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At its meeting of May 12, 2003, the Academic Senate passed the following Sense of the 
Senate Resolution presented by Miriam Donoho for the Curriculum and Research 
Committee. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE RESOLUTION 

REGARDING THE REPORT ON EVALUATION OF THE GENERAL EDUCATION 


ASSESSMENT PROCESS 


Whereas 	 Assessment is a required component of all General Education courses 

Whereas 	 In Fall 2001, the Academic Senate Chair requested the Assessment 
Operating Committee of the Curriculum and Research Committee to 
conduct a review of the GE certification process with focus on the 
component related to course assessment; be it therefore 

Resolved 	 That the SJSU Senate commend the Assessment Director and the 
Assessment Committee for their work culminating in their report on GE 
assessment; and be it further 

Resolved 	 That the Academic Senate accept the attached report of the Assessment 
committee and urge Undergraduate Studies to act, where possible, on the 
committee's recommendations; and be it further 

Resolved  	 That, as suggested by the Assessment Committee, Professional 
Standards Committee review the RTP criteria with respect to assessment 
and consider listing assessment activities as an important contribution in 
the area of service. 

Vote: 9/0/4 

Vote taken: April 7 

Present:	 Cooper, : Donoho, Ibrahim, Lessow-Hurley, Matthes, Reynolds, Rott, van 
Hoff & Williams 
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Final Report: Evaluations of General Education Assessment Process 

Executive Summary


In Fall 2001 the Academic Senate requested that the Assessment Committee conduct a 
review of the GE Certification Process, with a focus on components related to course 
assessment. Members of the Academic Senate had received a number of communications 
from faculty expressing concern over the GE Certification process and requirements 
related to assessment. Information about problems related to this process were largely 
anecdotal. Consequently, the Assessment Committee was charged to develop and 
implement an evaluation of the GE assessment process. To this end, the Assessment 
Committee conducted the following activities over the 2001-2002 academic year: 
x�Designed, implemented and analyzed a survey targeting GE coordinators and faculty. 
x�Designed focus group protocols. Implemented and analyzed three focus groups 

composed of GE faculty and coordinators from diverse Colleges and GE areas. 
x�Conducted extensive outreach to Chairs and faculty to facilitate participation in the 

survey and focus groups. 
x�Informally surveyed members of the Board of General Studies regarding the 

assessment and certification process. 

Based on the analysis of input from the surveys, the focus groups and the Board of 
General Studies, the Assessment Committee makes the following recommendations: 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies should convene faculty to discuss the 
interpretation of and summarize examples of student learning objectives in each of the 
General Education areas. Summaries of these discussions should be posted on the 
web as companion documents to the GE Guidelines and communicated in writing to all 
GE coordinators. 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies should provide the opportunity for and encourage 
visits to departments by the Director of Assessment, the Dean and Associate Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies, the GE Faculty in Residence and members of the Board to 
discuss specific issues relevant to particular GE courses and to clarify how initial and 
continuing certification differ. 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies and the Board of General Studies should 
investigate streamlining the GE assessment and reporting process, particularly for 
multi-section, multi-instructor courses. 

x� The mechanism to provide trained objective technical assistance for GE assessment in 
the form of facilitation and advising to departments and faculty should be continued and 
expanded. 

x� Workshops at key times during the year with paid stipends should be available to train 
course coordinators, new faculty and other designated faculty about GE assessment. 

x� Workshops should be offered on a continuous basis that allow faculty to discuss and 
learn about issues related to General Education that arise from the assessment 
process. 



x� Provide resources to support faculty who are developing assessment plans for new 
courses or advancing assessment in a program or GE area. 

x� Develop a mechanism to recognize outstanding assessment activities. 

x� Request that the Professional Standards Committee of the Academic Senate review 
the RTP criteria with respect to assessment and to consider listing assessment 
activities as an important contribution in the area of service. 



Final Report: Evaluations of General Education Assessment Process 

By the Academic Senate Assessment Committee (Fall 2002) 


Background 
In 1998, the Academic Senate approved a revised general education policy in which 
student learning, not just course content, became the driving criterion behind course 
development. Under the revised General Education Guidelines, courses are based on a 
set of area competency goals, student learning objectives, and content objectives, and 
must include a plan to embed assessment in course delivery. 

