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Course and Teaching Assessment. Student evaluations for the past academic year
show that students are very positively engaged with their professors and the
content of the courses we offer.
Program Assessment. The State of Illinois recently adopted ACTFL (American
Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages) as the SPA (Specialized Professional
Association) for NCATE reviews of foreign language teacher candidates. In
response to this change, the new undergraduate programs in Spanish and French
Studies now tie the objectives of courses in French and Spanish to ACTFL
standards.
1. Description of the assessment and its use in the program.
This report includes rubric-based data from tasks completed by Spanish and
French Majors enrolled during Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 in the following
Advanced-level courses:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

SPAN 314 (Latin American Culture, Advanced Low)
SPAN 315 (Spanish Culture, Advanced Low)
SPAN 319 (Applied Spanish Linguistics, Advanced Low)
SPAN 321 (Latin American Literature I, Advanced Low)
SPAN 323 (Latin American Literature II, Advanced Low)
SPAN 326 (Spanish Literature I, Advanced Low)
SPAN 328 (Spanish Literature II, Advanced Low)
All 300-level FREN courses (Advanced Low and Advanced Mid)

While only tasks at the Advanced Low and Advanced Mid are reported here, we
also decided to assess tasks at the Intermediate Mid and Intermediate High
levels, in order to better advise Majors on specific areas they need to work on
before they reach the courses at the Advanced levels, and also as a way to get
them acquainted with the use of rubrics as an assessment tool before they reach
the Advanced levels.
The way our assessment system works is that every required course in the Majors
has one or two tasks that have been previously identified—an essay, an oral
presentation, an exam, a lesson plan, or an assignment related to professional
development—, and the course instructor evaluates candidates' performance of
these tasks using a rubric specifically designed to evaluate that particular task.
For example, in SPAN 253 (Composition II), the course instructor uses Rubric 6c
to assess the teacher candidate's final essay, which is the assignment we decided
to assess in this class. Using the commercial software LiveText, candidates create

portfolios that consist of their collected tasks and the corresponding instructorcompleted rubrics.
In order to facilitate assessment and advising, we developed a numbering method
for courses and for rubrics. Thus, courses numbered 101 are those that bring
learners to a proficiency level of Novice Mid; courses numbered 102 to Novice
High; courses numbered 201 to Intermediate Low; courses numbered 202-249 to
Intermediate Medium; courses numbered 250-299 to Intermediate High; courses
numbered 300-349 to Advanced Low; and courses numbered 350-399 to
Advanced Medium.
Rubrics are also numbered methodically: 5 for Intermediate Medium, 6 for
Intermediate High, 7 for Advanced Low, and 8 for Advanced High. Finally,
rubric numbers are followed by a letter to signal the task being assessed: 'c' for
composition, 'm' for mid-term evaluation, 'o' for oral presentation, 'l' for lesson
plan, and 'p' for professional development.
A table outlining this assessment system, with links to the different rubrics, is
posted on the department's website at
<http://www.neiu.edu/~fldept/assessment.htm>.
Every rubric describes what constitutes NOT ACCEPTABLE, ACCEPTABLE and
TARGET performances for several areas of the assignment. These descriptions
are aligned with the ACTFL levels of proficiency. However, in our rubrics, we
renamed these three ACTFL categories as follows:
ACTFL categories:
NOT ACCEPTABLE:
ACCEPTABLE:
TARGET:

Our categories:
"Does not approach standards"
"Approaches standards" and "Meets standards"
"Exceeds standards"

For example, the rubric for the Oral Presentation (task) in SPAN 314 measures
candidates' proficiency at the Advanced Low level in the areas of content,
language use, non-verbal communication, length of presentation, and Q&A; while
the rubric for the mid-term (task) in that same course is used to assesses the
candidate in the areas of quality of information, organization, length of answer,
and grammar use, also at the Advanced Low level. For each of the areas assessed,
the scores are:
4 points
3 points
2 points
1 point

=
=
=
=

Exceeds Standards
Meets Standards
Approaches Standards
Does not Approach Standards

Academic Year 2010-2011 was the first time we used ACTFL-based rubrics to
assess content knowledge in our courses. During Fall 2010 and Spring 2011,
faculty uploaded the assignments and the completed rubrics of ALL the students
enrolled in the courses identified for assessment, as a way for us to become

acquainted with the software before we ask Majors to upload the assignments
themselves.
The transition to LiveText during Fall 2010 was not always smooth, and explains
why data collection for that first semester is sometimes partial or of questionable
value. For example, one faculty evaluated all the presentations in one course as
having "Exceeded Standards," while another faculty uploaded assignments from
some but not all students in the class. That said, however, the data we collected
during the two semesters (Fall 2010 and Spring 2011) provides sufficient reliable
data for analysis and interpretation. Just as important, we now feel confident
enough in our use of both LiveText and rubrics to proceed to the second phase of
the implementation of this form of assessment, where Majors will upload the
assignments to LiveText themselves. This second phase began in Summer 2011.
2. Description of how the assessment specifically aligns with ACTFL standards.
This assessment measures:
• high level of proficiency in the target language (Standard 1a)
• knowledge of the linguistic elements of the target language (Standard 1b)
• knowledge of similarities and differences between the target language and
other languages (Standard 1c)
• understanding of the connections among the perspectives of a culture and its
practices and products (Standard 2a)
• recognition of the value and role of literary and cultural texts to interpret and
reflect upon the perspectives of the target cultures over time (Standard 2b)
• knowledge of distinctive viewpoints accessible only through the target
language (Standard 2c)
3. Brief analysis of the data findings.
Data attached. Average scores show that students on average approached (2
points), met (3 points), or exceeded (4 points) standards in most of the areas
assessed.
Specifically, areas where average scores were always 2.5 or above (meaning that
on average they approached or met standards), include:
• In Oral presentations: language use, non-verbal communication, length of
presentation and Q&A.
• In Mid-terms: quality of information and length of answer.
• In Final essays: quality of information, organization, length of paper,
grammar and correct use of MLA format.
Areas where average scores sometimes fell below 2.5 include:
• For Mid-terms: grammar and organization.

4. Interpretation of how the data provides evidence for meeting standards.
Data from this assessment shows that students in both of our programs (Spanish
and French) are meeting Standards 2a, 2b and 2c (all related to content
knowledge), but that those in the Spanish program need improvement in
Standards 1a and 1b (both related to written proficiency in the target language).
5. Attachment of assessment documentation:
a. Assessment tool or description of the assignment.

b. Scoring guide for the assessment.
Imbedded in the rubrics.
c. Candidate data derived from the assessment.

Fall 2010 – Spanish 314:

Fall 2010 – Spanish 315:

Fall 2010 – Spanish 315:

Fall 2010 – Spanish 321:

Fall 2010 – Spanish 326:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 326:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 314:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 315:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 315:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 323:

Spring 2011 – Spanish 328:

Fall 2010 – French 315: No data
Spring 2011 – French 359

