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Overview

• GE assessment:  A challenge 

• GE Faculty Learning Community: Our solution 

• Faculty perspectives 

• Small group exercise 



Institutional Context:  Assessment 

• Area for improvement per 2012 WSCUC reaccreditation 

• Faculty skepticism about assessment 

• The beginning of a culture of assessment on campus



Institutional Context:  GE 

• Over 500 GE course in multiple disciplines “on the books”;  In 
Fall 2017: 

• 367 GE courses or 1,796 sections
• 27,086 students or 13,425 FTES

• A large percentage taught by part-time faculty

• Diverse opinions about GE goals: 

Started with 
265 GE Learning Goals

Concluded with
5 GE Learning Goals in 2015



Institutional Context: CSU 

• EO 1100:  Requires GE assessment 



Institutional Context:  Initial Attempt 

• GE curriculum mapping:  Courses — Learning Goals 

• Active involvement of the GE faculty senate

• Direct assessment: Four courses using embedded 
assignment 

• Indirect assessment: Student survey Mixed 
Results



What do you think? 

In order to develop a successful GE 
assessment model, what critical features 
does it need to have? 



Our Solution: 
GE Faculty Learning Community



A Year-long Working Group
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Participants from 2016-2017

• 15 courses from 8 colleges out of 
224 upper-division GE courses 
offered in Spring 2017

• 42 faculty: 
• 15 course coordinators/leads 
• 27 instructors 
• 3 instructors declined to participate  

• 2,251 students 

GE Learning Goal 
of focus: 

CRITICAL
THINKING



Comparable Assignment 
Common Rubric



Results: Assignment scores
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Results: Student survey
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“Closing the loop”: 
Faculty recommendations

• Get baseline data in lower division GE courses 

• Incorporate the rubric criteria into GE requirements  

• Refine assessment process (e.g. timing of assignment;       
online vs. F2F)



Faculty reflection

What was challenging:

Involve/train other instructors
Alignment b/w assignment & rubric

What worked well:

Collegiality 
Collaboration

Diversity/Cross-discipline
Open discussion 
Engaged/Vested

Food

Cost: $10,000 - 15,000 per year 



Insights from Participating Faculty: 
Part-time Faculty

•Challenges:
• Not knowing the rules and policies as a part-timer
• Not used to be heard by full-time faculty
• Training fellow faculties

•Achievements: 
• Part of “the big league”
• Involvement in more department activities
• Heard my voice and became more involved in assessment



Insights from Participating Faculty: 
Tenured Faculty

• Challenges: 
• Getting acceptance
• Getting a sincere commitment
• Stealing time 

• Advice: 
• Be both informed and empathetic in recruiting 

fellow colleagues 
• Be flexible in the embedded assignment 
• Be focused in assessment exercise 



Small Group Brainstorm

How would you adapt this model of GE 
assessment on your campus? 

What challenges would you encounter?  How 
would you resolve them? 



Thank you!

Contact: data@fullerton.edu