When the new General Education Guidelines were approved, all GE courses, including 
existing courses, had to be submitted for certification.  When the Board of General 
Studies (The Board) and the area-specific General Education Advisory Panels (GEAP) 
reviewed courses, members used several criteria to determine if a course should be 
certified. These were 
x� Did the course content address the competency goals for that particular GE 

area? 
x� Did the course content address the student learning objectives for that particular 

GE area? 
x� Did the course include the specified content objectives for that particular GE 

area? 
x� Did the assessment plan include a mix of instruments for measuring student 

performance? 

Since Fall semester 1998 the Board has reviewed about 260 courses and assessment 
plans. To date, 230 courses have been approved. In Fall semester 2001, the first 
systematic collection of assessment data was completed. Assessment data and recent 
greensheets were submitted for a subset of 71 GE courses, which were then evaluated 
for continuing certification. This subset consisted of courses that were approved during 
the initial certification cycle but were not approved unanimously because members of 
The Board had concerns with how the GE criteria were being met. As part of the long 
term certification process, course coordinators were asked to submit responses to 
identified concerns as well as assessment data documenting student success in 
meeting the learning objectives defined for the general education area. 

Throughout Fall 2001 and Spring 2002 all 71 courses were reviewed.  Sixty-six courses 
were given continuing certification (44 courses for 4 years and 22 for 2 or 3 years). For 
five courses, The Board requested additional materials addressing their concerns to be 
submitted by 9/1/02. In addition, during this same period, 19 new courses were 
submitted for GE certification. Of these, nine were approved, eight were denied and two 
were withdrawn. 

Introduction 
In Fall 2001 the Academic Senate requested that the Assessment Committee conduct a 
review of the GE Certification Process, with a focus on components related to course 
assessment. Members of the Academic Senate had received a number of 
communications from faculty expressing concern over the GE certification process and 
requirements related to assessment. Information about problems related to this process 



were largely anecdotal. Consequently, the Assessment Committee was charged to 
develop and implement an evaluation of the GE assessment process. To this end, the 
Assessment Committee conducted the following activities over the 2001-2002 academic 
year: 
x�Designed, implemented and analyzed a survey targeting GE coordinators and 

faculty. 
x�Designed focus group protocols. Implemented and analyzed three focus groups 

composed of GE faculty and coordinators from diverse Colleges and GE areas. 
x�Conducted extensive outreach to Chairs and faculty to facilitate participation in the 

survey and focus groups. 
x�Compiled data into a report for the Academic Senate 

A survey was sent to 486 faculty who were currently teaching or who have taught 
general education courses. A total of 118 surveys were returned with a good distribution 
of faculty with experience in general education as shown in Table 1 

Table 1: Demographics of Survey Respondents 

Faculty Appointment 

Tenured or 
Tenure-

track 

Lecturer No Answer 

81 (68.6%) 34 (28.8%) 3 (2.5%) 
GE Coordinator 

Yes No No Answer 
71 (60.2 

%) 
43 (36.4%) 4 (3.3%) 

Submitted Contio5�) 



In Fall 2002, present and former members of the Board of General Studies were 
informally surveyed to collect their impressions of the effectiveness of the GE 
Assessment process and suggestions for improvement. 

This report contains a brief introduction on the faculty’s perspectives on assessment 
based on the survey results. This is followed by a summary of seven themes that 
emerged from the focus groups and a short section summarizing the impressions of the 
Board of General Studies. The last section presents conclusions and recommendations. 

Findings 

Survey Results 
The survey questions were broken into several areas 
1. Amount of time spent doing assessment (Questions 1-5) 
2. Attitudes about the purpose and benefits of assessment (Questions 6 - 10 and 16) 
3. Resources, training and support for assessment (Question 11 - 15 and 17) 
4. Course certification and feedback (Questions 18-22) 

Amount of time spent doing assessment 
Figure 1 summarizes faculty responses to questions about time spent collecting, 
compiling and reporting assessment data. More than half of those who responded 
indicated that developing the initial assessment plan took more than 10 hours to 
complete. Close to 40% spend more than 10 hours customizing the assessment plan to 
their particular course offering. 

