Critical Thinking Rubric

	
	Emerging
	Developing
	Advanced

	1. Interpret Problems, Questions, Issues or Arguments
	Does not distinguish arguments from non-arguments. Does not correctly identify problems, questions, or issues, even in simple contexts. Confuses premises (initial conditions, data, statements of fact, etc.) and conclusions. Takes authoritative statements as fact and/or equates opinions with evidence.
	Identifies a range of deductive and inductive arguments in simple contexts. Correctly identifies problems, questions, or issues. Distinguishes between premises (initial conditions, data, statements of fact, etc.) and conclusions, but equates opinions with evidence and fails to recognize hidden assumptions. 
	Correctly identifies and translates problems, questions, issues, or arguments in complex contexts. Distinguishes between premises (initial conditions, data, statements of fact, etc.) and conclusions. Recognizes and articulates hidden assumptions. Understands the influence of contexts, frames, and world views.

	2. Evaluate Reasons and Evidence
	Does not correctly judge deductive validity and inductive strength or weakness. Does not correctly identify common fallacies and cannot explain why such reasoning is faulty.

OR

Makes unwarranted or unsupportable claims as to the meaning of data/evidence. Ignores alternative explanations of the data/evidence.
	Employs appropriate criteria of relevance, reasonableness, accuracy and sufficiency for evaluating the reasons/evidence provided in a limited range of basic argument types. Correctly identifies a range of common formal and informal fallacies in a variety of formats.

OR

Draws appropriate conclusions from data/evidence, but uses weak or fallacious reasoning. Recognizes there might be alternative explanations, but superficially evaluates those alternatives.
	Employs appropriate criteria for judging inductive strength and deductive validity and soundness in a wide range of arguments presented in a variety of contexts and complexities.
OR

Draws reasonable, non-fallacious conclusions from the data/evidence. Demonstrates knowledge of alternative explanations of the data/evidence and the ability to analyze/evaluate the strengths of those alternatives.

	3. Construct Arguments/Formulate Hypotheses
	Has little to no ability to construct arguments. Is not aware of assumptions and contexts when constructing an argument or formulating a hypothesis. Does not consistently relate information to conclusions.
	Constructs coherent arguments of a few premises. Identifies and begins to question contexts as well as own and others’ assumptions. Connects information presented with conclusions; recognizes opposing viewpoints.
	Constructs logically coherent extended arguments. Thoroughly analyzes own and others’ assumptions and evaluates relevant contexts. Performs an informed evaluation of evidence and relates it logically to conclusions. Anticipates and responds to objections.

	4.  Reasoned Approach to Using Information
	Takes information from sources without interpretation or evaluation, with the intention of finding right answers to display for credit. Accepts viewpoints of experts as fact, without question. Ignores contradictory perspectives. 
	Takes information from sources with some interpretation; begins to use texts to acquire a foundation of knowledge and to develop a coherent analysis or synthesis. Subjects viewpoints of experts to a limited amount of questioning.
	Interprets and evaluates evidence to develop a comprehensive analysis or synthesis. Evaluates texts for their scholarly significance and relevance. Thoroughly questions the viewpoints of experts. Seeks out sources with differing perspectives.

	5. Dispositions Towards Critical Thinking
	Does not challenge own point of view or that of others; demonstrates an intellectual laziness—“it’s all just opinion.”
	Demonstrates a willingness to work through complexities and frustrations inherent in thinking through different views on important issues.
	Demonstrates a preference for reasoned discourse; shows a willingness to challenge ideas even when it is unpopular to do so; exhibits intellectual humility.
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