#1. Undergraduate Program Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
	Department: Intercultural Studies and Modern Languages


	General Education Committee has selected the following area for the 2014-2015 assessment cycle:  
Knowledge: to gain a base level of knowledge in core disciplines 


	General Education Committee has selected the following Student Outcome for the 2014 – 2015 assessment cycle: 
The student will be able to gain a broad understanding of key concepts.


	General Education Committee:  Background: What factors caused the committee to choose this particular assessment outcome? If this outcome was selected because of a perceived problem, please explain. 

The committee selected this outcome based upon two criteria, 1) it is broad enough that each department can collect artifacts for direct assessment, and 2) students acquiring knowledge across numerous disciplines is a key goal of our general education curriculum.  
The Department of Intercultural Studies and Modern Languages has decided to interpret this outcome in light of language proficiency gained through the language classes that are offered in the department in American Sign Language, Mandarin, and Spanish.  In the fall of last academic year (2014-15), the Department of ISML chose to look at question formation as a measure of language proficiency for students in the 102 level of the various language classes (ASL 102, CHNS 102, and SPAN 102); all the students tested proved proficient in this particular language feature.  In the spring of last academic year, the Department chose to look at imperative formation to test language proficiency in the 101 level of various language classes (ASL 101, CHNS 101, and SPAN 101); again, all students passed the test.  While it is commendable that students performed with 100% accuracy on these features in the classes measured, the Department realized that the data did not really provide information that would be helpful in determining whether academic or curricular changes need to be made in its language classes, and that focusing on merely two features is too limited in scope to provide data (again) for determining whether changes in course design or curricular sequences need to be implemented. 

The Department would like to take this year to develop a more global measure of language proficiency that measures both the mastery of more language features and notions of communicative competence.   Eventually these measures would be administered at the end of the 102 level of the various language classes offered (ASL, Mandarin, and Spanish).  For this year we will begin with the development of a measure for Spanish, since the program chair (Dr. Jerry Pfabe) has competence in both the language and in developing/supervising development of assessment instruments for that language.

	Department: What student outcome will the department assess that addresses: “The student will be able to gain a broad understanding of key concepts?”   General education students will, after one semester of language instruction, demonstrate language proficiency at the level indicated by the benchmark


	Department:  What specific question(s) are you attempting to answer through assessing this student outcome? What are you trying to find out? There may be more than one question, but no more than three.

1. Does our assessment instrument for Spanish separate the SPAN 201 students who have achieved an Intermediate Low Level in the ACTFL (American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages) benchmarking system from those who have not?
[For more details about these benchmark indicators, see the following source:   

n.a.  (2012).  ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines 2012.   American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages.  Retrieved from http://www.actfl.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/public/ACTFLProficiencyGuidelines2012_FINAL.pdf.]

	Methodology: 
1. OBJECT* - What data (i.e. artifact, exam score, detailed description of assignment) will be collected?  
                    Exams from SPAN 102
How does this data address the assessment question?  

We will know if the assessment instrument is an accurate measure of intermediate language proficiency if it is passed with scores of 90% or above by students whom Dr. Pfabe has previously determined (from interactions in class and other coursework assignments) are at an Intermediate Low level as defined by the ACTFL benchmarks, and that students who did not receive a lesser score are indeed NOT at an intermediate Low level (again according to Dr. Pfabe’s assessment of how well they meet the ACTFL benchmarks).
i. Include/attach a description/example of assessment tool to be used.

2. How will data be collected? 
Dr. Pfabe will provide the department with two categories of data:  A list of the names of students SPAN 102, grouped according to whom he considers to be proficient at an Intermediate Low level (according to the ACTFL benchmark standards), plus the exam score for each SPAN 102 student. 


	Analysis of Artifacts: PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - 
Discuss 1) How the artifacts will be analyzed (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used) 
                        A representative in the department will take the data provided by Dr. Pfabe and make a determination if there is a correlation between those membership in the “Intermediate Low” or “not Intermediate Low” categories and the achievement of test scores of over 90% on the final exam.
              2) How you will know if it is good? (i.e. score required by % of students). 
If there is a correlation between students’ Intermediate Low status as determined by Dr. Pfabe and their achievement of test scores of 90% and above, then we know that our SPAN 102 exam is a good match as an indicator of Intermediate Low language proficiency according to the ACTFL benchmark standards.
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