More than 60% of faculty indicated that they spend 5 hours or less each week 
implementing their assessment plans. About 40% indicated the time they spend 
collecting and compiling assessment data is decreasing and 40% indicated the time is 
increasing. The committee was not able to determine from the focus groups what is the 
cause of increasing time for collecting and compiling General Education assessment 
data. The responses regarding the amount of time coordinators spend completing the 
summary form were almost uniformly distributed. About 50% of those who had 
completed the summary form indicated that they spent less than 10 hours and 50% 
spent more than 10 hours completing the form. 

Figure 1. Summary of faculty responses related to the time needed to collect, compile 
and report assessment Data. 
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Q2: Time Spent Customizing Assessment Plan 
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Q3: Time Spent Implementing Assessment Plan 

Each Week 
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Q4: Time Need to Collect and Compile Assessment 

Data 
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Q5: Time Coordinators Spent Completing Summary 

Form 
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Attitudes About the Purpose and Benefits of Assessment 
In general, faculty were fairly negative with respect to their attitudes about assessment. 
This is particularly evident regarding their opinion on how useful GE data are to the 
University (Q9). Figure 2 indicates that the GE faculty is evenly split about whether 
assessment is or is not a useful activity. A large percentage of GE faculty members do 
not feel that assessment will help them meet their learning objectives or better 
understand student difficulties.  It is notable that more than 50% do not feel that 
assessment data will be put to good use by the university. 





Figure 3 Reasons faculty should collect assessment data 

Resources, training and support for assessment 
Figure 4 summarizes the support and training GE faculty members received with 
respect to assessment. One issue that was repeatedly raised during the focus groups 
was that faculty perceive GE Assessment to be an “unfunded mandate,” a required 
activity with no additional support. Close to 80 % of respondents indicated that they had 
received no additional support to complete GE assessment. 

More than 50% indicated that they did not receive adequate guidance when they were 
developing their assessment plans. While more faculty feel that they currently have 
adequate guidance with respect to assessment plans, close to 40% of faculty members 
indicated that they still do not have adequate guidance. This issue was explored in the 
focus groups. 

It appears fromcw,vhey resposse (Q17),d thae

receipingdepartsmentltAssessment trainins. 
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Q11: Adequate Guidance Pr



Course certification and feedback 
Close to 70% of those who responded indicated that their GE course was approved on 
the first or second submittal (See Figure 5). Those who were required to submit their 
course more than once indicated that the feedback they received with respect to the first 
submittal was not consistent with the criteria that were used to evaluate the course 
during the second and subsequent submittals. 

Respondents were largely uninformed about substantial differences in the focus of 
continuing certification compared to initial certification (Q20). Philosophically, the 
process for continuing certification is quite different from the initial certification process. 
While initial certification focuses on course content and whether or not the course is 
designed to meet the learning objectives, continuing certification focuses on the 
assessment data and how the faculty members teaching the course are responding to 
that assessment data. Survey responses indicate that close to 50% of faculty are not 
aware of this distinction. 
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Focus Group Results 
In general faculty focus group participants felt that assessment has a potential for 
positive results in their coursework.  Some professors mentioned assessment helped to 
measure students’ growth, as well as their academic needs.  On the other hand, focus 
group participants also expressed frustration at what they perceived to be an 
unnecessarily complicated, confusing and time consuming process. In addition, many 
participants expressed the need to understand all the reasons why assessment takes 
place. All participants strongly suggested that assessment be done in a collaborative 
versus an adversarial manner. It is notable in relation to concerns about communication, 
one of the dominant themes of the focus groups, that members in each of the focus 
groups spent some part of the session requesting clarification from the Assessment 
Director, the Associate Dean for Undergraduate Studies, and other faculty about issues 
that arose. 

The following is viewed as positive in the assessment process: 
1. 	Facilitates grading; 
2. 	Brings into focus the attainment of the learning objectives; 
3. 	Encourages teachers to change their approach; 
4. 	Increases teachers' knowledge of students. 

The following is viewed as negative in the assessment process: 
1. 	Is punitive; 
2. 	It presents vague, inadequate and contradictory guidelines; 
3. 	It has been impersonal; 
4. Is open to question as far as course-content/assessment competency of 
reviewers. 
5. Inferring teaching effectiveness from assessment data may be unfairly made. 
Other factors are involved, such as the students' role. 

