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GER 4 ASSESSMENT REPORT
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Submitted by GER 4 W orking Group members:  Don Baxter (Government) 

                Beatrice Guenther (Modern Languages) 

                Ed Pratt (History) 

                Tamara Sonn (Religion) 

The GER 4 Assessment Report includes the following: (1) details from the Educational Policy Committee’s (EPC) 

application for GER 4 designation, (2) a description of methodologies used in the assessment, and (3) the W orking 

Group’s report on GER 4 and its recommendations for the curriculum and the assessment process. Graphs and 

tables that summarize portfolio evaluations as well as student and faculty surveys are appended to the report. 

To have a course designated as satisfying a GER, a department or program submits an application to the EPC. The 

EPC determines if the course, as described by the department or program, meets criteria of the GER. Periodically, 

courses that satisfy a GER are evaluated collectively as part of an ongoing review of the general education 

curriculum. The Assessment Office coordinates the reviews. During a review, a W orking Group of faculty members 

is appointed by the Dean of Undergraduate Studies to report on the GER. The W orking Group analyzes course 

material and survey results and submits a report to the EPC and the Assessment Steering Committee (ASC). Each 

committee responds to the report and presents recommendations to the faculty.  The EPC focuses on the GER and 

the ASC focuses on the assessment process.  

1.  DETAILS FROM THE EPC COURSE APPLICATION: GER 4 - W orld Cultures and History  

Definition and Elaboration of Criteria: 

The W orld Cultures and History GER is designed to introduce students to major ideas, institutions, and historical 

events that have shaped human societies. The courses that would meet this objective have the following features: 1) 

they are courses covering more than one period, or covering critical periods, or movements which are designed 

primarily to explore topics, issues, or themes (as opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a discipline); 2) they 

are informed by an historical perspective (in the sense of addressing the changes in institutions, movements, or 

cultural practices); 3) they emphasize critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements; and 4) 

using disciplinary or interdisciplinary theoretical frameworks, they focus on a European or a non-European 

tradition, or explore topics comparatively across traditions. 

Questions:

1. W hich of the three categories of GER 4 does this course satisfy and why? 

A. History and Culture in the European Tradition (societies in Europe as well as European societies outside 

Europe, including the United States) 

B. History and Culture Outside the European Tradition (Africa, Asia, the Middle East, Pacific, Latin America, 

and the New W orld societies and cultures that are identifiably non-European) 

C. Cross-Cultural Issues (these courses deal with a comparative approach and the cross-fertilization of ideas, 

institutions, and cultures primarily between European and non-European traditions) 

2. W hich historical period(s) or movement(s) will the course cover? 

3. How does this course address changes in institutions, movements, or cultural practices? 

4. W hich critical events, institutions, ideas, literary/artistic achievements, or cultural practices will the course 

emphasize? 

                                                          
1 The Assessment Office prepared background text and tables and graphs for this report. 
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2.  DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY AND PORTFOLIO METHODOLOGIES 

When the general education curriculum was adopted in 1993, the faculty voted to assess the GERs. A pilot 

evaluation was conducted in 1996. Based on results of the pilot, the faculty approved an evaluation process that 

included course portfolios and student and faculty surveys. GER 4 is the seventh of seven GERs to undergo review. 

At the completion of this first cycle of reviews, the EPC and the ASC will present results of the reviews to the 

faculty along with recommendations for the curriculum and the assessment process.  

All GER courses are included in the periodic reviews. A brief description of GER 4 courses is presented below, 

followed by descriptions of the portfolio and survey methodologies used in the review. 

Courses / Sections Included In The Ger 4 Assessment 

During the Spring and Fall 2001, 16 departments and programs offered 168 GER 4 course sections. The 168 

sections represent 86 courses taught by 112 faculty members. Ten sections (7 courses) were cross-listed. Table 1 

displays alphabetically the departments and programs in which GER 4 courses were taught, including the cross-

listings and each language in the MLL department. The table also lists the number of course sections, courses, and 

faculty members teaching GER 4 courses.2

TABLE 1: Departments and programs in which GER 4 Courses were taught during  

Spring and Fall 2001: Course Sections, courses, and instructors

DEPARTMENT OR PROGRAM SECTIONS COURSES INSTRUCTORS 

American Studies 2 2 2

American Studies/Music 1 1 1 

Anthropology 14 11 10

Anthropology/Music 1 1 1* 

Art History 6 4 5

Black Studies 1 1 1 

Classical Studies 2 2 2

Classical Studies/History 2 2 1 

Classical Studies/Women's Studies 2 1 2

Economics 3 3 3 

English 29 3 19* 

Government 3 2 2 

History 38 14 26

Modern Languages & Literatures: Arabic 1 1 1 

Modern Languages & Literatures: French 10 4 6

Modern Languages & Literatures: German 1 1 1 

Modern Languages & Literatures: Hispanic Studies 3 1 2

Modern Languages & Literatures: Italian 2 2 2 

Modern Languages & Literatures: Russian 1 1 1

Music 3 2 3 

Philosophy 8 7 4

Physics 1 1 1 

Religion 19 12 10

Sociology 5 3 3* 

Sociology/Women's Studies 4 3 1

Women's Studies 6 1 5 

 TOTAL: 168 86 112* 

 *Three faculty members taught courses in departments and programs and cross-listed courses.

                                                          
2

The Office of the Registrar and the Office of Institutional Research provided information about GER courses, course sections, faculty 

members, and enrolled students.
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Portfolio Methodology

Faculty members were asked to submit course portfolios for each GER 4 course they taught in Spring 2001 and Fall 

2001. Portfolios are collections of material from the course (e.g., syllabus, assignments, tests) that illustrate how the 

GER criteria are being met. Faculty members also were asked to include in the portfolios two sets of student work, 

one evaluated as excellent, the other as acceptable course work and descriptions of how their courses meet each 

criterion. When a faculty member was teaching multiple sections of the same course, a single portfolio was 

requested. In the case of GER 4 courses, 137 portfolios were requested and 109 were submitted.3

Portfolios:  109 / 137    (80%) 

During the pilot study of the methodologies, a scoring guide for GER 4 course portfolios was developed using the 

language of the GER criteria. GER 4 Working Group members revised the scoring guide and developed a parallel 

guide to distinguish between course material and student work. The Working Group also developed detailed scoring 

rubrics for evaluation of course material and student work (see Appendix A). Each portfolio was evaluated by two 

members of the Working Group.  

