t i o n  such t h a t  t h e  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k e r  a p p e a r s  

capable of o f f e r i n g  a p laus ib le  a l t e r n a t i v e .  I n  most problem so lv ing  

s i t u a t i o n s ,  genera t ing  a  hypothesis  is t h e  ha rdes t  work states McPeck. 

This  shows t h e  l i m i t a t i o n  of  l o g i c ;  l o g i c  a lone  cannot genera te  an  

hypo t h e s i s .  3 

It is  q u e s t i o n a b l e  whether t h e  genera t ion  of  hypotheses falls 

wi th in  the  realm of c r i t i c a l  thinking,  It seems tha t  genera t ion  of an  

hypo t h e s i s  might  be a  c r e a t i v e  p r o c e s s  w h i l e  assessment of t h e  

hypothesis  might be a c r i t i c a l  process, Indeed, as Perkins states, 

c r i t i c a l  th inking and c r e a t i v e  th inking a r e  not e a s i l y  separated.4 

From a  phi losophica l  s tandpoint  t h e  two c a n ' t  be c l e a r l y  
separated.  The c r e a t i v e  th inker  has t o  be c r i t i c a l l y  aware 
because c r e a t i v e  th inking except  i n  the  s imples t  s i t u a t i o n s  



involves  the  genera t ion  and s i f t i n g  of p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and 
reworking them. That has t o  be a c r i t i c a l  process. 

This sugges ts  t h a t  no t  o n l y  i s  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i m p o s s i b l e  t o  

s e p a r a t e  from a s u b j e c t  X, as McPeck argues,  but  it is a l s o  d i f f i c u l t  

t o  sepa ra te  from other  kinds of th inking such a s  c r e a t i v e  thinking. 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c r i t i c a l  and c r e a t i v e  th inking is a l s o  

addressed i n  Passmore1s d i s p o s i t i o n a l  conception of c r i t i c a l  th inking,  

which is discussed i n  t h e  next chapter .  

McPeck s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  word r e f l e c t i v e  a l s o  impl ies  a jud ic ious  

use  of scept ic ism,  tempered by experience. The c r i t e r i o n  f o r  t h i s  

judic ious  s c e p t i c i s m  comes from t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  s u b j e c t  a r e a  i n  

quest ion.  But, as Siege1 argues, t h e r e  is a problem of c i r c u l a r i t y  

he re .5  The appropr ia t eness  of  scept ic ism is t o  be determined by 

c r i t e r i a  gathered from the  p a r t i c u l a r  s u b j e c t ,  according t o  McPeck. 

Yet s e l e c t i o n  of those very c r i t e r i a  r e q u i r e  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  cr i t ical  

thinking. Thus j u s t i f i e d  r e f l e c t i v e  s c e p t i c i s m  assumes c r i t i c a l  

thinking.  

3.2 De Root Mouon: " F o r m a l  n 

McPeck o f f e r s  a n f o r m a l n  d e f i n i t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  th inking a s  

fo l lows : 

Let X s tand f o r  any problem o r  a c t i v i t y  r equ i r ing  some mental 
e f f o r t .  
L e t  E s t and  f o r  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  evidence from t h e  p e r t i n e n t  
f i e l d  o r  problem area.  
Let P s tand f o r  some proposi t ion  o r  a c t i o n  wi th in  X. 

Then we can say  o f  a given s tuden t  (S) t h a t  he is a c r i t i c a l  
th inker  i n  area- X i f  S has t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  and s k i l l  t o  do X 



i n  such a way t h a t  E o r  some subset  of E is suspended a s  being 
su f f i c i en t  t o  e s t ab l i sh  the t r u t h  or v i a b i l i t y  of P. 

McPeckls de f in i t i on  does not build i n  success; c r i t i c a l  thinking 

can be both a task and an achievement. I n  t h i s  de f in i t i on ,  c r i t i c a l  

thinking is  not l imited t o  assess ing statements; methods, s t r a t e g i e s ,  

t e chn iques ,  and a c t i v i t i e s  can a l s o  be the  subject  o r  object  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking. McPeck a l so  recognizes t h a t  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  

a b i l i t y  is not su f f i c i en t ;  one must have a propensity o r  d i spos i t ion  

t o  think c r i t i c a l l y ;  however, McPeck o f f e r s  l i t t l e  e laborat ion on the 

nature of t h i s  disposi t ion.  

3.3 - a l A D D r o a c h  

McPeck argues, s ince c r i t i c a l  thinking is always about X, it is 

int imately  connected with various f i e l d s  of knowledge. A necessary 

condit ion f o r  education is t o  understand the  nature of good reasons 

f o r  various be l ie f s .  A minimal condition f o r  unders tanding  good 

reasons is t o  understand the  specia l ized or  technical  language of the  

pa r t i cu l a r  f i e l d .  Thus, argues McPeck, semantic c o n t e n t  i s  more 

important than syn tac t ic  ( l og i ca l )  content.7 McPeckls argument shows 

t h a t  the  important aspects  of E n n i s l  l og i ca l  dimension, understanding 

the  meaning of basic  terms i n  the  f i e l d  and knowing the  implications 

of a statement a r e  not log ica l ,  but conceptual i n  nature. 

Harvey Siege1 is c r i t i c a l  of t h i s  position. He argues t h a t  not 

a l l  r ea sons  are expressed i n  specialized and technical  language ; 8 

however, i t  is not c l ea r  whether he i s  r e f e r r i n g  t o  r e a s o n s  i n  

Neverydayn s i t u a t i o n s  o r  i n  e d u c a t i o n a l  s i t u a t i o n s .  We might 
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reasonably expect education t o  involve the  int roduct ion of specia l ized 

technical  languages of the  d i s c ip l i ne s  o r  f i e l d s  of knowledge. Thus 

Siegel ' s  point  appears v a l i d  on ly  i f  one a c c e p t s  t h e  t r u n c a t e d  

consumer educa t ion  approach t o  c r i t i c a l  thinking out l ined i n  the  

previous chapter. 

3 .4  Critical E- 

McPeck argues t h a t  c r i t i c a l  thinking is a necessary condit ion of 

educa t ion .9  Educat ion i n v o l v e s  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  knowledge. 

Knowledge, a s  opposed t o  opinion,  i n v o l v e s  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  

be l ie f .  The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  process has two dimensions. F i r s t ,  one has 

t o ,  assess  the verac i ty  of the  evidence. Second, one must judge 

whether t h e  new b e l i e f  t o g e t h e r  with its supporting evidence is 

compatible with one's ex i s t i ng  be l ie f  system. If the new be l i e f ,  

t o g e t h e r  wi th  i ts  supporting evidence is not compatible with the  

ex i s t i ng  be l ie f  system, some adjustment may be required,  e i t h e r  t o  the  

new be l i e f ,  or  t o  the  ex i s t i ng  be l ie f  system. This is a process of 

taking ownership of knowledge a s  opposed t o  the  mere r o t e  acquis i t ion  

of facts .  J u s t i f i c a t i o n  involves a temporary suspension of be l i e f ,  

thus c r i t i c a l  thinking is  a necessary condit ion of acquiring knowledge 

and therefore  is a necessary condit ion of education. 

3.5 a!aIu@- 

McPeck b r i n g s  knowledge, t h e  s i l e n t  partner of the  previous 

conceptions, out i n t o  t h e  open. He e s t a b l i s h e s  some impor tan t  
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connections between c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g ,  knowledge, and e d u c a t i o n .  

According t o  t h i s  conception, c r i t i c a l  th inking makes t h e  important 

d i f f e r e n c e  between r o t e  memorizat ion and t r u e  a c q u i s i t i o n  o f  

knowledge. 

A major problem with McPeck9s a n a l y s i s  is t h e  l a c k  of d e t a i l  with 

regard t o  the  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  aspect  of c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g .  McPeck 

argues t h a t  c r i t i c a l  th inking is a necessary condi t ion  of knowledge, 

and t h a t  knowledge is a necessary condi t ion  of c r i t i c a l  thinking.10 

The apparent c i r c u l a r i t y  of t h i s  argument might  be e x p l a i n e d  by 

viewing t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between c r i t i c a l  th inking and knowledge as a 

s p i r a l ,  r a t h e r  than a c i r c l e .  I n  t h i s  way, knowledge and c r i t i c a l  

th inking can be seen i n  a mutual r e l a t i o n s h i p  where each inc reases  by 

degree such t h a t  a minimal a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge permits  a minimal 

l e v e l  of c r i t i c a l  th inking a b i l i t y  which i n  t u r n  permits  g r e a t e r  

a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge and s o  on. 

McPeck recommends t h a t  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  b e g i n  only at  t h e  

secondary 1 eve1 of schooling a s  elementary schools  are a l ready  busy 

enough with t h e  bas ic  s k i l l s . l l  Is McPeck t h e r e f o r e  assuming t h a t  a 

precondit ion of knowledge and c r i t i c a l  th inking is  severa l  yea r s  of 

mere i n c u l c a t i o n  of  f a c t s  and s k i l l s ?  Clearly t h e  bottom of the  

s p i r a l  must be based on t h e  i n c u l c a t i o n  of some very bas ic  facts and 

s k i l l s ,  but t o  suggest t h a t  t h i s  foundation is made of t h e  e n t i r e  

seven years  of elementary schooling seems t o  ignore t h e  importance of 

t h e  development of the  c r i t i c a l  d i spos i t ion .  Can we reasonably expect 

a s tudent  t o  accept  unquestioningly everything presented t o  him i n  
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elementary school and then t o  suddenly acquire a c r i t i c a l  d i spos i t ion  

i n  secondary school? 

The major weakness of McPeckls concept ion  is h i s  l a c k  of 

e laborat ion on the nature of the c r i t i c a l  thinking disposit ion.  H e  

r u l e s  out Passmore1s notion of a c r i t i c a l  d i spos i t ion  a s  a character 

trait on the grounds t h a t  character t r a i t  nconnotes something more o r  

l e s s  immutable i n  onels  personali ty.  n12 Perhaps it is t h i s  assumption 

tha t  schools can have no influence over the development of c e r t a i n  

t r a i t s  t h a t  is a t  the root  of the  al leged problem of students who lack 

c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a b i l i t y .  Three d i s p o s i t i o n a l  concep t ions  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking a r e  analysed i n  the  next chapter. 



CHAPTER 4 

me Di- C o n c e ~ t i o n s  of Critical- 

Three r e l a t e d  conceptions of  c r i t i c a l  th inking a r e  analysed here. 

