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Brief History

• GE “Curriculum mapping” in Fall 2015 

• Five GE Learning Goals: 

• Fundamental Knowledge       

• Critical thinking 

• Communication 

• Teamwork 

• Local and global community

Assessed in 15-16 with 4 GE courses

Assessed in 16-17 with 15 GE courses

Assessed in 17-18 with 7 GE courses



Teamwork

Learning Goal: Students will develop skills to 
collaborate effectively and ethically as leaders and 
team members. 

Outcome1: Students will encourage and value the contributions of 
others. 

Outcome 2: Students will collaborate effectively. 

Outcome 3: Students will engage in civil discourse and provide 
constructive feedback. 

Outcome 4: Students will demonstrate ethical reasoning. 



Participants
• 7 courses from 6 colleges 

• Out of 216 upper division GE courses offered in spring 2018

Participating courses/Course leads

1 COTA (ART 380) / Marsha Judd
1 ECS (CPSC 313) / Sara Hariri
1 EDU (EDSC 320) / Debra Ambrosetti
1 HHD (HUSR/COUN 350) / Ginamarie Scherzi 
2 HSS (CHIC 305; ASAM 300) / Gabriela Nunez; Eric Reyes
1 NSM (GEOL 333) / Joe Carlin

• 13 faculty: 
• 7 course coordinators/leads 
• 6 additional instructors 

• 809 students 
• Out of 25,212 students taking these courses (duplicated headcount)
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Rubric
• 6 criteria: 

A) Goal setting
B) Clear expectations
C) Constructive feedback
D) Met goals (set by the instructor)
E) Team contributions
F) Courtesy and respect



Results: Faculty scores
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Results: Student survey 42% 
response 

rate
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Results: Summary

Faculty score of 
“Proficient” or 
“Advanced” (%)

Student rating of 
‘Agree” or  “Strongly 

Agree”(%)

Goal setting 93.6% 94.3%

Clear expectations 91.5% 89.1%

Constructive feedback 89.1% 92.3%

Met goals 
(set by instructor) 83.4% 90.7%

Team contributions 88.5% 91.4%

Courtesy & respect 91.3% 94.5%

Criteria for success: 
70% of students receive scores/ratings of 3 (“proficient”/“agree”) or higher on each criterion 

• Criteria for 
success met on 
every criterion

• Best performance:        
“Goal setting” 

• Lowest performance:     
“Met goals” (faculty); 
“Clear expectations”      
(student)



Results: Differences based on student characteristics

Criterion Gender UR Financial aid 
(Pell) 

Senior 
class standing GPA

Goal setting Female > Male 
(student) No difference No difference Junior & below > 

Senior (faculty)

Faculty scores: 
Significant but small 
positive predictor 
for all but the 
“constructive 
feedback” criterion 
(R2 ~ 0.02)

Student self-report: 
Not significant

Clear expectations No difference No difference No difference No difference

Constructive 
feedback

Male > Female 
(faculty) 

Non-UR > UR 
(faculty)

Non-Pell > Pell 
(faculty)

Junior & below > 
Senior (faculty)

Met goals 
(set by instructor) No difference

Non-UR > UR 
(faculty) No difference No difference

Team contributions No difference No difference No difference No difference

Courtesy & respect No difference No difference No difference No difference



“Closing the loop”: Faculty recommendations

• Faculty need to provide guidance on the “mechanics” of how 
to work in a team, i.e. do not assume that students 
automatically know how. 

• Faculty need to “meet students where they are” for different 
student populations. 

• Faculty should use the Teamwork rubric to help clarify 
expectations for the students. 

• Faculty should fully prepare for the challenges associated 
with team/group work in online courses. 



Faculty reflection

What was challenging:

Scheduling (want more faculty 
meeting times) 

Recruit other instructors (who are 
not course leads)

What worked well:

Collegiality 
Collaboration

Cross-discipline Conversations
Learn from other faculty

Understand the assessment process