Course materials were evaluated according to four criteria using a 5-point scale. When raters deviated by more than 

one point in rating a criterion, the portfolio was reviewed by the scorers, and in some cases by a third member of the 

Working Group. The Working Group did not review scores if both raters agreed that a criterion was met adequately 

(scores of 1, 2, and 3).4 The combined evaluations of course material resulted in 436 criteria scores (4 criteria scores 

for 109 portfolios). Ten (2%) of the 436 criteria scores were recorded as 0 (could not judge). In these cases, at least 

one rater indicated that not enough information was available to rate the criterion. In 11 cases (3%), raters did not 

reach a consensus about whether the criterion was met. In these and all other cases, scores of the two raters were 

averaged. The Working Group indicated that the rubrics were useful, but that the GER was intentionally broad and 

some differences in interpretation of the criteria were to be expected. The Group acknowledged that some 

subjectivity in scoring portfolios could not be resolved in a rubric or in calibration exercises.  

The GER 4 Working Group is the first of the seven GER Working Groups to evaluate student work independent of 

course material.  The Working Group evaluated examples of excellent and acceptable student work. Group 

members indicated that doing so was a good way to measure which GER criteria students were exposed to through 

the course material and which criteria they were able to draw on in their assignments. A grading scale was used to 

evaluate student work. However, the Working Group was careful to point out that they did not evaluate the quality 

of student work or the student’s mastery of GER criteria. Review of student work measured the emphasis of the 

GER 4 criteria in the course as reflected in assignments, tests, and quizzes. To avoid confusion of what is being 

evaluated in a review of student work, the current use of a grading scale should be changed to the scale used in the 

course material scoring guide.  

The Working Group felt that evaluating student work was very useful in understanding what was going on in 

courses, especially when term papers or similar work was available.  However, the richness of information available 

in student work varied considerably and in a couple of cases no student work was included in the portfolio. In fact, 

in 23 of the 109 portfolios, student work could not be judged on at least one criterion. A total of 872 criteria scores 

were recorded (4 judgments were made on examples of excellent work and 4 judgments on examples of acceptable 

work for each of the 109 portfolios submitted).  In 47 (5%) of the 872 scores, the raters deviated by at least one 

point and one rater considered the work to be acceptable (C or higher) while the other rater considered the work to 

be unacceptable (D or F).  These cases represent 20 portfolios. Limitations notwithstanding, the Working Group 

encourages the use of course portfolios to evaluate the GER 4 requirement. 

However, the Working Group cautions the ASC of the heavy workload in using a portfolio methodology, especially 

when there are many courses that fulfill a GER. In the GER 4 review, each Working Group member evaluated 

course material, excellent student work, and acceptable student work for over fifty courses. The Working Group 

discussed possible ways to reduce the workload and still continue to use a portfolio methodology. Two suggestions 

                                                          
3 During the assessment period (Spring/Fall 2001), 168 course sections were taught. Of the 168 sections, 31 were sections 

taught by the same instructor (27 instructors taught 2 sections of a course and 2 instructors taught 3 sections of a course). 
4 The scale is reversed in the tables and graphs for consistency with the scale used on student and faculty questionnaires. 
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for reducing the workload include (1) weighting the number of faculty members appointed to Working Groups by 

the number of GER courses taught during a review, and (2) collecting a representative sample of portfolios.  

Survey Methodology

GER 4 Working Group members modified the student and faculty survey instruments developed during the pilot of 

the methodologies. The new survey instruments parallel the portfolio scoring sheet and allow comparisons between 

results of the portfolio and survey methodologies. The survey instruments are presented in Appendix B.  

The survey included all students with valid contact information who were enrolled in GER 4 courses in Spring 2001 

and Fall 2001. Students were sent a link to an electronic questionnaire. Students could complete a questionnaire for 

each GER 4 course in which they were enrolled. Faculty members were sent links to a parallel questionnaire for 

each GER 4 course they taught. They were sent a single questionnaire for multiple sections of the same course.  

           Students       Faculty 

Total Respondents: 4780 / 6708 (71%)    121 / 137 (88%) 

In 166 of the 168 course sections surveyed, at least half of the enrolled students responded to the survey items.  Of 

the 2 sections with less than half of the students responding, response rates were 45% (14/31) and 48% (19/40).   

3. WORKING GROUP REPORT OF GER 4 COURSES

The Working Group’s report of GER 4 courses is based on the attached summary graphs and tables of portfolio 

scores and survey results, and the Group’s review of student work and course materials.  In a series of questions, the 

Working Group was asked to discuss how well the GER courses (collectively) were meeting the criteria for GER 4 

based on a review of the portfolios. The Working Group was then asked to use the portfolio reviews and survey 

results to compare courses with different characteristics (e.g., introductory and upper level courses, class sizes). The 

Working Group also was asked about the assessment process and to make recommendations about the curriculum 

and the review process. (Responses to the questions are presented in the next section.)  

To address the questions posed by the EPC and the ASC, the Working Group defined a primary objective for GER 

4 courses and four features in courses that meet the primary objective. They also offered interpretive comments. 

The primary objective and course features are from the GER 4 Definition and Elaboration of Criteria (see page 1): 

Primary objective:  Course introduces students to major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have 

shaped human societies

Working Group interpretive comments:  

 “institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery) in the primary objective 

and in Features 2 and 3 

Feature 1:  Covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement which are/is designed to explore 

topics, issues, or themes (as opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a discipline) 

Working Group interpretive comments:  

Courses that satisfy this feature cover more than one period (such as Survey of East Asian Civilizations to 

1600) or one critical period (such as a course on the culture of the 1960s) or movement (such as a course on 

the history of communism, fascism, or Islamic fundamentalism). 