Several themes emerged in the analysis of focus group responses related to the 
challenges of assessment. Many of these themes overlapped with focus group 
participant concerns related to the overall GE certification process. 

x� Need for improved communication, information and clarity. The most 
common concern expressed across focus groups related to the need for more 
effective and meaningful communication about assessment and other facets of 
the GE process. First, focus group participants expressed a need for clarity and 
consistency about the purpose of assessment as well as the “rules of the game” 
for obtaining approval for courses. Focus group participants observed that they 
and other faculty were often confused or given mixed messages about the 
purpose of assessment. “What institutional forces are driving this?,” asked one 
focus group participant. Another noted, “If it is about accrediting the University, 
we need to know that.” Second, faculty noted a myriad of problems in 
communication related to the GE and assessment process including insufficient 
or inconsistent feedback loops for use of data on a department/course level, lack 
of clarity about operationalizing objectives in specific GE areas, ambiguity about 
“what BOGS is looking for,” and inconsistency in feedback about required 
changes for BOGS approval. Finally, faculty called for a collaborative rather than 



a “top down” or adversarial approach for addressing University level concerns, 
such as preparing for WASC accreditation, and developing meaningful 
assessment requirements. 

x� Time Consuming Process.



Focus group participants discussed possible solutions or directions for change that 



"costs" in time and effort. At the same time their suggestions and comments seem to 
indicate a belief that, given certain conditions assessment can be useful and 
constructive. It is important to note, that the development of an assessment plan for GE 
courses was implemented for the first time at SJSU in Fall 1998, and was new to most 
faculty members. As is indicated in responses in the survey (Q11-Q15), there were a 
lack of training, templates and examples to follow. Development and customization of 



x� Compensation for Assessment. Consider allocation of resources in the form of 
release time or scheduled retreats to advance assessment. Faculty gave numerous 
suggestions of compensating the faculty with release time, and RTP credit. Release 
time of one faculty may serve to leverage relief from other faculty (e.g., in relation to 
planning assessment, analysis of data, or proposals based on assessment results). 
Faculty noted that time devoted to assessment sometimes takes time away from 
teaching, advisement, publications, etc. Since providing leadership in assessment 
is a particular hardship for part time faculty, some participants suggested that mainly 
full time faculty members should do assessment. 

Since February 2002, the Board has implemented several strategies to address issues 
of communication: 
x� sending all correspondence directly to course coordinators, as well as chairs 
x� having liaisons from the Board meet directly with course coordinators to clarify 

issues that are brought up in the course review. 
x� distributing Board agendas to all Associate Deans each week, so that interested 

parties may observe the Board of General Studies meeting if they wish. 

An initial response by the Office of Undergraduate Studies to concerns about training 
and sharing of best practices has been to: 
x� appoint a General Education Faculty-in-Residence at the Center for Faculty 

Development 
x� offer three workshops in Spring 2002 that addressed issues specific to General 

Education courses 
x� design workshops for Spring 2003 centered on clarifying GE learning objectives 
x� extend an offer to all colleges to meet with chairs, associate deans, or individual 

departments to discuss GE topics 

Recommendations 

Based on the analysis of input from the surveys, the focus groups and the Board of 
General Studies, the Assessment Committee makes the following recommendations: 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies should convene faculty to discuss the 
interpretation of and summarize examples of student learning objectives in each of 
the General Education areas. Summaries of these discussions should be posted on 
the web as companion documents to the GE Guidelines and communicated in 
writing to all GE coordinators. 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies should provide the opportunity for and 
encourage visits to departments by the Director of Assessment, the Dean and 
Associate Dean of Undergraduate Studies, the GE Faculty in Residence and 
members of the Board to discuss specific issues relevant to particular GE courses 
and to clarify how initial and continuing certification differ. 

x� The Office of Undergraduate Studies and the Board of General Studies should 
investigate streamlining the GE assessment and reporting process, particularly for 
multi-section, multi-instructor courses. 



x� The mechanism to provide trained objective technical assistance for GE assessment 
in the form of facilitation and advising to departments and faculty should be 
continued and expanded. 

x� Workshops at key times during the year with paid stipends should be available to 
train course coordinators, new faculty and other designated faculty about GE 
assessment. 

x� Workshops should be offered on a continuous basis that allow faculty to discuss and 
learn about issues related to General Education that arise from the assessment 
process. 

x� Provide resources to support faculty who are developing assessment plans for new 
courses or advancing assessment in a program or GE area. 

x� Develop a mechanism to recognize outstanding assessment activities. 

x� Request that the Professional Standards Committee of the Academic Senate review 
the RTP criteria with respect to assessment and to consider listing assessment 
activities as an important contribution in the area of service. 