Each stresses t h e  development of c e r t a i n  cha rac te r  traits. Hare's 

concept of open-mindedness concentra tes  s o l e l y  on the  development of a 

p a r t i c u l a r  d i spos i t ion .  John Passmore ' s no t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  thinking,  

l i k e  McPeckls, l i n k s  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  w i t h  l e a r n i n g  f o r m a l  

d i s c i p l i n e s ,  however Passmore stresses t h e  not ion  of being c r i t i c a l  a s  

a charac te r  trait. Richard Paul ' s  s t rong  sense  of  c r i t i c a l  th ink ing  

emphasizes t h e  development of s p e c i f i c  cha rac te r  traits along wi th  the  

development of informal l o g i c  s k i l l s .  

Open-mindedness is not  intended by Hare t o  be considered as a 

conception of c r i t i c a l  th inking,  however t h e r e  are notable  conceptual  

over laps  between open-mindedness and c r i t i c a l  thinking,  a s  observed by 

S o l t i s  : 1 

I th ink teaching people t h e  a t t i t u d e  of open-mindedness w i l l  
do more t o  f o s t e r  c r i t i c a l  th inking than any o f  t h e  more 
d i r e c t  approaches. 

4.11 De  Root Notion of O~en-rnindedness 

A person who is open-minded is disposed t o  r e v i s e  o r  
r e j e c t  t h e  p o s i t i o n  he holds i f  sound ob jec t ions  are brought 
a g a i n s t  i t ,  o r ,  i n  the  s i t u a t i o n  i n  which the  person p resen t ly  
has  no opinion on some i s sue ,  he is disposed t o  make up h i s  
mind i n  the  l i g h t  of a v a i l a b l e  e v i d e n c e  and argument as 
ob jec t ive ly  and i m p a r t i a l l y  as possible.  

Open-mindedness thus desc r ibes  a person's  thinking. Success i s  

n o t  b u i l t  i n t o  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n ;  a person may have an open-minded 



a t t i t u d e  towards h i s  posi t ion and still f a i l  t o  f ind any object ions  t o  

i t .  The a t t i t u d e  of open-mindedness may be applied t o  a s ing le  

subject  o r  t o  a broad range of subjects .  

The term is necessar i ly  broad i n  its range of application.  We 

cannot say exactly when a person w i l l  display open-mindedness by 

rev is ing  h i s  views any more than w e  can say when a person with a sense 

of humour w i l l  laugh, explains Hare.3 This is because of the  nature 

of character traits. A trait describes4 

the s o r t s  of ways (not precise  mandatory ways but an open 
ended range of ways) i n  which people frequently (but not 
always and necessar i ly)  behave i n  ce r t a in  s o r t s  (not precisely  
spec i f ied)  of circumstances. 

4.12 Q D e n m  - 
Hare argues t h a t  according t o  Peters1 concept of education, the  

educated person is t rying t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between the  t rue  and the  

f a l s e  and c a r e s  about  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e . 5  Open-mindedness is a 

necessary condit ion of having concern f o r  the  t r u t h  and is therefore  a 

necessary condit ion of education. 

Open-mindedness, a s s e r t s  Hare, is an appropriate a t t i t u d e  t o  

knowledge claims i n  t ha t  possession of t h i s  a t t i t u d e  involves  t h e  

recognit ion t h a t  knowledge claims a r e  revisable  i n  l i g h t  of counter 

evidence or counter argument.6 There is no log i ca l  reason, according 

t o  Hare, why such an a t t i t u d e  could no t  be t r a n s f e r a b l e  a c r o s s  

subjects.  There may, however, be reasons which prevent t h i s ,  such as 

r e l i g ious  indoctr inat ion.  

Open-mindedness is seen a s  being a necessary but not a su f f i c i en t  

condit ion of education. One must know X before being open-minded 
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about x.7: Note again ,  t h e  apparent  c i r c u l a r i t y ,  as with McPeckls 

argument. A s  is the  case with c r i t i c a l  th inking,  open-mindedness i s  a 

necessary cond i t ion  f o r  a s sess ing  t h e  t r u t h  of  knowledge claims. A t  

t he  same time knowledge i s  a necessary condi t ion  fop open-mindedness. 

Because open-mindedness is a necessary cond i t ion  of  c a r i n g  about t h e  

t r u t h ,  i t  is  a l s o  a necessary condi t ion  of  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  

4.13 3mmwv and Conclusions: O ~ e n  - n&&&uga 

Open-mindednes~ seems t o  f i l l  i n  the  d i s p o s i t i o n a l  gap i n  McPeckls 

epistemological  conception of  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  It is a necessary,  

but not  s u f f i c i e n t  condi t ion  of  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  Open-mindedness 

involves  t h e  d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  r e v i s e  o r  reject o n e l s  p o s i t i o n  i f  sound 

ob jec t ions  are r a i s e d .  The soundness of  those ob jec t ions  must be 

assessed,  which involves  t h e  s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c  s k i l l  a spec t  of McPeckrs 

conception of  c r i t i c a l  thinking.  

Thus c r i t i c a l  th inking appears t o  have a double-barreled na tu re  

c o n s i s t i n g  of  a cogn i t ive  a spec t  which i s  l a r g e l y  s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c ,  

and a d i s p o s i t i o n a l  a spec t  which is s u b j e c t  neu t ra l .  Passmore1 s 

c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  conception r e f l e c t s  t h i s  double-barreled n a t u r e  o f  

c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

4.2 ne C r i t i c a l  S ~ i r s  

According t o  Passmore, l e a r n i n g  t o  be c r i t i c a l  is not  merely a 

matter of acqu i r ing  c e r t a i n  h a b i t s  o r  s k i l l s .  When we desc r ibe  a 
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person a s  c r i t i c a l ,  a s s e r t s  Passmore, w e  say something about t h a t  

person's nature. 

4.21 TBe Root Nottag 

Passmore d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  between c r i t i c a l  s k i l l s  and the  c r i t i c a l  

s p i r i t .  Teachers and coaches employ c r i t i c a l  s k i l l s  i n  a s s e s s i n g  

t h e i r  s tudentsf  performances i n  terms of ce r t a in  standards or  norms. 

The c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  involves more than  c r i t i c a l  s k i l l s ;  one who 

possesses the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  is prepared t o  c a l l  i n t o  question those 

standards o r  norms by which performance is  assessed and t o  question 

t h e  va lue  of t h e  performance i tself,  a s  opposed t o  t he  l eve l  of 

achievement of t ha t  performance. The s k i l l s  of the c r i t i c a l  th inker ,  

l i k e  the s k i l l s  of a judge, can be used o r  misused. The c r i t i c a l  

s p i r i t ,  l i k e  the pr inc ip le  of j u s t i ce ,  cannot be used o r  misused. The 

educator is thus concerned with engendering the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  i n  h i s  

students.  

4.22 C r i t i c a l  T h m  and Education 

Passmore  v i e w s  c r i t i c a l  thought  a s  a neces sa ry ,  bu t  no t  

s u f f i c i e n t ,  c o n d i t i o n  of educa t ion .9  The educated man must be 

independent, and c r i t i c a l ,  but he must a l so  be i n i t i a t e d  i n t o  the 

d i s c ip l i ne s  o r  g r ea t  t rad i t ions .  C r i t i c a l  thinking is not a subject ,  

but may be pursued a s  par t  of any subject  or d i sc ip l ine .  A s  is the  

case with Hare's notion of open-mindedness, it i s  log i ca l l y  possible 
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t h a t  the  c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  may t r a n s f e r  ac ross  s u b j e c t s ,  bu t  t h i s  

remains t o  be empir ica l ly  proven. 

Passmore uses  t h e  term " c r i t i c 0  c r e a t i v e  thoughtw because t h e  word 

c r i t i c a l  a l o n e  may suggest t h e  mere th inking up of  object ions.10 

C r i t i c o  c r e a t i v e  thought i n  t h e  great t r a d i t i o n s  ( d i s c i p l i n e s )  amounts 

to..  . "a s i n g l e  form of th inking where imagination is con t ro l l ed  by 

c r i t i c i s m s  and c r i t i c i s m s  are transformed t o  new ways of looking a t  

things."l l  This is similar t o  Perkins'  observation t h a t  crit ical and 

c r e a t i v e  th inking are d i f f i c u l t  t o  separa te .  

Passmore sees t h e  t eacher ' s  main job a s  helping t h e  c h i l d  t o  

acqu i re  a s k i l l .  l  By w s k i l l " ,  Passmore means a b i l i t y  t o  c r i t i c i s e  o r  

a p p l y - r u l e s  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  which are not  wholly p red ic tab le  i n  advance. 

For example, Passmore d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  between t h e  s tudent  who has been 

d r i i l e d  t o  t r a n s l a t e  "mercin t o  "thank youw and the  s k i l l e d  t r a n s l a t o r  

who may use nthanksw o r  "taw i n s t e a d  of "thank youn depending on t h e  

c o n t e x t  o r  s i t u a t i o n .  The s t u d e n t  h a s  been d r i l l e d  t o  react 

automat ica l ly  without thinking,  t o  t h e  nsensat ionn of  hearing "merciW; 

the  s k i l l e d  t r a n s l a t o r  has been taught t o  r e a c t  with thought and care.  

Thus t h e  concern once again is with t r u e  a c q u i s i t i o n  and a p p l i c a t i o n  

of knowledge a s  opposed t o  r o t e  learning.  

Passmore a d v i s e s  t h a t  t h i s  s o r t  o f  s k i l l  l e a r n i n g  i s  b e s t  

accomplished by s u b s t i t u t i n g  problems f o r  exerc i ses  and d r i l l s  a s  

e a r l y  as poss ib le ,  and by developing i n  t h e  classroom an enthusiasm 

f o r  the  g ive  and take  of c r i t i c a l  discussion.  Passmore a s s e r t s ,  t h e  

teacher  who has not  puzzled h i s  s tuden t s  has f a i l e d  t o  educate them.13 



4.23 -om: Cr- 

Passmore, l i k e  Hare, sees  a pa r t i cu l a r  a t t i t u d e  a s  a necessary 

c o n d i t i o n  of  educa t ion .  The educated person  no t  only has the  

knowledge of the various d i sc ip l ines ,  but approaches those d i s c ip l i ne s  

wi th  a c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t .  Because the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  may involve 

q u e s t i o n i n g  norms, s t a n d a r d s  and v a l u e s ,  o p p o s i t i o n  may be 

encountered.  Thus t h e  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k e r  must pos se s s  c e r t a i n  

a t t i t u d i n a l  v i r t ue s ,  including i n i t i a t i v e ,  independence, courage, and 

imagination. l 4  Richard Paul o f f e r s  a more e laborate  breakdown of the  

s o r t s  of v i r t ue s  associated with c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

4 - 3  Strong Sense C r i t i c a l  Thinkinn 

Paul d i s t i n g u i s h e s  between a weak and a s t rong conception of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking.l5 C r i t i c a l  thinking i n  t he  weak sense cons i s t s  of 

a list of s k i l l s .  Such s k i l l s ,  a s  Passmore has noted, can be misused. 