Feature 2:  Emphasizes critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that have shaped 

human societies  
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Feature 3:  Is informed by an historical perspective (in the sense of addressing the changes in institutions, 

movements, or cultural practices that have shaped human societies) 

Working Group interpretive comments:  

These features, as with the others, are informed by the Primary Objective for GER 4: to introduce students to 

major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies. Key words, “that have 

shaped human societies” are included in this feature to emphasize the Primary Objective. “Institutions” is 

broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery). 

Feature 4: Uses disciplinary or interdisciplinary theoretical frameworks 

Working Group interpretive comments:  

In this feature, the emphasis is on “framework.” This feature is not satisfied in courses that move from one 

idea to the next or from one literary text to the next. There has to be some common thread or threads linking 

them (e.g., changing ideas of race) with an emphasis on forces that have shaped human societies. 

In evaluating course portfolios, Working Group members indicated the extent to which each feature was evidenced 

in course material. Courses in which a feature was “not met” or “met superficially” were rated “unacceptable” as 

GER 4 courses. Those in which all features were “met adequately,” “emphasized,” or a “major focus” met the 

criteria for GER courses and were rated “satisfactory” or “high” on the Primary Objective.  

The rubric for evaluating student work emphasized the level of student understanding of the features that define a 

GER 4 course. However, in evaluating student work, the Working Group continued to use the same scale and rubric 

they used when evaluating course material. Student work was important to evaluate independent of course material, 

but the Working Group wanted to differentiate between student experiences and student understanding of the course 

material. They reasoned that student work illustrated the emphasis given to each feature, but that evaluating mastery 

of the course material was the responsibility of the instructor. The scale used by the Working Group to review 

course material and student work is consistent with the scale on the student and faculty survey instruments.  

Questions:  PORTFOLIO RESULTS

1. Based on analysis of course portfolio materials and student work, how well is each GER 4 criterion being 

met? (see Table 2 and Figure 1) 

The table and figure show differences among portfolio ratings of course material, excellent student work, and 

acceptable student work. Note that most scores are 3 and above which suggests that courses include key 

features of GER courses.  However, there are inconsistencies between student work and course material and 

between the levels of student work. There is also a fair number of course sections for which a criterion was not 

met adequately.

The bottom section of table 2 indicates an overall portfolio rating. An unacceptable rating means that at least 

one of the required features of a GER 4 course was rated 2 (criterion met superficially) or 1 (criterion not met 

in course) for course material or D or F for student work.  Fourteen course sections were rated 

“unacceptable” based on course material, 16 course sections were “unacceptable” based on excellent student 

work, and 21 course sections were “unacceptable” based on acceptable(i.e., C-level) student work. This means 

that over  10% of the 109 course sections for which portfolios were available did not meet the GER 4 criteria.

Figure 1 presents results of the three portfolio scores related to each of the four features and the primary 

objective.  The disparity in scores reinforces the importance of looking at course material independently of 

student work and of looking at different levels of student work.  In all cases, course material shows 

considerably more adherence to the criteria than is evidenced in either level of student work. Note the 

considerable amount of uncertainty related to student work. In part, this reflects the amount of student work 

included in the portfolios. It also suggests that GER 4 criteria were not a major focus of graded assignments 

and tests in many GER 4 courses.  
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 a. What types of courses would clearly meet each criterion? 

Courses that clearly meet GER 4criteria emphasize important factors that have shaped human societies. This 

means that a course must (1) clearly identify more than one period or more than one prominent movement 

within a period to show how societies change, (2) identify critical events, institutions, ideas, or 

literary/artistic achievements, (3) examine how those events, institutions, ideas, or achievements influenced 

sociocultural developments,  and (4) anchor the course in a theoretical framework that moves beyond a 

simple description of changes in human societies. GER 4 courses go beyond historical knowledge and 

analyze how human societies have changed. 

 b. What types of courses would not meet each criterion? 

GER 4 courses must have the four features identified above. Courses that focus on a single period or 

movement that do not show how human societies have changed would not meet the GER 4 criteria. Courses 

that illustrate changes in human societies but do not identify important factors for the changes would not 

meet the GER 4 requirement. Courses that do not examine the interaction between sociocultural 

developments and critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements would not satisfy GER 

4, nor would courses that are simply descriptive or that fail to locate sociocultural developments in a 

historical context.

Questions:  PORTFOLIO & SURVEY RESULTS

2. Do survey responses of students support the portfolio analysis? If not, please explain. (see Table  3 and

Figure 2) 

The faculty survey responses, student survey responses, and portfolio scores were somewhat inconsistent. As one 

might expect, faculty members indicated that each feature of GER 4 was evidenced in their courses. Likewise, in 

nearly all courses, students indicated each feature was evidenced and the primary objective was being met. 

However, portfolio scores suggested that some courses failed to address the features.  The differences could 

mean that features were evidenced in courses but not emphasized in graded student work (portfolio course 

material). It could also be that faculty members emphasized GER 4 features, but they did not evaluate students 

relative to the GER criteria. The inconsistencies are modest, but the link between course material and each GER 

feature should be made explicit by the faculty member. The Working Group strongly believes that the GER 4 

criteria should be evidenced not just in the course portfolio but in students' written work. 

3. Do student ratings suggest differences between courses for which portfolios were submitted and those for 

which no portfolios were submitted?:  see Table 4 

Overall, there were no differences between courses for which portfolios were available and those for which no 

portfolios were submitted.  The means are the same, as are the percentage of courses that were unacceptable for 

each course feature and those for which features were evidenced.  

