#2. Executive Summary: Undergraduate Program Assessment: 

 Student Outcomes – Gen Ed
To be completed by Departments and submitted to the BlackBoard assessment site. 
	Department: Intercultural Studies and Modern Languages Date: 09/03/2016

	Members involved with analysis  of artifacts: Dr. Jerry Pfabe

	See Undergraduate Program Outcome Assessment Plan: Student Outcomes – Gen Eds for: a) Learning Outcome; b) Background; c) Question(s); d) Methodology

	Analysis of artifacts: 
1). PERFORMANCE CRITERIA* - How was data analyzed? (attach rubrics/scoring tools if used). 
The Department of ISML is working towards a long-term goal of ascertaining the proficiency level (according to ACTFL [American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages] benchmarks) of students who have passed language classes in the various language programs; this is a precursor to doing an overall evaluation and (where needed) overhaul of the current scope and sequence of our language courses within each program.  The Spanish program is the most robust one in the department in terms of student numbers and courses offered, so we are beginning with Spanish classes, and SPAN 102 (normally taken at the end of the first year of Spanish) in particular. Dr. Pfabe collected the scores from the SPAN 102 exams that were adminstered to students on campus last spring.  (This is the "common exam" that is used at the end of SPAN 102 in order to compare the results of student achievement by dual credit SPAN 102 classes with CUNE's SPAN 102 class, although for this pilot run only CUNE scores were considered.)  He was then asked to state if students who had received a 90% or higher on these exams in CUNE's SPAN 102 class would be considered to have a proficiency of Low Intermediate according to the ACTFL (American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages) benchmarks.


	Summary of RESULTS*: 
1). Restate the assessment question(s) (from the Assessment plan): 
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.]

2.  (more specifically) Do our SPAN 102 students who achieve a 90% or higher on the final exam show evidence of Low Intermediate proficiency in Spanish?  In other words, is the SPAN 102 final exam a valid indicator of proficiency, showing that it is calibrated with the ACTFL proficiency guidelines?

2). Summarize the assessment results. A narrative summary is required. Charts, tables or graphs are encouraged but optional. 
Due to overall quality of exam scores, only 1 student in the class fulfilled the criteria of having received over 90% on the exam.
3). INTERPRETATION* - Discuss how the results answer the assessment question(s). 
As a department we do not feel that one student's data is sufficient to ascertain if there is calibration between the ACTFL proficiency levels and actual student proficiency at the end of SPAN 102.  In other words, the results from this spring did not convincingly answer our assessment question.
4).  Observations made that were not directly related to the question(s). (i.e. interrater reliability of the scoring tool was low) Note that this assessment of a student's proficiency as Low Intermediate is based on the subjective judgement of the scorer, and there was no deliberate calibration of criteria for judging proficiency made between scorers.  Also note that this exam was not intended as a proficiency indicator so much as a summative assessement of student mastery of concepts from the course.  (These concepts are interrelated, of course, but different.)


	Sharing of Results: 
When were results shared? Date: 09/02/2016
How were the results shared? (i.e. met as a department)  department meeting
Who were results shared with? (List names):  Julie Johnston Hermann, Jerry Pfabe, Matt Meyers, PeiLan Kao


	Discussion of Results –Summarize your conclusions including: 

1. ACTION*- How will what the department learned from the assessment impact the teaching process/course/program etc. in your department starting the next academic year? 

     We are going to repeat our data gathering method, but this time with the SPAN 102 test being a purposeful reflection of mastery of ACTFL proficiency benchmarks, while still measuring student mastery of concepts presented in SPAN 102.
2. IMPACT*- What is the anticipated impact of the ACTION* on student achievement of the learning outcome in the next academic year? 

     We think that --for this coming year--student proficiency achievement levels will remain the same as for this year, regardless of how well students score on the final in the SPAN 102 course.  However, the information we gather this coming year will make it possible for us to focus in the next year even more on working targeted proficiency benchmarks for students into the outcomes of our Spanish courses in susequent years, and that overall student profiency in Spanish will then show improvement for the SPAN 102 level.
3. BUDGET IMPLICATIONS – Indicate budget requirements necessary for the successful implementation of the ACTION* (i.e. an additional staff person, new equipment, additional sections of a course).       none


	If action is taken – it is recommended that the same learning outcome and assessment plan be used for a second assessment cycle.


	What assessment questions related to the learning outcome would the program like to investigate in the future? Once we have made a determination of profiency levels for SPAN 102. next in our list will be the assessment of students who pass ASL 102, to determine if they, too, have developed a Low Intermediate proficiency level by the time they have finished the course.  CHNS 102 will follow that.  
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