P a u l ' s  s t r o n g  s e n s e  of c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i n c l u d e s  s k i l l s  and 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  v i r tues .  Paul s t a t e s  ". . . the  strong sense ought t o  be 

our guide f o r  understanding not only the  nature of the  educated person 

but a s o  f o r  redesigning the  curriculumw. l 

4 . 1  n e  Root Notion of Paul 's  Stronn Conce~t ion  

According t o  Paul an educated person possesses three  q ~ a l i t i e s : ~ 7  

1. Fairminded independence of thought. 

2. Genuine moral i n t eg r i t y .  



3. Responsible c i t i z e n s h i p .  

These q u a l i t i e s  are t h e  aims of teaching which f o s t e r s  t h e  development 

of i n t e l l e c t u a V m o r a l  v i r t u e s  o r  traits. Paul appears t o  b e l i e v e  

t h a t  these  q u a l i t i e s  are s u f f i c i e n t  i n  terms of desc r ib ing  an  educated 

person, which l e a d s  t o  some problems wi th  his not ion  of  redes igning 

t h e  curriculum. These problems are addressed below i n  s e c t i o n  4.32. 

Paul i d e n t i f i e s  seven i n t e r r e l a t e d  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v i r tues .18  

1. I n t e l l e c t u a l  humil i ty :  r ecogn i t ion  of  t h e  limits of 
one ' s  own knowledge, s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  b i a s ,  pre judice .  

2. I n t e l l e c t u a l  c o u r a g e  : w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  face  and deal  
f a i r l y  wi th  opposing ideas .  

3. I n t e l l e c t u a l  empathy: w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  place onesel f  i n  
another  p e r s o n t  s p l a c e  i n  o r d e r  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  
person1 s posi t ion .  

4. I n t e l l e c t u a l  good f a i t h :  i n t e g r i t y .  

5. I n t e l l e c t u a l  p e r s e v e r a n c e :  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p u r s u e  
" r a t i o n a l  i n q u i r y n  i n  s p i t e  of  obs tac les .  

6. F a i r m i n d e d n e s s  : w i l l  i ngness  t o  treat a l l  viewpoints 
without pre judice .  

7: F a i t h  i n  r e a s o n :  c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  and 
mankind's b e s t  i n t e r e s t  is served by reason. 

The v i r t u e s  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d  i n  t h e  fol lowing way: t o  develop 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  h u m i l i t y  r e q u i r e s  h a v i n g  c o u r a g e  t o  f a c e  o n e t s  

pre judices .  This  r e q u i r e s  empathy with opposing viewpoints which i n  

t u r n  o f t e n  r e q u i r e s  perseverance. The e f f o r t  is j u s t i f i e d  by f a i t h  i n  

reason and by fairmindedness. Throughout t h e  process one must be 

aware of  i n t e g r i t y . l g  This i n  t u r n  r e q u i r e s  t h e  r ecogn i t ion  t h a t  one 

h a s  a  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  g i v e  f a i r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  t o  o p p o s i n g  

viewpoints,  br inging one back f u l l  c i r c l e ,  t o  i n t e l l e c t u a l  humili ty 
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again. Thus the development of any one of the  v i r t ue s  necessar i ly  

involves the  development of the  others.  

4.32 Criticisms of Tr- Curricula 

Paul advocates redesigning the  school curriculum i n  order t h a t  the  

development of the  above v i r t ue s  can be fostered. He is c r i t i c a l  of 

t r ad i t i ona l  c u r r i c u l a  f o r  be ing  "h igh ly  compartmental izedn wi th  

teach ing  committed t o  "speed learningn r e su l t i ng  i n  nsuper f ic ia l ly  

absorbed content ", and n in t e l l ec tua l  arrogance. n20 Paul a l s o  r e f e r s  

t o  the problem a s  "r ight  answer inculcat ionn the  r e s u l t  of "being to ld  

and coming t o  expect t o  be to ld  what t o  believen and "being to ld  and 

coming t o  expect t o  be to ld  what t o  do.n21 

Generally, Paul appears t o  be concerned t h a t  r o t e  l e a r n i n g  is  

passing a s  knowledge. He c i t e s  Bloom's taxonomy, which character izes  

knowledge as mere r e c a l l  of fac t s .  According t o  the  hierarchy of t h i s  

taxonomy, knowledge presupposes understanding, analysis ,  synthesis ,  

and eva lua t ion .  But ,  a s  Paul a rgues ,  b e l i e f s  wi thout  r ea son ,  

judgement, and understanding behind them are mere prejudices,  not 

knowledge. Knowledge i s  not  d a t a  t o  be d i s t r i b u t e d ;  i t  i s  a n  

achievement constructed by the  learner.22 The s imi l a r i t y  of t h i s  

view with McPeckls notion of taking ownership of knowledge, and 

Passmore's notion of knowledge a s  s k i l l  is noteworthy. Paul a s s e r t s  

t h a t  the achievement of knowledge presupposes minimal comprehension, 

appl icat ion,  analysis ,  synthesis  and evaluation. 23 The incorrect  view 



43 

of knowledge a s  d i s t r i bu t ab l e  da ta  i s  a t  the  root  of the problems of 

r i g h t  answer inculcat ion and supe r f i c i a l  learning.  

The problems associated with Paul's i n su f f i c i en t  character izat ion 

o f  t h e  e d u c a t e d  man a r i s e  w i t h  h i s  c r i t i c i s m s  of t h e  

compartmentalization of school curr icula .  Paul sees  teaching f o r  the  

i n t e l l e c t u a l  v i r t ue s  a s  a way of " integrat ingN the  curriculum.24 Such 

in tegra t ion  is necessary because "... the  moral, soc i a l ,  and p o l i t i c a l  

i s sues  we face i n  everyday l i f e  a r e  increasingly complex. n25 Teaching 

f o r  the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  v i r t ue s  involves  making "our own minds and 

experiences . . . t he  subjects  of our study and learning.  n26 

Students are t o  analyse experiences, t h e i r  own and o thers1 ,  with 

the  following th ree  questions. 

1. What a r e  the  raw f a c t s ,  the  most neutra l  descr ipt ion of 
the s i t ua t i on?  

2. What i n t e r e s t s ,  a t t i t u d e s ,  des i res ,  o r  concerns am I 
bringing t o  the s i t ua t i on?  

3. How am I conceptualizing or i n t e rp re t i ng  the  s i t u a t i o n  i n  
the  l i g h t  of ray own point of view? How e l s e  might it be 
in te rpre ted?  

Paul advises giving s tudents  a l a rge  range of tasks  requir ing such 

a n a l y s i s .  S t u d e n t s  a r e  t o  have o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  a rgue  among 

themselves about t h e i r  in te rpre ta t ions .  Each student is t o  amass a 

catalogue of such analysed experiences which w i l l  form the foundation 

f o r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  character  t r a i t s . 28  

Two problems center  on Paul's use of the  words "experience" and 

" integrat ionN.  Paul obviously believes t h a t  education should involve 

t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of knowledge, a s  is indicated i n  h i s  comments on 
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Bloom's taxonomy. Given t h i s ,  h i s  s t a t e m e n t  "our minds  and  

experiences become the subject  matter. . . seems too strong. Perhaps 

by "exper iencen  Paul means e n s u r i n g  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  t a k e  a c t u a l  

ownership of knowledge. 

Assuming Paul is committed t o  e d u c a t i o n  a s  a c q u i s i t i o n  of  

knowledge, there  i s  a l s o  a  problem with his notion of in tegrat ion.  

Paul Hirst has argued t h a t  there  a r e  seven log i ca l l y  d i s t i n c t  forms of 

knowledge, each with its own language and rules.29 While philosophers 

d i f f e r  with Hirst a s  t o  d e t a i l s ,  i n  order t o  prove t h e  c a s e  f o r  

in tegra t ion  of knowledge one must show how a l l  types of knowledge can 

be reduced t o  the knowledge of one language and one set of rules .  

P r e s e n t l y ,  no such u n i f y i n g  p r i n c i p l e  has  been d i s cove red  o r  

a r t i ~ u l a t e d . 3 ~  

School subjects  need not and do not mirror the forms. Science is 

a  form of knowledge. Physics, chemistry and biology a r e  sub jec t s  

within t h a t  form. It is log i ca l l y  possible t o  in tegra te  such subjects  

precisely  because they a r e  derived from the same form of knowledge. 

Social  Studies is an in t e rd i s c ip l i na ry  f i e l d ,  drawing from more than 

one form of knowledge, including h i s to ry ,  science,  and mora l i ty .  

In te rd i sc ip l inary  f i e l d s  involve re la t ionsh ips  between d i f f e r en t  forms 

of knowledge. 

Hirst acknowledges : 3 

Perhaps t h e  most persuas ive  case against  t r ad i t i ona l  
subjects  comes from t h e i r  l a ck  of e x p l i c i t  a t t en t ion  t o  the  
immediate p r ac t i ca l  and moral problems a l l  pupi ls  do and w i l l  
face. 
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Hirs t ' s  example is similar t o  Paul's r a t i ona l e  f o r  in tegra t ion .  

Hirst argues, moral and soc i a l  i s sues  of ten  require  knowledge from 

s e v e r a l  d i f f e r e n t  forms. This  s u g g e s t s  a  need t o  e m p h a s i z e  

re la t ionsh ips  between d i f f e r en t  forms, whereas t r ad i t i ona l  cur r icu la  

of ten emphasize differences.  T h i s  does not necess i ta te  a  new non- 

subject  curriculum3*. For example moral education could be introduced 

a s  a  subject  which presupposes learning from other  subjects ,  i n  the  

way t h a t  physics presupposes learning from mathematics. O r ,  it could 

be introduced a s  a  subject  whose object ives  include knowledge from 

more than one form as i n  the  case of soc i a l  s tudies .  

Paul's c r i t i c i sm of compartmentalization may well be accurate  i n  

t h e  fo l lowing  sense: ,we may be doing too l i t t l e  t o  ensure t h a t  ' 

s tudents  understand the i n t e r r e l a t i onsh ips  between d i f f e r en t  forms of 

knowledge and d i f f e r en t  subjects.  However, curriculum in tegra t ion  is 

not a  l og i ca l l y  viable  so lu t ion  t o  t h i s  problem. 

