
Preliminary Report on GER Assessment Pilot 
 
In spring 2003 the Council on Undergraduate Education (CUE) approved “A Proposal 
for Assessing General Education at NC State.”  According to this proposal, the CUE 
would generate objectives for each category in the General Education Requirements 
(GERs) that all courses in that category should meet and faculty teaching GER courses 
would create outcomes designed to enable students to meet the objectives and then 
would identify means of evaluating those outcomes.  The CUE also voted for a plan for 
implementing “A Proposal for Implementing Assessment of General Education at NC 
State,” which set forth timeline for executing the assessment of the GERs.  Included in 
this timeline for Spring 2003 and Fall 2003 was a pilot of the assessment procedure, 
approved by the CUE in recognition that such a revolutionary change in the 
university’s approach to the GERs should be tested before being required of all faculty 
teaching GERs. 
 
The pilot was to take place over two semesters.  In the first, pilot faculty would learn to 
create learning outcomes and identify means of evaluating those outcomes as well as 
generate new course action forms and revise their course syllabi accordingly.  In the 
second semester, pilot faculty would teach their courses by the new outcomes and 
assess the outcomes, writing a report of the results of the assessment.  This is a report of 
the first semester of the pilot. 
 
Goals of GER Assessment Pilot 

1. To identify any problems with the assessment procedure as outlined in the GER 
proposal 

2. To determine if the objectives produced by the CUE would present any 
difficulties in translating into outcomes 

3. To test materials developed for training faculty to create outcomes and identify 
means of evaluating outcomes 

4. To generate assessment materials—course action forms and attached 
documentation and GER assessment reports—that could be used by CUE 
members for learning how to evaluate these materials and also for determining 
the viability of the new assessment procedure 

5. To ensure that this assessment process promoted the improvement of GER 
courses 

6. To ensure that GER courses meet the GER objectives set forth by the CUE 
 
Procedure 
Fourteen faculty members participated in the first part of the pilot.  All volunteered to 
participate, and those who agreed to complete the pilot received an honorarium.  
Participants were selected to ensure representation of all GER categories as well as 
courses at all academic levels.  The category representation was as follows: 

Writing and speaking:  3 



Humanities (history):  1 
Visual and performing arts:  3 
Natural sciences:  3 
Mathematical sciences:  1 
Physical education:  1 
Social sciences:  1 
Science, technology, and society:  1 

Courses ranged from 100 level to 400 level.  Participating faculty also varied in 
experience teaching GER courses, ranging from first-year faculty to those who have 
been teaching at NC State for thirty years.  This variation was important because the 
training materials must be appropriate to faculty at all levels of experience.  
All participants but one (visual and performing arts) agreed to complete the two-
semester pilot.  That one participant attended the training sessions anyway. 
 
Faculty training consisted of two workshops.  GER Workshop 1 was given on April 2 
and 3, 2003.  Faculty could come on the date that was more convenient for them. This 
workshop introduced participants to the concepts of GER objectives, GER student 
learning outcomes, and means of evaluating those outcomes.  Participants were asked 
to create GER student learning outcomes and identify means of evaluating those 
outcomes for their GER courses and to bring these materials to the next workshop. 
 
GER Workshop 2 was given on April 16 and 24, 2003.  This workshop focused on the 
new Course Action Form (CAF), which had been revised to accommodate the new GER 
assessment plan.  Participants learned how to include GER assessment materials—
objectives, outcomes, and means of evaluation—in the CAF documentation and how to 
revise their syllabi to include the appropriate GER materials.  Participants were asked to 
submit new Course Action Forms with appropriate documentation (including revised 
syllabus) by the end of the semester.  The workshop concluded with a preview of the 
next semester of the pilot, in which they would teach and assess their GER courses 
according to the new materials they had created. 
 
Results 
Of the thirteen participants who agreed to complete the pilot, all but one (science, 
technology, and society) turned in revised Course Action Forms and syllabi.  
What we Learned from First Part of Pilot 
1. To identify any problems with the assessment procedure as outlined in the GER proposal 

At this point, no problems with the assessment procedure have been exposed.  One 
issue that had not been settled before the pilot was whether or not the outcomes for 
a course should be applied to all sections of the course.  This was addressed by 
faculty during the pilot, and most agreed that the course outcomes should be 
written generally enough to be applied to all sections. 

 



2. To determine if the objectives produced by the CUE would present any difficulties in 
translating into outcomes 
Some participants observed that some of the objectives were vague and needed 
some translation to understand what they really mean.  However, the participants 
indicated that they would be able to work with the objectives. 

 
3. To test materials developed for training faculty to create outcomes and identify means of 

evaluating outcomes 
The training materials were generally helpful to faculty.  Here is what we learned 
from the pilot: 
• There was some confusion about the levels of generality represented by 

objectives, outcomes, and means of evaluating outcomes.  Some faculty 
conceived of outcomes essentially as assignments.  This confusion was largely 
attributable to the lack a common understanding of the concepts of objectives, 
outcomes, and means of evaluating outcomes.  To address this confusion, we have 
made the levels of generality for each of the concepts clearer in a revision of the 
workshop materials. 

• Participants needed to move more deliberately through the steps for creating 
outcomes and means of evaluation.  In the original workshop, we went over the 
three steps for each and then asked participants to do all the steps.  We noted 
some confusion in a few participants.  In the revision, we ask faculty to perform 
one step within the workshop time before going on to the next, which allows us 
to deal with any confusions at the point they occur. 

• Our examples showed one means of evaluation for each outcome.  Some 
participants wanted to know if they could use multiple means of evaluation, 
such as a set of assignments related to an outcome.  We offer this option in the 
revision of the workshop. 

• We found that the focus on outcomes as what students learn to do in the course 
and the use of strong action verbs to describe those ways of doing (along with 
the use of Bloom’s Taxonomy) provided participants an effective guide to 
writing outcomes. 

 
4. To generate assessment materials—course action forms and attached documentation and 

GER assessment reports—that could be used by CUE members for learning how to evaluate 
these materials and also for determining the viability of the new assessment procedure 
The workshops produced new Course Action Forms and documentation, including 
syllabi, that can be used to train members of the CUE.  The CUE began training on 
the pilot materials in November of 2003.   
 

 