Appendix A: Survey Results 

Demographics 

Q23 Q24 
HOW MANY GE SECTIONS DO YOU HOW MANY DIFFERENT GE COURSES HAVE 
TYPICALLY TEACH PER YEAR YOU TAUGHT 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1 14 12.28 NONE 2 1.77 
2 31 27.19 1 27 23.89 
3-4 43 37.72 2 26 23.01 
5-6 22 19.30 3 28 24.78 
7 OR MORE 4 3.51 4 OR MORE 30 26.55 
Total 114 100.00 Total 113 
Missing 4 Missing 5 

Q25 - A1 to Z Q26 

TYPE OF GE COURSES TAUGHT: Frequency Percent YEARr
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Course Certification and Feedback 

Q18 Q19 

THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOUR COURSE IF THE COURSE WAS SUBMITTED MORE 
WAS SUBMITTED TO OBTAIN GE THAN ONCE, THE CRITERIA USED TO RE­
CERTIFICATION BASED ON THE 1998 EVALUATE THE PROPOSAL WAS 
GUIDELINES CONSISTENT WITH THE FEEDBACK 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
1 29 36.71 STRONGLY DISAGREE 21 37.50 
2 28 35.44 DISAGREE 7 12.50 
3 7 8.86 NEUTRAL 4 7.14 

4 OR MORE 3 3.80 AGREE 2 3.57 
DO NOT KNOW 12 15.19 STRONGLY AGREE 2 3.57 
Total 79 NOT ABLE TO ASSESS 20 35.71 
Missing 39 Total 56 

Missing 62 

Q20 Q21 
HOW FAMILIAR ARE YOU WITH THE WHEN A COURSE HAS RECEIVED 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE GE CONTINUING CERTIFICATION, IN MOST 
COURSE CONTINUING CERTIFICATION CASES, THE NEXT REPORTING OF 
PROCESS AND THE INITIAL GE ASSESSMENT DATA WILL BE 4 YEARS, IS 
CERTIFICATE PROCESS THIS TIME FRAME 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
VERY FAMILIAR 24 21.43 TOO LONG 2 1.89 
SOMEWHAT FAMILIAR 37 33.04 ABOUT RIGHT 37 34.91 
NO







#12: Frustration – lack of guidance 
#13: Not enough feedback in writing 
#14: Confusion about what is really being asked from BOGS 



  



#13b: It can be difficult to have a specific assessment plan.  Why 
not have course coordinators come up with their own questions. 
The problems escalate when you have more sections. When you 
know the course well, you know how to ask questions. It’s the 
step in between the course objectives and assessment. Could be 
very specific questions about a specific course.   
#31: Send letter to course coordinator about schedule of courses 
being reviewed at BOGS meeting 
#32: Mechanism to have course coordinator address BOGS at a 
meeting 

Resources (Time, 
RTP) 

Retreats/email/ 
discussions/ 
listserves 

Collaborative 

#36: Roundtables + workshops a good way to learn. How do 
you have time? 
#37: Faculty workload + reward on campus makes it difficult to 
do. Want reward (recognition for assessment). 
#38: Assessment goes unnoticed in RTP 
#11a: Get out of the workshop mode – we are commuter faculty. 
May look at formats e.g. retreat option. 
#12a: Could have email discussion list of areas. 

process #13a: Summer retreat with modest faculty stipend and lunch. 
#14a: Some of the positive benefits of MUSE has been the 
opportunity for people to gather/talk who teach in similar areas. 
#15a: Good start to offer discussion. Also practical side – 
appreciated that re-certification was assumed for assessment. 
May want to adopt same approach. You are certified, but if there 
are major problems, will meet…. 
#7b: Best assessments are those that evolve 

Collaborative 