4.33 SummanmuuUZandusions : S t r o m  Sense Conce~tipO 

Paul has s t ressed  the  important re la t ionsh ips  between c r i t i c a l  

thinking, the  concept of knowledge, and education. He has emphasized 

the  v i r t ue s  necessary f o r  the acquis i t ion  of a  ce r t a in  qua l i ty  of 

knowledge. His character izat ion of the  educated man is in su f f i c i en t  

i n  the sense t h a t  he ignores the necessity f o r  a  breadth and depth of 

knowledge,  i n v o l v i n g  i n i t i a . t i o n  i n t o  t h e  recognized  forms of  

knowledge o r  d i sc ip l ines .  A s  Passmore observes ,  many n i n e t e e n t h  

century rad ica l  workmen possessed the  q u a l i t i e s  of being independent, 
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c r i t i c a l ,  and capab le  of s o l v i n g  problems, bu t  t hey  were no t  

educated.33 There is more t o  being educated than becoming c r i t i c a l ,  

thus cur r icu la  must be designed and redesigned acco rd ing  t o  more 

c r i t e r i a  than those which aim a t  developing c r i t i c a l  thinking. Such 

c r i t e r i a  must a l s o  include reference t o  the development of knowledge 

i n  breadth and depth. 

4.4 -v and C-ns: Digposit- Conc- 

I n  each of the  above three  conceptions, the necessity of a c e r t a i n  

a t t i t u d e  o r  t r a i t  accompanying t h e  acquis i t ion  of knowledge was 

emphasized. The concern with reasons t o  back up knowledge claims 

appears t o  be a common concern of the  various conceptions of c r i t i c a l  

thinking analysed so f a r .  It is a l so  c l ea r  t h a t  c r i t i c a l  thinking is 

a d o u b l e - b a r r e l e d  concept ,  c o n s i s t i n g  of a c o g n i t i v e  and an  

a t t i t u d i n a l  component. Siege1 recognizes this aspect of c r i t i c a l  

thinking i n  h i s  r a t i o n a l i t y  conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking, which is 

discussed i n  the  next chapter. 



CHAPTER 5 

The Rat ional i tv  C o n c u  of C r i t u  Th- 

5.1 Tbe Root No- ' 

Siegel defines a c r i t i c a l  thinker as one who is nappropriately 

moved by r e a s o n s . ~ ~  Since a r a t i ona l  thinker believes and a c t s  on the  

bas i s  of reasons, there  must be a c lose  conceptual connection between 

c r i t i c a l  thinking and ra t iona l  thinking, argues Siegel. He concludes 

t ha t  c r i t i c a l  thinking is best  conceived of a s  the educational cognate 

of ra t iona l  thinking. 2 

There a r e  two problems with t h i s  def in i t ion ;  it is i n  one sense 

too broad, and i n  another sense too narrow. It is too narrow i n  the  

sense tha t  i t  implies t h a t  c r i t i c a l  thinking e x i s t s  a s  an achievement 

term only. Clearly, it is the achievement sense of c r i t i c a l  thinking 

t h a t  we wish t o  aim f o r  i n  education. But w e  must a l s o  recognize the  

pos s ib i l i t y  of a person engaging i n  the task of c r i t i c a l  thinking 

without being successful ,  t h a t  is, without being appropriately moved 

by reasons. For example a person may s t ruggle  f o r  a long time while 

developing a theory. Do w e  wait u n t i l  the  theory is proven before 

judging whether o r  not t ha t  person has engaged i n  c r i t i c a l  thinking? 

What i f  the  theory is subsequently disproven? Do we then say t h a t  the  

person had never engaged i n  c r i t i c a l  thinking? C l e a r l y  c r i t i c a l  

thinking, l i k e  thinking i n  general ,  must e x i s t  i n  both a t a sk  and an 

achievement sense. While t h e  primary concern f o r  educa t ion  i s  

c r i t i c a l  thinking i n  the  achievement sense, our de f in i t i on  of the  term 
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must acknowledge the pos s ib i l i t y  of c r i t i c a l  thinking i n  t he  t a s k  

sense. 

S i ege l l s  de f in i t i on  is too broad i n  the  sense t ha t  he claims t h a t  

c r i t i c a l  thinking is the educational cognate of r a t i ona l  thinking. 

While there  is a connection between c r i t i c a l  thinking and r a t i o n a l i t y ,  

given tha t  both have t o  do with reasons, the connection is not a s  

s t rong a s  Siegel claims i t  is. The a i m  of c r i t i c a l  thinking may be t o  

a r r i v e  a t  the  most r a t i ona l  decision poss ib le  i n  a g iven  set o f  

circumstances, however, not all r a t i ona l  decis ions  require  c r i t i c a l  

thinking. Indeed we might question the r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  a person  

pondering too long i n  c r i t i c a l  thought over a r e l a t i ve ly  rout ine ,  ye t  

r a t i o n a l  decision,  o r  over a decision which has t o  be made quickly 

during an emergency. In  rout ine  or  emergency s i t ua t i ons ,  a person may 

indeed be "appropriately moved by reasonsR without doing any c r i t i c a l  

thinking. C r i t i c a l  thinking is  thus best  conceived of a s  a component 

o r  subset of r a t i ona l i t y .  A s  McPeck s t a t e s ,  "... t o  argue a s  Siegel 

does, t h a t  r a t i o n a l i t y  is co-extensive with C.T. [ c r i t i c a l  thinking] 

not only f l i e s  i n  the  face of ordinary language, but i t  leaves  one t o  

defend t h e  view t h a t  brushing onels  t e e th  is a instance of C.T. 

[ c r i t i c a l  thinking]. "3 

S i e g e l  a n a l y s e s  c r i t i c a l  thinking i n t o  two components, reason 

assessment, and the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t .  
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According t o  Siegel there  a r e  two kinds of p r inc ip les  of reason 

assessment :  s u b j e c t  s p e c i f i c  and subject  neutral .  Thus Siegel 

recognizes the value of both subject  neutra l  l og i ca l  s k i l l s  (formal 

and informal) and what McPeck r e f e r s  t o  a s  subject  spec i f i c  s k i l l s  of 

h i s  epistemological approach. Siegel claims t h a t  there  is no 

reason for  regarding e i t h e r  of these a s  more basic  o r  i r re levant .5  

But Siegel j u s t i f i e s  c r i t i c a l  thinking by appealing t o  R.S. Pe te rs f  

concept of education a s  i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  the  various forms of knowledge 

or  d i sc ip l ines .  p lausible  account suggests t h a t  a person l ea rns  

t h e  proper  assessment  of r e a s o n s  by be ing  i n i t i a t e d  i n t o  t h e  

t r ad i t i ons  i n  which reasons play a role.  Education, on this view, 

amoun t s  t o  t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  o f  t h e  s t u d e n t  i n t o  t h e  c e n t r a l  

t r a d i t i o n s .  u6 Given the  s e t t i n g  of c r i t i c a l  thinking within t h i s  

concept of education a s  i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  the cen t r a l  t r ad i t i ons ,  it 

would seem tha t  subject  spec i f ic  p r inc ip les  have f a r  more s ignif icance 

than subject  neutra l  pr inciples .  

Siegel ' s  notion of the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  amounts t o  a ce r t a in  kind 

of character.7 One who possesses the  c r i t i c a l  s p i r i t  is incl ined t o  

seek reasons, t o  base judgments upon reasons, t o  r e j e c t  p a r t i a l i t y  and 

a r b i t r a r i n e s s  and is committed t o  object ive  evaluation. Such a person 

values ce r t a in  v i r t ue s  such a s  i n t e l l e c t u a l  hones ty ,  j u s t i c e  t o  

evidence, ob j ec t i v i t y  and impar t ia l i ty  and has a commitment t o  love 

of reason. These traits a re  general ,  not subject  spec i f ic .  Thus 

S i e g e l f s  conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking r e f l e c t s  the  double-barrelled 
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nature of the concept, including both a cognit ive and a d i spos i t iona l  

component. 

5.3 Critical T h i W  a s  a RemlaUve Ed- 

Siegel argues t h a t  c r i t i c a l  thinking should be a regulat ive  i dea l ,  

"used a s  a bas i s  by which t o  judge the  d e s i r a b i l i t y  and j u s t i f i a b i l i t y  

of various fea tures  of or proposals f o r  the  educational enterprise."8 

He o f f e r s  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a s  a r e g u l a t i v e  

e d u c a t i o n a l  i d e a l ,  recogniz ing  t h a t  the  assumption t h a t  c r i t i c a l  

thinking is valuable presupposes assumptions about education and the  

nature of the educated person. 

S i e g e l t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is i n  four  par ts .  The first pa r t  deals  

with respect  f o r  persons. Siegel argues t h a t  a s  teachers we a r e  

morally obligated t o  respect  our students a s  persons.9 This involves 

r ecogn iz ing  t h e i r  demands f o r  r ea sons .  Thus t e a c h i n g  which  

recognizes the  pr inc ip le  of respect  f o r  persons i s  l i k e  teaching which 

is intended t o  f o s t e r  c r i t i c a l  thinking. This, however, i s  not a 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of c r i t i c a l  thinking. S i ege l l s  argument merely shows 

tha t  the  kinds of teaching involved i n  teaching f o r  c r i t i c a l  thinking 

and i n  showing respect  f o r  s tudents  as persons a r e  s imilar .  

The second p a r t  o f  S i e g e l l s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  d e a l s  w i th  s e l f  

s u f f i c i e n c y  and p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  adul thood.  Siegel  claims tha t  

c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  " l i b e r a t e s n  s t u d e n t s  from "unwar ran t ed  and  

undesirable control  of un jus t i f i ed  be l i e f s ,  unsupportable a t t i t udes ,  

and paucity of a b i l i t i e s . ~ ~ ~  Siegel appears t o  be making the same 
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mistake t h e  progressives made when they emphasized such i d e a l s  as 

autonomy, and c r i t i c a l  thought. A s tuden t  needs some sub jec t  matter  

t o  be c r i t i c a l  of .  Autonomy presupposes choice,  which presupposes 

knowledge o f  a set of rules t o  choose from. Similar ly  c r i t i c a l  

th inking presupposes some sub jec t  matter t o  be c r i t i c a l  with. Indeed 

t h e  Greek notion of a " l i b e r a l  educationw was based on t h e  be l i e f  t h a t  

knowledge f reed  man from e r r o r  and wrong conduct. C r i t i c a l  thinking,  

a s  argued i n  previous chapters ,  is a necessary condi t ion  of  knowledge, 

but it does not charac te r i ze  the  breadth of knowledge i m p l i c i t  wi th in  

t h e  concept of a l i b e r a l  education. Critical th inking is  thus  a 

necessary, though not s u f f i c i e n t  condi t ion  of a l i b e r a l  education,  and 

a s  such, can be considered t o  be a r e g u l a t i v e  i d e a l  of a l i b e r a l  

education. 

