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Introduction
The ability to think critically is often cited as the central reason for formal education (Abrami et al., 2008; Marin & Halpern, 2011). Critical thinking can be defined in a number of ways, with common agreements in these definitions including: the ability to analyze arguments, claims, and evidence (Ennis, 1985; Facione, 1990; Halpern, 1998; Paul, 1992); use inductive and deductive rationale (Ennis, 1985; Facione, 1990; Paul, 1992; Willingham, 2007); judge and evaluate information (Case, 2005; Ennis, 1985; Facione, 1990; Lipman, 1988; Tindal & Nolet, 1995); and make decisions or solve problems (Ennis,1985; Halpern, 1998; Willingham, 2007). According to Abrami et al. (2008):
“This includes not only thinking about important problems with the disciplinary areas, such as history, science, and mathematics, but also thinking about the social, political, and ethical challenges of everyday life in a multifaceted and increasingly complex world. (p.1102). 
Agriculture is commonly acknowledged as an increasingly globalized industry. Additionally, agriculture has social, political, and ethical implications worldwide. It is fundamental that students studying agriculture develop strong critical thinking skills as they enter a complex and foundational industry. 
Theoretical Framework
It is evident critical thinking is a desired skill in students and there are numerous avenues educators can travel to provide opportunities for their students to think critically. However, the challenge comes when evaluating student’s ability to apply those critical thinking skills (Lai, 2011). Researchers at the University of Florida developed the EMI: Critical Thinking Disposition Assessment to “more accurately measure critical thinking disposition” (Irani et al., 2007, p.4). This assessment measures critical thinking in terms of three constructs; Engagement, Cognitive Maturity, and Innovativeness (Irani et al., 2007). Engagement describes a person’s ability to anticipate situations where good reasoning will necessary to employ (Irani et al., 2007). People with high engagement disposition are confident in their ability to use reason and make decisions, as well as communicate their decision process confidently (Irani et al., 2007). Cognitive Maturity is described as awareness of one’s “own predispositions and biases in the decision making process” (Irani et al., 2007, p.5). Individuals with high cognitive maturity are aware that the variety of opinions should be objectively considered when making decisions and that there is rarely a single correct solution to problems (Irani et al., 2007). Innovativeness describes a person’s drive to learn and seek knowledge and the truth (Irani et al., 2007). Together, the overall score, along with the three construct scores, provide an indicator of students’ ability to think critically.
Methodology
This study sought to measure critical thinking of students enrolled in Contemporary Issues in Agricultural and Life Sciences at [University]. Students completed the EMI instrument as an in-class activity during the first week of the Spring 2014 semester. Students were not asked to identify themselves in order to maintain confidentiality. At the end of the semester, students again completed the EMI instrument, this time through Qualtrics, an online survey software. The EMI Assessment consists of 26 questions. Eleven questions measure the Engagement construct, eight questions measure the Cognitive Maturity construct and seven measure the Innovativeness construct. Twenty four students completed each assessment, however, due to lack of identification, researchers were unable to create matched pairs, eliminating dependent t-tests as potential analyses. Means and standard deviations were calculated for the overall assessment as well as each construct for both the pre and post assessments. 
Results and Findings
Overall, students’ (N = 24) mean scores on the EMI: Critical Thinking Disposition Assessment increased between the pre-test and the post-test. Mean scores on each of the three constructs, Engagement, Cognitive Maturity, and Innovativeness also increased (Table 1). 
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	EMI: Critical Thinking Disposition Assessment: Overall (N = 24)

	 
	Pre-test (%)
	
	Post-test (%)
	

	Question
	M
	SD
	 
	M
	SD
	

	Engagement
	3.68
	0.76
	
	3.93
	0.80
	

	Maturity
	3.69
	0.79
	
	3.93
	0.85
	

	Innovativeness
	3.65
	0.80
	
	3.91
	0.86
	

	Total
	3.69
	0.79
	
	3.93
	0.86
	


Note. 5 point Likert-type scale with 1= Strongly Disagree and 5=Strongly Agree.

Conclusions and Recommendations
Although the statistical significance of the difference in mean scores could not be determined due to lack of matched pairs, an increase in mean scores was identified from pre to post-test on the overall instrument as well as the three individual constructs. Further, the constructs measuring critical thinking did align with the stated educational objectives for the course, indicating that the EMI is an appropriate assessment of student learning in Special Topics: Contemporary Issues in Agriculture and Life Sciences, including: (1) communicate the complexity and historicity of current agricultural issues, (2) locate, decipher, and critically analyze and evaluate sources of information, and (3) discuss, debate, and effectively communicate current agricultural issues both verbally and in writing, all while increasing their awareness, understanding and critical assessment of current global agricultural issues.
Poster Type: Research

Researchers recommend additional data collection with the EMI utilizing a matched-pairs design, in order to establish whether an increase in mean scores is statistically significant or simply by chance.  Results may assist the instructor in identifying which educational objectives are being met and to what degree students are completing the class with the ability to employ critical thinking skills. 
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