4. For the GER 4 course features, do you find any significant differences between or among: 

a. Type of GER 4 course (A, B, C): see Table 5 

The mean survey scores were fairly consistent for GER 4A, 4B, and 4C courses. However, portfolio scores 

point to differences. Looking at the distributions of the first feature, student ratings were quite similar, but 

portfolio analysis suggests that this feature was not evidenced in 18% (6/33) of the GER 4B courses and 12% 

(2/16) of the GER C section.  Student survey and portfolio results also indicate that GER 4B courses have a 

higher percentage of unacceptable courses for feature 2.  All types of GER courses have course sections that 

were not informed by an historical perspective.  These differences should be monitored over time and faculty 

members should be reminded of the three features and the primary objective that define GER 4.
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b. GER designations (GER 4, GERs 3 & 4, GERs 4 & 5): see Table 6 

Of the 168 course sections included in this assessment, 111 had a single GER designation (GER 4) and 57 had 

two GER designations. Of the 57 course sections that met two GERs, 7 were designated as meeting GER 3 and 

GER 4 and 50 were designated as meeting GER 4 and GER 5. Table 6 suggests that courses that were 

designated as GER 3 and GER 4 courses had consistently lower mean survey ratings and portfolio scores than 

courses with only a GER 4 designation and those with both GER 4 and GER 5 designations.   There could be a 

tradeoff in GER 3 and GER 4 criteria. Special attention should be given to courses with these designations in 

assessments of GER 4 and GER 3. In addition, faculty members should be made aware of the results to make 

sure criteria for each GER can be met in the course. 

c. Instructor rank (tenured/tenure eligible, not tenure eligible): see Table 7 

Means of survey ratings and portfolio scores show little difference between courses taught by tenured/tenure 

eligible faculty members and those not eligible.  However, distributions indicate that permanent faculty 

members need to be reminded of the features that define GER 4 courses more so than those who are not eligible 

for tenure.  A full 15% (13/84) of the course sections taught by tenured/tenure eligible faculty members were 

unacceptable on at least one feature, compared to 4% (1/25) of sections taught by instructors who are not 

eligible for tenure.

d. Course level  (100-200, 300) : see Table 8 

There were no significant differences when comparing mean survey ratings of students in lower and upper 

level courses.  However, mean portfolio scores were higher for upper level courses for each of the three GER 4 

features. The largest difference in mean portfolio scores was for the third feature “Informed by an historical 

perspective.” An historical perspective was evidenced more in upper level course portfolios (mean=4.4) than in 

lower level portfolios (mean=3.9). Moreover, for nearly 20% (11/58) of the lower level portfolios, the Working 

Group found no evidence that the course was informed by an historical perspective. This was the case for 6% 

(3/48) of the upper level course portfolios. Yet survey results indicate that 2% (2/105) of lower level courses 

and 8% (5/63)of upper level courses did not include this GER 4 feature. These inconsistent results could be 

reflective of the different methodologies, as well as different interpretations of students and Working Group 

members or a measurement problem with identifying historical perspectives in student work.  This course 

feature needs to be better defined operationally in the next round of assessments. 

e. Class size: see Table 9  

Survey and portfolio results suggest that large classes emphasized each feature somewhat more than smaller 

classes. This is especially notable for the third feature (informed by an historical perspective) and the primary 

objective. (Keep in mind that the third feature was problematic in other comparisons and needs to be clarified 

in future assessments.) There were more smaller classes than larger classes that have at least one feature that 

is not evidenced at an acceptable level. 

f. Department: see Table 10 

In table 10, none of the mean survey ratings fell below the acceptable level (3). Courses in a number of 

disciplines clearly evidenced features of GER 4 courses. Results of the survey and portfolio methodologies 

suggest that all course sections in Art History, Economics, History, Modern Languages and Literatures 

(excluding French), Music, and Religion were acceptable. At least one course section in the other departments 

and programs that offer GER 4 courses was unacceptable on one or more features. Those disciplines include 

Anthropology, English, French, Philosophy, Sociology, Interdisciplinary programs, and cross-listed courses. 
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g. Course (Eng 203, Eng 204, Eng 207, Hist 101, Hist 102, Hist 201, Hist 202, Wmst 205): see Table 11 

Survey responses and portfolio scores are provided at the course level when data are available for at least 

three sections taught by different instructors. Of the 8 courses presented on table 11, the four history courses 

clearly met GER 4 criteria. The other four courses included at least one section that addressed a GER 4 course 

feature only superficially.

GER 4: OVERALL ASSESSMENT 

5. To what extent are GER 4 courses meeting the overall goals of the World Cultures and History requirement? 

Overall, the GER 4 courses evidenced the features associated with GER 4. However, there were a number of 

courses for which at least one feature was addressed only superficially, if at all. This was especially the case 

when reviewing portfolios.  This needs to be addressed, first by providing GER 4 instructors with the GER 4 

criteria and second, by making sure that student work demonstrates a strong emphasis on the GER 4 criteria. 

It was somewhat surprising to see the amount of slippage since the curriculum was adopted. It also was 

surprising to see that the slippage was with the permanent faculty. This suggests that GER 4 features are being 

forced into an established course rather than the course being adapted to emphasize the features.  Faculty 

members (new and established) should be reminded that GER 4 courses emphasize four features and have a 

primary objective. 

6. Based on the portfolio and/or the survey analysis, do you have additional comments about GER 4 courses? 

In the next round of assessments, the course features need to be defined by faculty members and evidenced in 

student work.  Some of the inconsistencies between the methodologies and the survey populations could be 

reduced with clarification of the features. 

7. Did you have any difficulty interpreting the Definition and Elaboration of Criteria for GER 4? If so, please 

explain.

The Working Group met with the EPC at the beginning of the assessment. The interpretive comments indicate 

how we interpreted the criteria and defined them in terms of course features and a primary objective. We 

recommend that the language used by the Working Group be used when refining the definitions and elaboration 

of criteria. 

8. Is the EPC’s GER course designation request clear? If not, please explain.  Yes

9. Does the EPC’s GER course designation request address the GER 4 criteria? If not, please explain. Yes

10. Based on GER 4 assessment results, do you have any suggestions for the EPC?   

See #5 above. Also, when reviewing course applications, use the interpretive comments provided above. 

