Clydesdale, Chap. 5 “Cognitively Sharper, Intellectually Immune”

1. What do we think of Clydesdale’s assessment that during the first year out, teens are “immune” to intellectual curiosity and engagement? Can we try to take this statement apart and apply it to our KCC students? In other words, which of our students seem most “susceptible” to intellectual engagement? And, what kinds of classroom activities, books, assignments we’ve given seem to have “infected” students with some degree of intellectual engagement and curiosity? 

2. Do we agree that the vast majority of KCC students are “practical credentialists”? If so, do we think that this is incompatible with intellectual engagement and curiosity? How might our classrooms best serve students’ vocational goals and motivations and, at the same time, stimulate their intellectual curiosities and engage them in thinking about, and perhaps even acting upon, issues of broader social and political significance?

3. What would it mean to “learn who [our] students truly are and how to effectively communicate with them”? What would it look like if our classes started from “students’ interests, not progressive educators’ ideals”? Clydesdale is extremely vague about how to do this. What might it look like if we truly designed our classes based on “students’ interests”? 
4. Clydesdale argues that students become adept at “playing the game” of college. He also believes faculty play the game “by steadily inflating their grades, to minimize student complaints and maximize time for individual pursuits.” What would it mean for us, as individual faculty, to stop playing the game of college? Is this possible? Would this be productive? For whom? Wouldn’t this contradict, in some sense, Clydesdale’s exhortation to base our classes on students’ interests? 

5. Clydesdale has challenged those instructors teaching “content based classes” to consider the likelihood that students retain very little course content over time.  Rather, Clydesdale believes that these courses provide a vehicle for developing sharper cognitive, communication, and analytical skills that he hopes, “will remain for the remainder of their educational programs and transfer to their careers thereafter” (169).  If we find Clydesdale’s argument persuasive, how might we restructure our pedagogy to both underscore the development of these skills and help students retain at least a few major concepts?  Would the notion of organizing a semester around a few major “take home points” on which students would read and write extensively be useful here?
6. Having spent a portion of our semester reading and reflecting on Clydesdale, can we reflect, a little more broadly, on the degree to which we are persuaded by his findings and implications?  He discusses the “culture of nonchalance and cool” that, alongside concerns with daily life management, keeps students immune from engaging ideas and taking seriously the larger social, cultural, and political contexts within which their lives are embedded.    Are we persuaded?  Or, might this apparent “culture of cool” be a product of Clydesdale’s position, interview questions, and interpretive lens?  If we were to conduct a similar study with students at KCC, what methodological changes would we make?  Might involving other students as co-researchers and co-interviewers open up the possibility of richer and potentially more inspiring findings?    