The t h i r d  p a r t  of S i e g e l ' s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  involves a reference  t o  

R.S. Pe te r ' s  concept of  education a s  i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  r a t i o n a l  

t r a d i t i o n s .  S i e g e 1  argues  t h a t  s ince  such i n i t i a t i o n  involves 

l e a r n i n g  t o  assess reasons i n  each t r a d i t i o n ,  cri t ical  thinking should 

be considered as an educational  i d e a l  because it . . . " f o s t e r s  t r a i t s ,  

d i s p o s i t i o n s ,  a t t i t u d e s  a n d  s k i l l s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  s u c c e s s f u l  

i n i t i a t i o n .  C r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  may indeed  be regarded a s  a 

r e g u l a t i v e  i d e a l  i n  t h i s  sense,  given t h a t  education is t h e  i n i t i a t i o n  

i n t o  worthwhile a c t i v i t i e s .  

S i e g e l l s  final point  is t h a t  c r i t i c a l  th inking is necessary t o  

d e m o c r a t i c  l i v i n g .  I 3  T h i s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  r e d u c e s  e d u c a t i o n  t o  

e x t r i n s i c  purposes. "Schoolingn may well be concerned  w i t h  t h e  
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development of c i t i zensh ip  and the maintenance of democracy, bu t  

"schoolingw is  not the  same a s  "educationn. 

5.4 Summaw and C W R a t i o n a J i t v  ConceDtipn 

Siegel '  s ana lys i s  r e f l e c t s  the double-barreled nature of c r i t i c a l  

thinking,  a s  consis t ing of both a s k i l l  and a d i spos i t iona l  component. 

He is cor rec t  i n  recognizing t h a t  both subject  neutral  and subject  

spec i f i c  s k i l l s  a r e  involved; however, he f a i l s  t o  acknowledge the 

importance of the  l a t t e r .  Siegel f a i l s  t o  equate c r i t i c a l  thinking 

w i t h  r a t i o n a l i t y ;  however, he is c lear ly  correct  i n  arguing t h a t  

c r i t i c a l  thinking should be regarded a s  a r e g u l a t i v e  e d u c a t i o n a l  

idea l .  The conceptual re la t ionsh ip  between education and c r i t i c a l  

thinking is  fu r the r  explored i n  the  next chapter. 



CHAPTER 6 

C r i t i c a l  Thinkinn. E d u c a t i o v ~ d u l  Ref o rn  

The previous ana lys i s  of f i v e  conceptions of c r i t i c a l  thinking 

shows numerous dif ferences ,  but a l s o  some important s i m i l a r i t i e s  o r  

common elements. Indeed, some of the dif ferences  between McPeckls, 

Passmore l s, Paul ' s and S i ege1  ' s conceptions are ju s t  matters of 

emphasis. The common elements of the  conceptions a r e  a t  the  hear t  of 

the  root  notion of the  concept of c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

6.1 C r i t i c a l  T h m  

C r i t i c a l  thinking i s  a double-barreled concept, consis t ing of a 

s k i l l  o r  a b i l i t y  component and a d i spos i t ion  component. C r i t i c a l  

thinking is  primarily concerned with v a l i d a t i n g  knowledge. This  

e n t a i l s  d is t inguishing r e a l  knowledge from pseudo knowledge: opinion 

and information. 

6 .I 1 An Old Pro- 

The "knowledge problemw is  not new i n  education. I n  1916, John 

Dewey was c r i t i c a l  of educational p r ac t i ce s  which emphasized t h e  

"acquis i t ion of information f o r  purposes of reproduction i n  r e c i t a t i o n  

and examination" saying "... t h i s  s t a t i c  co ld  s t o r a g e  i d e a l  o f  

knowledge is inimicable t o  educational development. The progressive 

education so lu t ion  t o  this problem was t o  deemphasize the domination 

of teachers and subjects  and t o  emphasize the individual s tudent ' s  

experience a s  a focus f o r  education. Dewey himself was disturbed with 
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the  r e s u l t  of such reform. He noted t ha t  progressive education tended 

"... t o  make l i t t l e  or nothing of organized subject  matter..." and 

t h a t  "Each (school)  experience may be l i v e l y ,  v ivid ,  and " in te res t ingn  

and y e t  t h e i r  disconnectedness may a r t i f i c i a l l y  generate dispers ive,  

d is integrated,  centr i fugal  habits .  n2 A s  Hirst and Peters  note, the  

progressives f a i l e d  t o  recognize t h a t  a v i r t u e  such a s  c r i t i c a l  

t h i n k i n g  i s  vacuous u n l e s s  s t u d e n t s  a r e  provided with forms of 

knowledge t o  be c r i t i c a l  with.3 

6.12 Conce~ t  of Knouledne 

C r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  i m p l i e s  a c e r t a i n  concept  of knowledge. 

Knowledge is seen a s  an achievement constructed by the learner .  The 

construct ive  process of taking ownership of knowledge involves the  

symbiotic in te rp lay  of both c r i t i c a l  thinking and c rea t ive  thinking, 

such t h a t  "... imagination is  controlled by c r i t i c i sm and c r i t i c i sm is 

transformed t o  a new way of looking a t  things.n4 This process can 

require  the lea rner  t o  ad jus t  h i s  be l ie f  system. Knowledge is seen a s  

r e v i s a b l e  i n  view of  counter  evidence or  counter argument. The 

concept of knowledge a s  an achievement involves the  recognit ion t h a t  

knowledge is not s t a t i c ,  t h a t  i t  can change a l ea rne r ' s  bel ief  system 

o r  outlook. 

The concept of knowledge requires  a c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  on the  pa r t  

of the learner .  This a t t i t u d e  is characterized by open-mindedness: a 

wi l l ingness  t o  make up one's mind or  ad jus t  one's posi t ion i n  view of 
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counter argumen3 or  counter evidence. The c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  i s  

f u r t h e r  characterized by the  following a t t i t u d i n a l  v i r tues .  

C-: t o  be wrong, t o  take r i sk s .  

u: t o  see  i s sues  from another viewpoint. 

Lntenr i tv:  t o  apply the  same standards t o  one's own 

thinking and the  thinking of others.  

Perseverance: t o  seek r a t i ona l  so lu t ions  t o  problems, t o  

hold one ' s  own b e l i e f s  f irmly u n t i l  the  soundness of 

counter evidence or  counter argument is determined. 

Humili ty:  awareness of the  l im i t a t i ons  of one's own 

know1 edge. 

-: fair consideration of other  viewpoints. 

The c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  is subject  neutral .  There is no log ica l  reason 

why  such an a t t i t u d e  cannot be t ransferred across subjects ;  however, 

a s  H a r e  notes with regard t o  the  open-minded a t t i t u d e ,  there  may be 

reasons why ce r t a in  s tudents  w i l l  not achieve such an a t t i t u d e  i n  some 

areas. For example, r e l i g ious  indoctr inat ion could prevent a person 

from exercis ing a c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  i n  r e l i g ion  and i n  other  a reas  

where a con f l i c t  with ce r t a in  re l ig ious  values is perceived. 

The c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  a l o n e  i s  not  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  c r i t i c a l  

thinking t o  occur; one must be able ,  a s  w e l l  a s  wi l l ing  t o  assess  the  

soundness of evidence and arguments. The a b i l i t y  t o  a s s e s s  and 

e v a l u a t e  e n t a i l s  understanding the  c r i t e r i a  and standards of the  

form(s) of knowledge i n  each par t icu la r  case. The a b i l i t y  component 

of c r i t i c a l  thinking is la rge ly  subject  or form spec i f ic .  To the  
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extent  t h a t  the  forms of knowledge a r e  not mutually exclusive,  and 

school sub jec t s  a r e  even l e s s  mutually exclusive than the  forms, there  

may be some overlaps between sub jec t s  and even between some forms i n  

terms of the  a b i l i t y  component of c r i t i c a l  thinking. The notion t h a t  

c r i t i c a l  thinking cons i s t s  only of general  s k i l l s  which could apply t o  

any subject  o r  any form of knowledge is ruled out,  however, on the  

grounds t h a t  arguments f o r  the  in tegra t ion  of knowledge and t r ans fe r  

of t ra in ing  a r e  unsupportable. 

6.2 C r i t i c a l  Thinkins; A N e c e w r v  C o u o n  O f  Edu- 

C r i t i c a l  thinking is a necessary condition of education. A s  R.S. 

P e t e r s  a r g u e s ,  e d u c a t i o n  i n v o l v e s  i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  worthwhile  

a c t i v i t i e s  r e su l t i ng  i n  a valuable s t a t e  of mind.5 This valuable 

s t a t e  of mind is characterized by the development of knowledge i n  

breadth, depth, and with cognit ive perspective. Such knowledge is not 

i n e r t ;  it transforms the outlook of the learner .  Breadth of knowledge 

is acquired through i n i t i a t i o n  i n t o  a l l  of the  " t rad i t ionsn  or  forms 

of knowledge. Cognitive p e r s p e c t i v e  i n v o l v e s  unders tanding  t h e  

i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  among the  d i f f e r en t  forms of knowledge. This 

notion of knowledge demands care  and commitment on the par t  of the 

learner .  The concept of education a s  development of mind i n  terms of 

the a c q u i s i t i o n  of  both knowledge and a c a r i n g  a t t i t u d e  abou t  

knowledge amounts t o  the  development of persons. Development is 

understood t o  r e f e r  t o  "growthn, not V n ~ e p t i o n . ~ ~  Education is thus 

understood t o  involve the growth of personhood, not the creat ion of 
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personhood. Education a s  the development of pe r sons  i s  a v a l u e  

en te rpr i se ,  involving the  acquis i t ion  of knowledge, the  encouragement 

of ce r t a in  d i spos i t ions  e s sen t i a l  t o  this aim, and the discouragement 

of those d i spos i t ions  which may run counter t o  t h i s  a i m .  

C r i t i c a l  thinking includes cognit ive and d i spos i t iona l  components 

necessary t o  the  acquis i t ion  of knowledge. C r i t i c a l  thinking implies 

a concept of knowledge t h a t  is "not iner t . "  It includes some of the  

s k i l l s  and d i spos i t ions  which character ize  an educated person. The 

concept of c r i t i c a l  thinking can be viewed a s  a human excellence: i t  

helps pick out the  kinds of s k i l l  and d i spos i t ion  which contr ibute  t o  

the development of personhood. Cr i t i c a l  thinking is both a necessary 

condit ion and an a i m  of education. It is not a s u f f i c i e n t  condit ion 

of education i n  t h a t  the concept of c r i t i c a l  thinking does not imply 

knowledge i n  depth, breadth and with cognit ive perspective. 