11. Were the expectations for this assessment clear? If not, please explain. 

Yes, but the workload was much more than expected. 

12. Was the assessment process clear? If not, please explain. 

Yes, the process was clear, but the amount of time and effort involved was much more than anticipated (see 

comments under #16. 

13. Did you have difficulty developing the portfolio scoring sheet and surveys?  If so, please explain. 
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No, but they should be refined to reflect a parallel scoring guide for student work and course material. 

14. Did you have difficulty scoring the portfolios? If so, please explain. 

This took too much time individually and collectively. Trying to reconcile scores was difficult because one of the 

members was on leave. Also, the distinctions are too fine. It would be preferable to rate portfolios on a three-

point scale: unacceptable, acceptable, exemplary – or even distinguishing between unacceptable and 

acceptable.

15. Did you have difficulty interpreting results of the surveys and portfolios (e.g., understanding tables/charts, 

determining appropriate standards)? If so, please explain. 

Mean responses for the student surveys and mean ratings of portfolios were quite positive and indicate that GER 

4 criteria were being addressed by the new curriculum: overall,  the new curriculum was doing what it was 

intended to do with respect to GER 4.  However, in reviewing the portfolios, we identified courses that did not 

address the GER 4 criteria explicitly in course material or student work. Breaking down the number of 

unacceptable and acceptable courses allowed us to maintain a program-level focus and still suggest generally 

where the curriculum was falling short of the goals for general education. 

16. Do you have any suggestions about the assessment process? 

Results need to be shared with program and department faculties and follow-ups should be planned to make 

sure that the number of “unacceptable” courses is monitored.  

As noted throughout this report, the workload is too heavy for a small Working Group.  

In addition to the workload, the Working Group was concerned with the length of time the review has taken. The 

evaluation of the portfolios was conducted in the summer (without faculty compensation), the fall, and the first 

part of the spring semester. This was too long a period. Working Group members agreed that a “May Seminar” 

approach would be better, in which Working Group members devote several days to evaluating portfolios and 

interpreting results of the portfolios and surveys. In addition, the workload of constructing portfolios needs to be 

reviewed. 

Please include any additional comments or recommendations you have about the GER 4 assessment results and the 

GER 4 assessment process. 
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Appendix A 

Evaluation Guides and Rubrics 

1. GER 4: EVALUATION GUIDE FOR STUDENT WORK 

2. RUBRIC:  STUDENT WORK FOR GER 4 

3. GER 4: EVALUATION GUIDE FOR COURSE MATERIAL 

4. RUBRIC:  COURSE MATERIAL FOR GER 4 



GER 4 Assessment Report (Spring 2003) page 11 

GER 4: EVALUATION GUIDE FOR STUDENT WORK
PORTFOLIO # ______
Read through the excellent and acceptable student work. (Indicate if level of work is not marked or if both levels are not 

available.) For each level of work, rate the extent to which the following GER criteria are evidenced in the work. In the 

COMMENTS section elaborate on reasons you were unable to judge a response; any ambiguities, questions, concerns, or 

problems in scoring the portfolio; or other comments that would be useful in evaluating GER 4. 

SCALE: 0=could not judge (e.g., no evidence)    C=demonstrates basic understanding 

A=demonstrates sophisticated understanding  D=demonstrates superficial understanding 

B=demonstrates solid understanding    F=demonstrates lack of understanding  

FEATURES IN COURSES THAT MEET PRIMARY OBJECTIVE FOR GER 4: Introduces students to major ideas, institutions, 

and historical events that have shaped human societies 

Excellent work: 

0 A B C D F 

Acceptable work: 

1. Covers more than one period, or a critical 

period, or a movement which are/is designed 

to explore topics, issues, or themes (as 

opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a 

discipline)
0 A B C D F 

Excellent work: 

0 A B C D F 

Acceptable work: 

2. Emphasis on critical events, institutions, 

ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that 

have shaped human societies

0 A B C D F 

Excellent work:

0 A B C D F 

Acceptable work:

3. Informed by an historical perspective (in the 

sense of addressing the changes in 

institutions, movements, or cultural practices 

that have shaped human societies)

0 A B C D F 

Excellent work: 

0 A B C D F 

Acceptable work: 

4. Use of disciplinary or interdisciplinary 

theoretical frameworks

0 A B C D F 

COMMENTS

Excellent work:  

A/B C D/F UNC 

Acceptable work: 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE FOR GER 4: 

Student work demonstrates understanding of 

major ideas, institutions, and historical events that 

have shaped human societies

A/B C D/F UNC 

A/B (High)=at least two features rated B 

or higher and no feature is rated 

below C  

C (Satisfactory)=no feature is rated 

below C 

D/F (Unacceptable) =at least one 

feature rated below C 

UNCertain=could not judge
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RUBRIC:  STUDENT W ORK FOR GER 4 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE: Course introduces students to major ideas, institutions, and historical events 
that have shaped human societies 

W orking Group interpretive comments:  

“institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery) in the primary objective 
and in Features 2 and 3 

Feature 1:  Covers m ore than one period, or a critical period, or a m ovem ent which are/is 
designed to explore topics, issues, or them es (as opposed to teaching the 
m ethods/theories of a discipline) 

W orking Group interpretive comments:  

Courses that satisfy this feature cover more than one period (such as Survey of East Asian Civilizations 
to 1600) or one critical period (such as a course on the culture of the 1960s) or movement (such as a 
course on the history of communism, fascism, or Islamic fundamentalism). 

A. work covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, and explores topics, 
issues, or themes; demonstrates sophisticated understanding of topics, issues, or themes  

B. work covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, and explores topics, 
issues, or themes; demonstrates solid understanding of topics, issues, or themes 

C. work covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, and explores topics, 
issues, or themes; demonstrates basic understanding of topics, issues, or themes, may 
have some gaps 

D. work covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, but lacks substance 
and demonstrates only a cursory understanding of topics, issues or themes 

F. work does not cover more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement and/or  does 
not explore related topics, issues or themes; work indicates student does not grasp topics, 
issues or themes 

Feature 2:  Em phasis on critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievem ents that 
have shaped hum an societies 

W orking Group interpretive comments: 

This feature, as with the others, are informed by the Primary Objective for GER 4: to introduce students 
to major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies. Key words, “that 
have shaped human societies” are included in this feature to emphasize the Primary Objective. 
“Institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery). 

