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Incorporating the key pedagogical
issues of:

Cognitive Skills

(cognitive verbs)
Things we do with knowledge

Thinking is the method of
intelligent learning.

- Cognitive load theory
- Nature of expertise
- Social cognition

John Dewey

evaluate
analyse

- Constructivism et
- Metacognition identiy
- Epistemology -

Content

- Organises work plans
- Provides structure in textbooks
- Wrongly associated with ‘rigour’
- Informs assessment

Values

- Applied discerningly
- At the core of professional practice
- Provide feedback on cognitive skills
- Have broad application across disciplines|

Inquiry

Inquiry is the process through which
the cognitive skills are developed and
in which feedback is provided

F=ma
PEEL for paragraph structure
the Romans weren't all bad
Socrates taught Plato
y=mx+C

clarity
precision
accuracy
coherence
relevance
cogency

Virtues
(habits/dispositions)
- Come from mastery of the values
- Are characteristic of effective thinkers
- Create knowledge producers

Practice does not make perfect in
the absence of understanding.

resilience

open-mindedness
integrity
curiosity
honesty

persistence

Deanna Kuhn

Key principles need to be identified that guide practice and make expertise visible, translatable and teachable.

Expert knowledge is "tightly bound to
conditions and procedures for its use".

Pedagogical
imperatives

(Principles of action)

Robert Glaser

Shift the focus from
knowledge to inquiry

Work collaboratively
when thinking can
be shared

To allow opportunities to
develop the cognitive skills

To allow the norms of critical
thinking to be established

Think and plan in the
language of student
cognition
To facilitate metacognition and

provide a language of
feedback




Values of Inquiry—supporting questions

« Are your examples useful?

o Is your argument structure clear?

e Are your diagrams easy to understand?

¢ Is your paragraph structure well-developed?

¢ Are your words well-defined and unambiguous?

e Is your argument sound?

« Are your claims justified?

~« Is what you are saying true?

“« Have you represented ideas faithfully?
“« How could people check on your claim?

o Is your attention to detail sufficient?

» Have you used technical terms appropriately?

« Have you quantified your information where appropriate?

e Are any bullet points categorically distinct from each other?

e Have you identified areas of vagueness or ambiguity in your topic?

“« Have you focussed on the point at issue?
« Have you selected information supporting the topic?

» Have you minimised distracting or unhelpful information?
e Have you been able to identify why information is relevant?
~ * Have you justified why your selection of material is relevant?

- » Have you avoided superficial issues or arguments?
« Have you identified and developed your core ideas?
e Has your analysis identified the most significant areas?
~ * Have you identified the most meaningful aspects of your topic?
| « Has your treatment of the topic focused on substantive aspects?

 Are the complexities of the issue sufficiently described?

« Have you been thorough in your treatment of the issue?

e Are your analogies effective and your generalisations well-justified?

» Do your arguments consider premises that are themselves conclusions?
« Have the problematic aspects of the issue been identified and dealt with?

¢ Have you considered alternative perspectives?

‘e« Have you represented a broad range of alternative views?

~» Why have you preferenced one perspective over another?

“+ Have you sought out others for the purpose of testing your ideas?

-« Has your breadth of treatment allowed you to synthesis a new perspective?

» Have you avoided using logical fallacies?

C O h e r e n C e » Have you avoided contradicting statements?

» Are your ideas developed in a logical manner?

L i C ¢ Do all your premises support your conclusions?
O g  Have you used transition phrases to identify logical progressions?

Values of inquiry modified from Elder, L. and R. Paul (2001). "Critical Thinking: Thinking with
Concepts.” Journal of Developmental Education 24(3).
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The Critical Thinking Matrix

A high-resolution reference source for mapping critical thinking skills
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