6 - 3  Pedanonical Di l -  

The notion of c r i t i c a l  thinking as both an aim and a necessary 

condit ion of education presents  a problem. A s  a n  aim, c r i t i c a l  

thinking i s  something t o  be achieved or  accomplished a s  a r e s u l t  of 

education. A s  a necessary condition, c r i t i c a l  thinking must be a pa r t  

of the  educational process, of which one a i m  is the development of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking1 In  this way c r i t i c a l  thinking is  seen a s  a human 

excellence which is necessary t o  the  process of education, and which 

grows and develops a s  a r e s u l t  of education. 
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Ear l i e r  i n  t h i s  t h e s i s ,  i t  was sugges ted  t h a t  t h e  appa ren t  

c i r c u l a r i t y  problem of seeing knowledge a s  a  necessary condit ion of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking and c r i t i c a l  thinking as a  necessary condit ion of 

knowledge could be avoided by viewing t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

c r i t i c a l  thinking and knowledge a s  a  s p i r a l ,  such tha t  the growth of 

one encourages and permits the  growth of the  other  and so  on. This is 

only a  p a r t i a l  so lu t ion  t o  the problem. There remains the  question of 

when and how t h i s  s p i r a l  begins. The pedagogical dilemma centres  on 

Ennisl question: " A t  what age can students master c r i t i c a l  thinking?" 

I n  t h i s  case the  word "mastern may be misleading. The question might 

be rephrased a s  " A t  what age should s t u d e n t s  beg in  t o  fo rma l ly  

encounter c r i t i c a l  thinking i n  the  curriculum?" 

McPeck has s t a t ed  t h a t  c r i t i c a l  thinking should not be introduced 

u n t i l  secondary school, as the  "elementary schools a r e  f u l l y  occupied 

with t h e i r  e f f o r t s  t o  impart the three  R s ,  together with the  most 

e lementary i n fo rma t ion  about  t h e  world around them (Indeed some 

c r i t i c s  contend t h a t  they do not manage t h i s  very well) ."7 McPeck's 

reference t o  "some c r i t i c s n  is possibly of g r ea t e r  importance than he 

r e a l i z e s ,  a s  s h a l l  be seen below. I n  contras t  t o  McPeckls view, 

others ,  i n c l u d i n g  Paul ,  Hare, and Passmore urge  f o r  t h e  e a r l y  

i n s t i l l a t i o n  of the  c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e  i n  one's schooling, i n  order t o  

avoid the development of undesirable non c r i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  which 

accompany "right answer inculcation." Indeed, a s  s t a t ed  i n  chapter 

three ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  t o  imagine t h a t  a  secondary student would be 

r e c e p t i v e  t o  c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  a f t e r  seven y e a r s  of unc r i t i c a l  
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inculcat ion i n  elementary school. Passmore c i t e s  empirical evidence 

from the Australian school system which suggests t ha t  s tudents  who 

acquire the  habi t  of accepting unquestioningly a l l  t h a t  they a r e  t o l d  

during t h e i r  ea r ly  years i n  school encounter g r ea t  d i f f i c u l t y  with the  

more open condit ions a t  university.8 

How then, do w e  avoid es tab l i sh ing  the  "r ight  answer inculcat ionn 

syndrome and s t i l l  prov ide  young s t u d e n t s  w i th  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  

i n s t ruc t i on  i n  the  three  R s  and basic information which is necessary 

t o  form a foundation upon which t o  develop c r i t i c a l  thinking a b i l i t y ?  

The answer lies not i n  the  addi t ion of new content t o  the  already 

crowded elementary school curriculum; but r a t h e r  i n  the  manner i n  

which the ex is t ing  curriculum is taught. The missing element i n  most 

discussions of c r i t i c a l  thinking is  the  recognit ion t h a t  c r i t i c a l  

thinking is  but one type of thinking, which, a s  seen e a r l i e r ,  is not 

e a s i l y  separated from other  types of thinking. There are important 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h i n k i n g ,  language,  and teaching.  These 

re la t ionsh ips  must be understood if c r i t i c a l  thinking i s  t o  be an 

achievable aim of education. 

6.4 f 

The re la t ionsh ip  between thinking,  l anguage ,  and t e a c h i n g  i s  

explored by Gilber t  Ryle i n  "Thinking and Self Teaching."g I n  t h i s  

paper, Ryle proposes t o  define t h ink ing  i n d i r e c t l y ,  i n  terms of 

teaching. He begins by noting the  polymorphous nature of thinking, 

and l i m i t s  his discussion t o  thinking i n  the sense of "trying t o  think 
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learning desired i n  education involves more than p l ay ing  back o r  

parrot ing information; it involves t he  appl ica t ion  of knowledge. 11 H e  

then presents an example of ten good teaching methods which ensure 

t ha t  t h i s  type of learning occurs. According t o  Ryle, good teachers 

regular ly  use the  s o r t s  of methods summarized below.12 

Good teachers: 

T e l l  us th ings  i n  var ie ty  of ways, use d i f f e r en t  media i n  
order t o  avoid boredom 
Test us f o r  our a b i l i t y  t o  apply the  lesson. 
Teach by showing how t o  and how not to--get us t o  copy 
(model 1 
Tease us with Socrat ic  questioning. 
Get us t o  pract ice  s k i l l s  with var ia t ions .  
Lead us pa r t  way t o  the  so lu t ion  of a problem, then leave 
us  t o  solve it. 
Ci te  b la tan t ly  erroneous, inadequate solut ions  f o r  us t o  
correct--mimic our sillier attempts--get us  t o  r i d i c u l e  
them ourselves. 
Show us  e a s i e r  problems--analogies t o  use a s  bannisters 
f o r  more d i f f i c u l t  problems. 
Break up complex problems i n t o  simple components f o r  us 
t o  solve, then reuni te .  
When w e  solve a problem--give us subsidiary or  pa ra l l e l  
problems t o  limber up our mastery of o r ig ina l  solution.  

Ryle does not o f f e r  t h i s  list a s  a complete character izat ion of 

good teaching, but ra ther  a s  t en  examples from the scores of methods 

employed by good teachers. l3 Note how the  use of these methods would 

require  the student t o  have reasons  of  h i s  own r a t h e r  t han  t h e  

teacher 's  author i ty  fo r  accepting a be l ie f .  Right answer inculcat ion 

is not only avoided; it is ac t ive ly  discouraged. Several of Ryle' s 

methods a r e  intended t o  e l i c i t  c r i t i c i sm  from the students,  both of 

t h e i r  own ideas  and those of the teacher .  Method number 7 has  

appl icat ion i n  promoting *the give and take of c r i t i c a l  discussion" a s  



w e l l  a s  the  a t t i t u d i n a l  v i r t ue  of humility. It is  a l s o  noteworthy 

t h a t  methods 3 ,  5 and 6 c o n t a i n  e lements  of coaching methods. 

Mortimer Adler recommends t h a t  a coaching method of t e a c h i n g  be 

employed i n  the  teaching of s k i l l s ,  including c r i t i c a l  thinking. 14 

A coach t r a i n s  by h e l p i n g  the  lea rner  t o  QQ, t o  go 
through the  r i g h t  motions and t o  organize a sequence of 
a c t s  i n  a c o r r e c t  f a s h i o n .  He c o r r e c t s  f a u l t y  
performances again and again and i n s i s t s  on r epe t i t i on  of 
t h e  p e r f o r m a n c e  u n t i l  i t  a c h i e v e s  a measure of 
perfection.  

Such a t e a c h i n g  method c l e a r l y  has  a p p l i c a t i o n  for  the  a b i l i t y  

component of c r i t i c a l  thinking. Methods 4 and 6 can be seen i n  terms 

of Passmore's reference t o  puzzling students.  Such methods help t o  

promote open-mindedness and t o  avoid the  development of a r rogance  

which accompanies a false sense of knowledge. Ryle's notion of good 

teaching is t i e d  t o  the concept of knowledge: good teaching is  t h a t  

which aims at the  acquis i t ion  of knowledge. 

Ryle ou t l ines  two problem solving s i t u a t i o n s  f o r  comparison, one 

involving teaching, t he  other  involving thinking. The first s i t u a t i o n  

is a summary of Socrates teaching the  s lave  boy i n  D e  &QQ. In  t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n  Socrates teaches a s lave boy a proof f o r  a Pythagorean 

theorem without ac tua l ly  t e l l i n g  the  boy a s ing le  geometrical proof. 

Ryle a s s e r t s  t ha t  the  boy is successful ly  l ed  through the problem 

because Socrates knows what questions t o  ask, when t o  ask them, and 

what answers t o  accept. l5 In  shor t ,  Socrates knows X ,  a necessary 

condit ion of teaching X. 

Ryle then proposes a sequel t o  The  men^, a s  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  of a 

thinking s i tua t ion .  I n  the sequel, nei ther  Socrates, nor the boy know 



the answer t o  the problem. Progress i n  this s i t u a t i o n  would be much 

slower, because t h i s  time Socrates does not know what questions t o  

ask, when t o  ask them, o r  what answers t o  accept. Nevertheless, Ryle 

claims, it is possible t h a t  with some luck, Socrates and the  boy might 

d i s c o v e r  t h e  c o r r e c t  answer,  because S o c r a t e s  does  have some 

knowledge of geometry and some knowledge of teaching. Ryle suggests 

this might be the very method Pythagoras used when he discovered the 

theorems, except t h a t  i n  asking and answering questions he was h i s  own 

s lave boy. 17 

Ryle concludes h i s  comparison of teaching and thinking s ta t ing :  * 
a s  A ' s  w e l l  charted teaching can occasionally d i spe l  B ' s  
i gno rance  s o  my unchar ted  t h i n k i n g  can occasionally 
.dispel  own ignorance. Thinking is t ry ing  t o  b e t t e r  
one's ins t ruc t ions ;  i t  is t ry ing  out promissory t racks  
which w i l l  e x i s t ,  i f  they ever do e x i s t ,  only after one 
has stumbled exploringly over ground where they are not. 

Ryle then argues t h a t  language, a necessary condition of teaching 

is a l s o  a necessary condit ion of thinking. The thinker who is19 

t rying out on himself, a s  on h i s  inner  slave boy, th ings  
of the  s o r t s  t h a t  cons t i t u t e  the  vehicles by which l i v e  
teacher A conveys his lessons t o  l i v e  pupil  B, he i s  
necessar i ly  operating over t ly  o r  . . . j u s t  i n  imagination 

and QQ such things a s  words, sentences, diagrams, 
s ignals ,  gestures ,  e tc .  