A. work demonstrates sophisticated understanding of critical events, institutions, ideas, or 
literary/artistic achievements that have shaped human societies 

B. work demonstrates solid understanding of critical events, institutions, ideas, or 
literary/artistic achievements that have shaped human societies 

C. work demonstrates basic understanding of critical events, institutions, ideas, or 
literary/artistic achievements that have shaped human societies; may have gaps 

D. work touches on critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements but lacks 
substance and demonstrates only a cursory understanding of those events, institutions, 
ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that have shaped human societies 

F. work does not cover critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that 
have shaped human societies; work indicates student does not grasp c how critical events, 
institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements have shaped human societies 
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Feature 3:  Informed by an historical perspective (in the sense of addressing the changes in 
institutions, movements, or cultural practices that have shaped human societies) 

Working Group interpretive comments: 

This feature, as with the others, are informed by the Primary Objective for GER 4: to introduce students 
to major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies. Key words, “that 
have shaped human societies” are included in this feature to emphasize the Primary Objective. 
“Institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery). 

A. work is informed by an historical perspective; demonstrates sophisticated understanding of 
changes in institutions, movements or cultural practices that have shaped human societies 

B. work is informed by an historical perspective; demonstrates solid understanding of changes 
in institutions, movements or cultural practices that have shaped human societies 

C. work is informed by an historical perspective; demonstrates basic understanding of changes 
in institutions, movements or cultural practices that have shaped human societies; may have 
some gaps 

D. work is somewhat informed by an historical perspective, but lacks substance and 
demonstrates only a cursory understanding of changes in institutions, movements or cultural 
practices that have shaped human societies 

F. work is not informed by an historical perspective; work indicates student does not grasp 
changes in institutions, movements or cultural practices that have shaped human societies 

Feature 4:  Use of disciplinary or interdisciplinary theoretical frameworks to focus on a European 
tradition or a tradition outside the European tradition, or explore topics comparatively 
across cultures

Working Group interpretive comments: 

In this feature, the emphasis is on “framework.” This feature is not satisfied in courses that move from 
one idea to the next or from one literary text to the next. There has to be some common thread or threads 
linking them (e.g., changing ideas of race) with an emphasis on forces that have shaped human 
societies. 

A. work uses a framework to focus on tradition(s) and demonstrates a sophisticated 
understanding of forces that have shaped human societies 

B. work uses a theoretical framework to focus on tradition(s) and demonstrates a solid 
understanding of forces that have shaped human societies 

C. work uses a theoretical framework to focus on tradition(s) and demonstrates a basic 
understanding of forces that have shaped human societies, may have gaps 

D. work might introduce a theoretical framework, but demonstrates only a cursory 
understanding of forces that have shaped human societies 

F. work indicates that student does not understand the use of theoretical frameworks, or forces 
that have shaped human societies 
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GER 4: EVALUATION GUIDE FOR COURSE MATERIAL

PORTFOLIO # ______             
Read through the course portfolio. Based on the course material, rate the extent to which the course satisfies the GER 4 criteria.

In the COMMENTS section elaborate on reasons you were unable to judge a response; any ambiguities, questions, concerns, or 

problems in scoring the portfolio; or other comments that would be useful in evaluating GER 4. 

SCALE: 0=could not judge  (e.g., not enough information)   3=criterion met adequately 

1=criterion major focus of course       4=criterion met superficially  

2=criterion emphasized          5=criterion not met in course 

FEATURES IN COURSE THAT MEETS PRIMARY OBJECTIVE: Introduces students to major ideas, institutions, and

historical events that have shaped human societies 

1. Covers more than one period, or a critical 

period, or a movement which are/is designed to 

explore topics, issues, or themes (as opposed to 

teaching the methods/theories of a discipline) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Emphasizes critical events, institutions, ideas, 

or literary/artistic achievements that have 

shaped human societies  
0 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Is informed by an historical perspective (in the 

sense of addressing the changes in institutions, 

movements, or cultural practices that have 

shaped human societies) 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Uses disciplinary or interdisciplinary 

theoretical frameworks  
0 1 2 3 4 5 

COMMENTS 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE FOR GER 4: 

Course introduces students to major ideas, 

institutions, and historical events that have shaped 

human societies

U
N

C
E

R
T

A
IN

  

H
IG

H
 

S
A

T
IS

F
A

C
T

O
R

Y
 

U
N

A
C

C
E

P
T

A
B

L
E

 

UNCERTAIN=could not judge

HIGH=at least two features rated 1 

or 2 and no feature is rated 4 or 

5

SATISFACTORY= no feature is 

rated 4 or 5 

UNACCEPTABLE=at least one 

feature rated 4 or 5

(From EPC GER 4 course application) 

Which category best describes this course 

___ European Tradition (societies in Europe as well as European societies outside Europe, including the 

United States) 

___ Outside the European Tradition (Africa, Asia, the Middle East, Pacific, Latin America, and the New 

World societies and cultures that are identifiably non-European) 

___ Cross-Cultural Issues (deals with a comparative approach and the cross-fertilization of ideas, institutions, 

and cultures primarily between European and on-European traditions) 

___Uncertain (explain):
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RUBRIC:  COURSE MATERIAL FOR GER 4 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE: Course introduces students to major ideas, institutions, and historical events 
that have shaped human societies 

Working Group interpretive comments:  

“institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery) in the primary objective 
and in Features 2 and 3 

Feature 1: Covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement which are/is designed 
to explore topics, issues, or themes (as opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a 
discipline)

Working Group interpretive comments:  

Courses that satisfy this feature cover more than one period (such as Survey of East Asian Civilizations 
to 1600) or one critical period (such as a course on the culture of the 1960s) or movement (such as a 
course on the history of communism, fascism, or Islamic fundamentalism). 

