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This study was a descriptive croz:-sectiong: research which surveyec ursing fzulty
members’ perceptions of critical thinking. “~e sample size was 66. They were “-om the fzulty
of nursing, Chiang Mai University. The fi-zings found that 47% strengly agrsad that c- tical
thinking is a skill and characteristics {~zt nursing students should possezs. Forty-zzven
| percent had ever used teaching technic_zs to develop critical thinking of r ~sIng stuzants
and only 27% had ever evaluated the dev= opment of critical thinking of nursin = students.

The sample defined critical thinki~3 as analytical thinking (88.4%), rezscned thirking
(87.0%), creative thinking (68.1%), reflective thinking (65.2%), solving-prodlem (63.8%),
logical thinking (55.1%), and inquiry (50.755). For critical thinkers' characteris: cs, the semple
viewed that they were logical (92.8%-. analytical (91.3%), open-mindec (91.3%}. and
observant (85.5%). In terms of teachin; approaches that enhance and dJevelop c-tical
thinking in classroom, the sample viewed :nem as article critique (94.2%), case study (85 5%),
brainstorming (82.6%), small group discLssion (76.8%), seminar (75.4%), ot active quzstion
(72.5%), and self-study exercises (56.5% . For the clinical practice, the sam2le notice = that
the teaching approaches were case ccnference (95.7%), case study (82.6%), ob;zctive
questioning (79.7%), nursing process (71.2%), and clinical rounds (66.7%). Ir erms of z-ucal
thinking evaluation approaches, the samsle viewed that they were small ¢-oup disc.ssion
(82.6%), article critique (78.3%). semi~ar (66.7%), case study (66.7%: and ob zztive
questioning (62.3%). And the evaluation zpproaches for clinical practice, the sample - swed
them as problem solving strategies (82.6°:), group conference (78.3%), objective ques: oning

(66.7%), and practice observation (62.39: .

From the research findings. the ressarchers suggest that there should be = further rezzarch
study regarding the development of knowleZige and understanding of nursing faculty memgz=rs on
criticat thinking. in addition. development arz enhancement of critical thinking espe sially in the zreas

of teaching and learning approaches as v.ell as critcal thinking evaluation shzuld be furnered

studied.