Two kinds of language can be dist inguished,  general  and subject  

spec i f ic .  General language involves, among other  things,  reasoning 

a b i l i t y .  A s  Barrow argues, t o  understand the word ubecause" is t o  

unders tand  a causal re la t ionship.  20 Indeed, Oscanyan argues t ha t  

preschool aged chi ldren begin t o  acquire reasoning a b i l i t y  a s  they 

a c q u i r e  language. He c i t e s  t r ansc r ip t s  of conversations i n  which 
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young chi ldren use and understand some basic  l og i ca l  forms, such as 

the  ~ o n d i t i o n a l . ~ 1  Thus chi ldren begin t o  acquire some proficiency 

with the  l og i ca l  operators  iden t i f i ed  by E n n i s  a s  they acquire a b i l i t y  

t o  use language, and without formal i n s t ruc t i on  i n  " c r i t i c a l  thinkingn 

or  "reasoning. " 
Language can a l s o  be considered on a subject  spec i f i c  l e v e l ,  a s  i n  

Hirst's forms of knowledge thesis .  According t o  this thes i s ,  each 

form of knowledge has its own language. 22 Hence McPeokt s point t h a t  a 

minimal condition f o r  understanding good reasons i s  an understanding 

of the  technical  o r  specia l ized language of t he  pa r t i cu l a r  f ie ld .23 

There are thus two necessary conditions of being ab le  t o  think 

through a problem. F i r s t ,  the  student must have experienced good 

teaching of similar kinds of problem. Second, the  student must have 

been i n i t i a t e d  i n t o  the  language of the  form(s) of knowledge re levant  

t o  t he  problem. I n  terms of  Richard Pau l ' s  concerns  about  a 

compartmentalized curriculum, the  implication here is t h a t  i f  s tudents  

are t o  be ab le  t o  think t h e i r  ways through in t e rd i s c ip l i na ry  problems, 

they must be provided with coaching and prac t ice  i n  solving those 

s o r t s  of problem. This amounts t o  ensu r ing  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  g a i n  

knowledge with "cognitive perspective." 

. 6.5 LannuaneandCr i t i ca l  

There appears t o  be general consensus t h a t  discussion and argument 

play an important r o l e  i n  the development o f  c r i t i c a l  t h ink ing .  

Discussion is  seen as a way of analysing one's own reasons and be l i e f s  
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a s  w e l l  a s  those of others.  Hare argues t ha t  there  is a  l o g i c a l  

connec t ion  between discussion and open-mindedness such tha t  being 

prepared t o  discuss  a  s i t u a t i o n  implies t h a t  one i s  prepared  t o  

examine onev s posi t ion c r i t i c a l l y .  24 

6.51 Yri t inn and C r i t i c a l  

Discussion implies consideration of various viewpoints. It is 

possible t o  discuss  a  topic  alone, i n  the  form of writ ing.  Term 

pape r s  and formal  e s s a y s  have t r ad i t i ona l ly  been used t o  ensure 

appl ica t ion  of knowledge; however, t r ad i t i ona l  teaching methods have 

not always involved providing the  student with much guidance i n  the 

ac tua l  task of writ ing.  Often essay assignments i n  s c h o o l s  have 

followed a  "teacher assigns,  student writes, teacher marksn chain of 

events. Students receive l i t t l e  ass i s tance  with wri t ing other  than 

in s t ruc t i on  i n  grammar and technical  s k i l l s .  

Recently t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  has been changing, with the  int roduct ion 

of new pedagogy f o r  teaching wr i t ing  known a s  the  uprocess* approach. 

Richard Coels summary and ana lys i s  of the  nprocessn approach shows 

t h i s  t e a c h i n g  method t o  be of immense value i n  the  fos te r ing  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking i n  students.25 I n  the  nprocessn approach wri t ing is 

seen a s  a  s e r i e s  of s teps:  motivation, g e n e r a t i o n  of m a t e r i a l ,  

d ra f t ing ,  reformulation, ed i t ing ,  and publication. The teacher is 

seen i n  the ro l e  of a  coach, guiding the student through each s tep.  

Wr i t i ng  i s  t r e a t e d  a s  a  communication problem, with the student 

se lec t ing  information and a  format t o  s u i t  the  purpose, audience and 
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occasion. I n  this way wri t ing is seen as a c rea t ive  process brought 

about by c r i t i c a l  s e l ec t i on  and arrangement of ideas  and information. 

Par t icu la r  emphasis is placed on the  reformulation stage. Students 

a r e  encouraged t o  discuss  t h e i r  ideas  and t o  col laborate  i n  t h e i r  

revisions.  

The "processn approach incorporates several  elements which are 

important t o  the development of c r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  , i n c l u d i n g  t h e  

notion of the  teacher a s  a coach, and the  recognit ion of the  "dove- 

t a i l i n g n  of c r i t i c a l  and c rea t ive  thinking. It a l s o  involves t r ea t i ng  

wr i t ing  a s  a problem solving a c t i v i t y ,  r a the r  than a teacher-generated 

exercise.  In t h i s  way s tudents  a r e  encouraged and enabled t o  take 

ownership of t h e i r  own writing. I n  shor t ,  t h i s  method of teaching 

wr i t ing  appears  t o  be a good way of encourag ing  c r i t i c a l  (and 

c rea t ive)  thinking. 

Indeed,  a s  Barrow argues, "To improve the  ch i ld ' s  command of 

language is  a t  one and t h e  same time t o  improve h i s  powers o f  

thought.nL According t o  Barrow, writ ing,  a s  opposed t o  speaking, 

l i s t en ing ,  and reading, is a pa r t i cu l a r ly  important form of language 

f o r  schools t o  concentrate on because it can be scrut inized c losely  

and care fu1 ly .g :  Not only can it be scrut inized,  it can be coached 

and taught such t h a t  the teacher who coaches a student t o  improve his 

. wri t ing  is a l s o  coaching the  student t o  improve h i s  thinking, c r i t i c a l  

and creat ive .  Writing is  a l so  of importance i n  t h a t  i t  can be used 

across  the  curriculum t o  promote c r i t i c a l  thinking i n  various subjects  

and i n  i n t e rd i s c ip l i na ry  s tudies .  



6.52 Beadinn and Cri- 

I n  the  above sect ion,  it has been argued t h a t  l ea rn ing  t o  wri te  

well involves lea rn ing  t o  think w e l l .  P h i l l i p s  and Norris argue t h a t  

nreading well  is thinking well. n28 This conclusion is based on an 

empirical study involving f o r t y  elementary school children. These 

s tudents  were interviewed a s  they read a passage l i n e  by l ine .  k o d  

readers  ( those ab le  t o  comprehend the passage) tended t o  generate a 

hypothesis about the  main idea of the  passage, based on the  l imited 

information provided i n  the  first l ine .  A s  they read fu r the r ,  these 

s t u d e n t s  tended t o  t e s t ,  and when necessary, adjust  t h e i r  i n i t i a l  

hypotheses, on the  bas i s  of the  addi t ional  information of successive 

l i n e s  of t h e  passage.  Poor r e a d e r s  a l s o  genera ted  an i n i t i a l  

hypothesis, but they d id  not test and ad jus t  t h i s  hypothesis a s  they 

read, and were thus unable t o  comprehend the  passage. For example a 

passage which began with a reference t o  some men going ndown the bay" 

was i n i t i a l l y  in te rpre ted  by one reader t o  be about a s a i l i n g  or  water 

s k i i n g  t r i p .  A second r e a d e r  focussed  on t h e  word "bay" and 

hypothesized t h a t  the  men were going shopping f o r  clothing a t  the  Bay, 

a department s to re .  Successive l i n e s  re fe r red  t o  a net ,  the  skipper, 

t h e  c a t c h ,  c u t t i n g  and g u t t i n g .  The first r eade r  used t h i s  

information t o  ad jus t  h i s  hypothesis, and concluded tha t  the s to ry  was 

about some men who went f ishing.  The second reader adhered r i g id ly  t o  

the shopping hypothesis, and was unable t o  explain what nets ,  cut t ing,  

gu t t ing  e tc .  had t o  do with shopping f o r  clothing i n  a department 
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s tore .  Ph i l l i p s  and Norris thus conclude t h a t  good readers think well  

and poor readers think poorly. 29 The implications a r e  t h a t  there  can 

be l i t t l e  d i s t i nc t i on  between t e s t i n g  f o r  reading and t e s t i n g  f o r  

thinking, according t o  Ph i l l i p s  and Norris. They contend t h a t  there  

a r e  important overlaps between the  reading and thinking f i e l d s  i n  

terms of the  following areas:30 

1.  Knowing what information t o  use i n  solving a problem. 

2. C r i t e r i a  of appraisal .  

3. Dispositions. 

6 -53 IinuU&al Evidence About Langlbaae Teac- 

If wri t ing well is thinking w e l l  and reading w e l l  i s  thinking 

well,  then i t  is v i t a l  t h a t  these two R s  be taught well. A s  McPeck 

has hinted,  there  is evidence t h a t  this is not the case. Numerous 

s tud i e s  ind ica te  t h a t  emphasis i n  reading and wr i t ing  i n s t ruc t i on  and 

t e s t i ng  during the past  decade has been placed on mechanics, no t  

comprehension and composition. 

Frank Smith a s s e r t s  t h a t  reading comprehension involves two s k i l l s  

"the predict ion of meaning, which involves r e l a t i n g  the  unfamiliar t o  

the  already known, and the  parsimonious use of visual  information. "31 

He s t a t e s  t h a t  the only way t o  l ea rn  and pract ice  these s k i l l s  i s  

qu i t e  simply by reading.3* This ce r ta in ly  fits with the  notion of 

good reading presented by Ph i l l i p s  and Norris: i t  is only by ac tua l ly  

reading through a passage t ha t  students can pract ice  generating and 

t e s t i ng  hypotheses. In spi-te of the apparent tautology t h a t  reading 
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is best  learned by reading, there  is evidence t o  suggest t h a t  t h i s  i s  

not r e f l ec t i ve  of classroom practice.  MacGinitie and MacGinitie have 

observed t h a t  the  emphasis i n  reading in s t ruc t i on  is on mechanics. 33 

They suggest t h a t  t h i s  is possibly due t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  mechanics are 

e a s i e r  t o  systemize, and t h a t  the  r u l e s  f o r  r i g h t  answers are more 

c l e a r l y  p r e s c r i b e d  i n  t e a c h i n g  m e c h a n i c s  t h a n  i n  t e a c h i n g  

comprehension. The r e s u l t ,  say MacGinitie and MacGinitie is t h a t  

s tudents  probably spend more time on exercises  and l e s s  on reading. 

Indeed according t o  Smith the average hour of reading in s t ruc t i on  

involves only four minutes of reading!34 

MacGinitie and MacGinitie observe t h a t  although most basal  reading 

programs contain many comprehension questions,  there  is l i t t l e  i n  the  

way of suggestions t o  the teacher on how t o  teach comprehension t o  the  

student who is having d i f f i c ~ l t y . 3 ~  The s i t u a t i o n  is even worse i n  

%ontent" a reas  according t o  MacGinitie and MacGinitie where w e l l  

meaning teachers appear not t o  recognize the  dif ference between N...  

helping students understand the c o n t e n t  o f  t h e  t e x t  and h e l p i n g  

s tudents  understand the  t e x t . ~ 3 ~  Typically, teachers engage i n  the  

former a c t i v i t y ,  when they should be doing the  l a t t e r ,  a s s e r t  the  

authors. This habi t  amounts t o  teaching s tudents  not t o  read, claim 

MacGini t i e  and M a c ~ i n i  t i e .  37 

The s i t u a t i o n  appea r s  t o  be s imi la r  i n  the  case of teaching 

writing. Goodlad's comprehensive study of schools involved comparing 

the  goals  of schools t o  what ac tua l ly  occurred i n  the  classrooms. 