1. most (75%  or more) of the course is spent covering more than one period, or a critical period, 
or a movement, and exploring topics, issues, or themes  

2. a substantial part (more than half) of course is spent covering more than one period, or a 
critical period, or a movement, and exploring topics, issues, or themes  

3. course covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, and explores topics, 
issues, or themes; but is not a major part of course 

4. course covers more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement, but does so cursorily 
or unevenly or emphasizes methods/theories (as opposed to exploring topics, issues, or 
themes)course does not cover more than one period, or a critical period, or a movement; 
and/or does not explore topics, issues or themes (but might teach methods/theories of a 
discipline). 

Feature 2: Emphasis on critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that 
have shaped human societies 

Working Group interpretive comments: 

This feature, as with the others, are informed by the Primary Objective for GER 4: to introduce students 
to major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies. Key words, “that 
have shaped human societies” are included in this feature to emphasize the Primary Objective. 
“Institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery). 

1. course emphasizes critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that have 
shaped human societies in most (75%  or more) of the course  

2. course emphasizes critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that have 
shaped human societies in a substantial part (more than half) of course  

3. course gives attention to critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that 
have shaped human societies, but is not a major part of course 

4. course gives cursory attention to critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic 
achievements that have shaped human societies  

5. course does not cover critical events, institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements that 
have shaped human societies
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Feature 3:  Informed by an historical perspective (in the sense of addressing the changes in 
institutions, movements, or cultural practices that have shaped human societies) 

Working Group interpretive comments: 

This feature, as with the others, are informed by the Primary Objective for GER 4: to introduce students 
to major ideas, institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies. Key words, “that 
have shaped human societies” are included in this feature to emphasize the Primary Objective. 
“Institutions” is broadly defined (e.g., government, family, role of women, slavery). 

1. most (75% or more) of the course gives attention to changes in institutions, movements, or 
cultural practices that have shaped human societies 

2. a substantial part (more than half) of course gives attention to changes in institutions, 
movements, or cultural practices that have shaped human societies  

3. course gives some attention to changes in institutions, movements, or cultural practices that 
have shaped human societies, but an historical perspective is not a major part of course  

4. course gives cursory attention to changes in institutions, movements, or cultural practices that 
have shaped human societies; may have gaps

5. course gives no attention to changes in institutions, movements, or cultural practices that have 
shaped human societies 

Feature 4: Use of disciplinary or interdisciplinary theoretical frameworks to focus on a European 
or a tradition outside the European tradition, or explore topics comparatively across 
cultures

Working Group interpretive comments: 

In this feature, the emphasis is on “framework.” This feature is not satisfied in courses that move from 
one idea to the next or from one literary text to the next. There has to be some common thread or threads 
linking them (e.g., changing ideas of race) with an emphasis on forces that have shaped human 
societies. 

1. a major part (75% or more) of the course uses framework(s) to focus on forces that have 
shaped human societies  

2. a substantial part (more than half) of course uses framework(s) to focus on forces that have 
shaped human societies 

3. uses framework(s) to focus on forces that have shaped human societies, but this is not a major 
part of course 

4. uses framework(s), but in a very cursory way and may lack focus on forces that have shaped 
human societies

5. does not use framework(s) to focus on forces that have shaped human societies  



GER 4 Assessment Report (Spring 2003) page 17 

Appendix B 

GER 4 Survey Instruments 

1. GER 4 FACULTY SURVEY Spring 2001 

2. GER 4 STUDENT SURVEY Spring 2001 
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GER 4 FACULTY SURVEY SPRING 2001 

Please answer the following five questions and include any additional comments you might have at the end of the 
survey. Be sure to click on the "Submit Survey" button at the bottom of the page to register your responses.

Drop down box:  1=not at all, 2=superficially, 3=to some extent, 4=emphasized in course, 5=major focus of course 

1. To what extent did #COURSEID# introduce major ideas, 

institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies?

2. To what extent did #COURSEID# cover more than one period,  

or cover critical periods, or movements which are designed to explore topics,  
issues, or themes (as opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a discipline)

3. To what extent was #COURSEID# informed by an historical perspective 

(in the sense of addressing the changes in institutions, movements, or cultural 
practices)

4. To what extent did #COURSEID# emphasize critical events,  

institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements

5. Did #COURSEID# focus primarily:

a. on the European tradition
please specify which tradition: 

b. outside the European tradition 
please specify which tradition: 

c. on cross-cultural issues 
please specify:  

d. on none of the above 
please explain:  

COMMENTS:

Submit
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GER 4 STUDENT SURVEY SPRING 2001 

Please answer the following five questions and include any additional comments you might have at the end of the 
survey. Be sure to click on the "Submit Survey" button at the bottom of the page to register your responses.

Drop down box:  1=not at all, 2=superficially, 3=to some extent, 4=emphasized in course, 5=major focus of course 

1. To what extent did #COURSEID# introduce major ideas, 

institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies?

2. To what extent did #COURSEID# cover more than one period,  

or cover critical periods, or movements which are designed to explore topics,  
issues, or themes (as opposed to teaching the methods/theories of a discipline)

3. To what extent was #COURSEID# informed by an historical perspective 

(in the sense of addressing the changes in institutions, movements, or cultural 
practices)

4. To what extent did #COURSEID# emphasize critical events,  

institutions, ideas, or literary/artistic achievements

5. Did #COURSEID# focus primarily:

a. on the European tradition
please specify which tradition: 

b. outside the European tradition 
please specify which tradition: 

c. on cross-cultural issues 
please specify:  

d. on none of the above 
please explain:  

COMMENTS:

Submit
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Appendix C 

Summary Tables & Graphs 

1. Overall portfolio results 

TABLE 2:  Distribution of GER 4 Course Portfolio Ratings 

FIGURE 1: Ratings of course material, excellent student work, and acceptable student 

work for each feature and the primary objective 

2. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores 

TABLE 3: Comparison of Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores 

FIGURE 2: Comparison of portfolio ratings (course material, N=109) and   survey 

responses (students: course means, N=168; faculty, N= Table 4:  

3. Survey results for courses with portfolios and those without portfolios 

TABLE 4: Summary of  Student Survey Responses by Availability of Portfolios 

4. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Type of GER 4 course (A, B, C) 

TABLE 5: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by GER 4 Type 

5. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by GER designations (GER 4, GERs 3 & 4, 

GERs 4 & 5)  

TABLE 6: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by GER Designations  

6. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Instructor Rank (tenured/tenure eligible, not 

tenure eligible)  

TABLE 7: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by Faculty Rank  

7. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Course level  (100-200, 300)  

TABLE 8: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by Course Level  

8. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Class size (3-15, 16-25, 26-37, 40-126)  

TABLE 9: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by Class Size   

9. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Department  

TABLE 10: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by Department/Program   

10. Student Survey Ratings & Portfolio Scores  by Course  

TABLE 11: Student Survey Responses & Portfolio Scores by Course   
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TABLE 2:  Distri bution of GER 4 Course Por tfolio Ratings

COURSE MATERIA L*  

SCALE:  0= could not judge (e.g., not enough information) 
  1=criterion not met in course   
  2=criterion met superficially 
  3=criterion met adequately 
  4=criterion emphasized 
  5=criterion major focus of course

STUDENT WORK* 

SCALE:  0= could not judge (e.g., no evidence) 
   F/1=demonstrates lack of understanding 

D/2=demonstrates superficial understanding   
C/3=demonstrates basic understanding 

   B/4=demonstrates solid understanding 
A/5=demonstrates sophisticated understanding

Four Features in Courses that meet 
Pr imary Objective of GER 4 

Portfolio ratings:  % of sections for  average of two ratings
(number of sections in parentheses) 

Unacceptable Satisfactory 

Feature �¿          por tfolio score �¾ 0 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 

Course 
Mater ial 

1%
(1) 

2%
(2) -- 5%

(5) 
2%
(2) 

4%
(4) 

3%
(3) 

6%
(7) 

17% 
(19) 

61% 
(66) 

Student work: 
Excellent 

9%
(10) 

3%
(3) -- 5%

(5) -- 6%
(7) 

10% 
(11) 

7%
(8) 

19% 
(21) 

40% 
(44) 

1. Covers more than one 
period, or a critical 
period, or a movement 
which are/is designed to 
explore topics, issues, or 
themes (as opposed to 
teaching the 
methods/theories of a 
discipline)

Student work: 
Acceptable

12% 
(13) 

5%
(6) -- 5%

(5) 
5%
(5) 

11% 
(12) 

22% 
(24) 

24% 
(26) 

14% 
(15) 

3%
(3) 

Course 
Mater ial 

1%
(1) 

-- 1%
(1) 

-- 1%
(1) 

5%
(5) 

4%
(4) 

9%
(10) 

18% 
(20) 

62% 
(67) 

Student work: 
Excellent 

7%
(8) 

1%
(1) 

2%
(2) 

2%
(2) 

2%
(2) 

4%
(4) 

5%
(5) 

12% 
(13) 

24% 
(26) 

42% 
(46) 

2. Emphasis on critical 
events, institutions, 
ideas, or literary/artistic 
achievements that have 
shaped human societies Student work: 

Acceptable
11% 
(12) 

4%
(4) 

2%
(2) 

1%
(1) 

5%
(5) 

10% 
(11) 

21% 
(23) 

29% 
(31) 

14% 
(15) 

4%
(4) 

Course 
Mater ial 

3%
(3) 

5%
(5) 

2%
(2) 

4%
(4) 

3%
(3) 

7%
(8) 

4%
(4) 

15% 
(16) 

10% 
(11) 

49% 
(53) 

Student work: 
Excellent 

15% 
(16) 

3%
(3) 

4%
(4) 

5%
(5) 

3%
(3) 

5%
(6) 

5%
(5) 

12% 
(13) 

21% 
(23) 

28% 
(31) 

3. Informed by an 
historical perspective (in 
the sense of addressing 
changes in institutions, 
movements, or cultural 
practices that have 
shaped human societies)

Student work: 
Acceptable

17% 
(19) 

5%
(6) 

3%
(3) 

5%
(5) 

4%
(4) 

16% 
(18) 

17% 
(19) 

17% 
(19) 

14% 
(15) 

1%
(1) 

Course 
Mater ial 

5%
(5) 

-- -- -- -- 4%
(4) 

4%
(4) 

12% 
(13) 

16% 
(18) 

60% 
(65) 

Student work: 
Excellent 

10% 
(11) -- -- 1%

(1) -- 4%
(4) 

2%
(2) 

17% 
(19) 

28% 
(31) 

38% 
(41) 

4. Use of disciplinary or 
interdisciplinary 
theoretical frameworks

Student work: 
Acceptable

14% 
(15) -- -- 2%

(2) 
3%
(3) 

12% 
(13) 

20% 
(22) 

33% 
(36) 

15% 
(16) 

2%
(2) 

PRIMARY OBJECTIVE:   Course introduces students to (student work demonstrates understanding of) major ideas, 
institutions, and historical events that have shaped human societies 

Unc Unaccept Satis High

Course Mater ial
7%
(8) 

13% 
(14) 

4%
(4) 

76% 
(83) 

Student work:  
Excellent

17% 
(19) 

15% 
(16) 

3%
(3) 

65% 
(71) 

SCALE:

Uncertain (Uncert) could not judge

Unacceptable or  D/F (Unac) : at least one feature rated 2/D or 1/F
 Satisfactory or  C (Satis):  no feature is rated 2/D or 1/F 

High or  A/B (High):  at least two features rated 4/B or higher and 
no feature rated 2/D or 1/F

Student work:  
Acceptable

21% 
(23) 

19% 
(21) 

15% 
(16) 

45% 
(49) 