Most schools had goals  which included w[developingl the  a b i l i t y  t o  



communicate ideas  through wri t ing and speaking, develop the  a b i l i t y  t o  

use and evaluate knowledge, and, develop pos i t ive  a t t i t u d e s  toward 

i n t e l l e c t u a l  a c t i v i t y ,  including i n t e l l e c t u a l  cu r io s i t y  and a desire 

for  Purther learning. "38 These goals  implied t o  Goodlad a p ic ture  a 

s tudents  "... writ ing essays and nar ra t ives ,  engaging i n  dialogue with 

one another and with t h e i r  teachers, i n i t i a t i n g  inquiry i n t o  questions 

not resolved by teachers o r  i n  t h e i r  own minds and s o  on."39 But t he  

observations produced a d i f f e r en t  image. English and language arts 

in s t ruc t i on  involved a heavy emphasis on basic  s k i l l s  throughout the  

grades. Students completed workbook exercises  and answered quizzes 

and tests requi r ing  shor t  answers? Dialogue, and the  wri t ing of 

paragraphs ,and essays were seldom observed. 40 

6.54 L a m a n e  Testinu & T e s u  f o r  Cr- 

Goodlad s ta tes :  "The t e s t s  t e a c h e r s  g i v e  r e f l e c t  what t h e y  

believe t o  be important and convey t o  s tudents  the  kinds of things 

they a r e  expected t o  learn.  n41 Evidence suggests t ha t  not only is 

language teaching inadequate i n  terms of the development of c r i t i c a l  

thinking a b i l i t y ,  but there  a r e  a l s o  problems with language tes t ing.  

Standardized t e s t s  which assume a basic  s k i l l s  conception of reading 

and w r i t i n g  t e s t  basic s k i l l s ,  not comprehension and composition. 

. Cooper's summary of da ta  from SAT scores,  the  College Entrance Exam 

Board, and the  National Assessment of Educational Progress suggests 

t ha t  between 1971 and 1981 basic  s k i l l s  of wri t ing mechanics and 

a r i t h m e t i c  computat ion,  t h e  main concerns  of competency t e s t i n g  
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advoca tes ,  remained s t a b l e .  4 2  During t h e  same period, wri t ten 

composi t ion and mathematical  problem solving a b i l i t y  declined.43 

MacGinitie and MacGinitie note a similar pa t te rn  f o r  reading. Test 

scores  f o r  young s tudents  who have received a heavy dose of basic  

s k i l l s  a r e  s a t i s f ac to ry ;  scores  f o r  older  s tudents  ind ica te  weaknesses 

i n  reading c ~ m p r e h e n s i o n . ~ ~  MacGinitie and MacGinitie a t t r i b u t e  the  

decl ine  i n  comprehension t o  a secondary school  cur r icu lum which 

"deemphasizes w r i t i n g  prac t ice  and the  reading of l i t e r a t u r e  and 

content r i c h  material.m45 Thus, it is possible  t ha t  the  basic s k i l l s  

concep t ions  of r e a d i n g  and w r i t i n g  which  a r e  emphas i zed  i n  

standardized t e s t s  are influencing teachers '  conceptions of reading 

and wr i t ing  and how they should be taught. 

McPeck notes a p a r a l l e l  between l i t e r a c y  t e s t i ng  and attempts t o  

test c r i t i c a l  thinking.48 Jus t  a s  l i t e r a c y  can be viewed narrowly, a s  

a s e t  of basic  mechanical, and e a s i l y  t e s t ab l e  s k i l l s ,  so can c r i t i c a l  

thinking be viewed narrowly a s  a set of s k i l l s ,  f o r  the  purposes of 

t es t ing .  This is evident i n  Ennis' conception of c r i t i c a l  thinking, 

where the concept was t a i l o r ed  t o  make it f i t  the  requirements of 

t es t ing .  The problem f o r  l i t e r a c y  and c r i t i c a l  thinking is the same: 

a t e s t  which is based on a truncated concept w i l l  t e s t  only within the  

l im i t a t i ons  of t h a t  truncated concept. 

A case i n  point is the  California statewide soc ia l  s t ud i e s  test. 

Meddle r epo r t s  t h a t  the new t e s t s  a r e  broken down t o  inc lude  605, 

knowledge and 40%, c r i t i c a l  t h i n l ~ i n g . ~ T  This percentage breakdown is 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  understand. How can one t e s t  nknowledgew without a l so  
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t e s t i ng  " c r i t i c a l  thinkingm? Weddle ponders over the possible problem 

of  t e s t i n g  "two t h i n g s n  i n  one question and t ry ing  t o  determine 

whether the s tudents  answer t o  such a q u e s t i o n  i s  i n d i c a t i v e  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking a b i l i t y  o r  of soc i a l  s tud ies  kn0wled~e.48 This 

assumption tha t  c r i t i c a l  t h ink ing  can be t e s t e d  s e p a r a t e l y  from 

knowledge i s  wrong. It is impossible t o  separate  the  two. The 

California t e s t  appears t o  contain 6 @ ,  f a c t  r e c a l l  questions,  and 40%, 

" c r i t i c a l  thinkingn questions,  where " c r i t i c a l  thinkingn is conceived 

narrowly, a s  a list of s p e c i f i c  s k i l l s .  

The only way t o  solve Weddlef s concern of knowing why a student 

answers a question i n  a pa r t i cu l a r  way is t o  have the student explain 

h i s  answer, e i t h e r  o r a l l y  o r  i n  writing. This could be accomplished 

with an essay question. The California t e s t  includes essay questions;  

however, these are optional,  and a r e  not used i n  statewide t e s t i n g  due 

t o  p rac t i ca l  and economic problems with marking. 

The California test a l s o  deemphasizes reading. Test wr i t e r s  have 

avoided wri t ing multiple choice questions with long "stemsn, and have 

used reading subs t i t u t e s  such as graphs, maps, t imelines,  t ab les ,  and 

p o l i t i c a l  cartoons. This has been done i n  order t h a t  reading may be  

t e s t ed  separate ly  from c r i t i c a l  thinking. 49 Thus, i t  is apparent t h a t  

the  wr i t e r s  of this t e s t  do not recognize the  re la t ionsh ip  between 

thinking and reading, a s  outl ined above. 

Clearly, the s o r t  of critical thinking tes ted  i n  the  California 

statewide soc ia l  s t ud i e s  t e s t  i s  not the  s o r t  of c r i t i c a l  thinking 

out l ined e a r l i e r  i n  this chapter. The writers of t h i s  t e s t  have 
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conceived of c r i t i c a l  thinking a s  a  list of s k i l l s  which can be 

appended t o  a  f a c t u a l  recall  t e s t .  They have no t  t aken  i n t o  

consideration the  important re la t ionsh ips  between c r i t i c a l  thinking 

and knowledge, language, and teaching. 

6.6 m m r  and Conclusion: C r i t i c a l  -. -n. and 

v 
C r i t i c a l  t h i n k i n g  is  a  double-barreled concept, consis t ing of 

both cognit ive and d i spos i t iona l  f a c t o r s  used t o  assess  the soundness 

of arguments and evidence i n  the  pursui t  of knowledge and t ruth .  

C r i t i c a l  th inking and knowledge a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d  such t h a t  t h e  

development of the  former encourages and enables the  development of 

the  l a t t e r ,  which encourages and enables the  fu r the r  development of 

the  former, and so  on. Because of t h i s  specia l  re la t ionsh ip  with 

knowledge, c r i t i c a l  thinking is both a necessary condit ion and an aim 

of  educa t ion .  The development of c r i t i c a l  thinking a b i l i t y  is 

d i r e c t l y  re la ted  t o  the  a b i l i t y  t o  use language, thus  the teaching of 

reading and wr i t ing  a r e  pa r t i cu l a r ly  important t o  the  fo s t e r ing  of 

c r i t i c a l  th ink ing .  Good t e a c h i n g  i s  a l s o  r e q u i r e d .  There i s  

empirical evidence t h a t  current teaching and t e s t i n g  prac t ices  i n  the  

language a r t s  i s  inadequa t e  i n  t e rms  of ach i ev ing  t h e  aim of 

- developing c r i t i c a l  thinking. 

The example of C a l i f o r n i a ' s  statewide soc ia l  s t ud i e s  t e s t  is 

i l l u s t r a t i v e  of Richard Paul's a s se r t i on  t h a t  "We need new c r i t e r i a  

of what cons t i tu tes  success and f a i l u r e  i n  school. n50 However, Paul 1 s 
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suggested solut ion,  redesigning the  curriculum, is t o  be avoided; i t  

i s  f r i g h t e n i n g l y  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  of t h e  p r o g r e s s i v e  educa t ion  

movement. I n  terms of educational reform, c r i t i c a l  thinking is, when 

misconceived, unhelpful and po ten t ia l ly  dangerous. 

If i t  is t o  be of value t o  education, c r i t i c a l  thinking must be 

understood i n  terms of its re la t ionsh ips  with thinking i n  general, 

language, knowledge, teaching, and education. To the  ex ten t  t h a t  t he  

e m p i r i c a l  research c i t ed  i n  t h i s  chapter is a  t rue  r e f l e c t i o n  of 

c u r r e n t  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e ,  t h e r e  may indeed be a  need f o r  

e d u c a t i o n a l  reform. Such reform would involve ensuring t h a t  the 

c r i t e r i a  f o r  success i n  schools measure acquis i t ion  of knowledge, not 

r o t e  a c q u i s i t i o n  of facts .  Recognition of the  importance of the  

development of language a b i l i t y  across  the curr iculum is  a l s o  a n  

e s s e n t i a l  pa r t  of' such reform. The value of t he  concept of c r i t i c a l  

thinking is chief ly  a s  an ind ica tor  of the possible need f o r  the kind 

of reform outl ined above. C r i t i c a l  thinking does not imply rad ica l  

educational reform, but r a the r  such reform a s  is necessary t o  bring 

e d u c a t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e  c loser  t o  educational theory. The idea l  of 

c r i t i c a l  thinking does not demand the res t ruc tur ing  of the curriculum; 

i t  does demand t h a t  the  curriculum be taught i n  such a  way t h a t  

knowledge, the cen t r a l  concern of education, is indeed achieved. 
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