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	Student Learning Outcome Assessed
	· Using the vocabulary and structures learned, students will be able to perform elementary everyday communicative functions in the target language orally and in writing.
· Students will be able to identify common traits of various cultures of the Spanish-speaking world, and recognize the similarities and differences between the target culture and their own.

	Description of Assessment Method
a. Describe the assessment tool and how the data was analyzed (e.g., student activity, rubric elements, etc.). Attach rubric if applicable.
b. Describe the sampling methodology (i.e., how sampling was done, number of students and faculty/staff involved out of the total)
c. Describe how inter-rater reliability was achieved
	a. Evidence of SLO attainment for this assessment included: Oral presentations, role plays, sketches, and/or interviews in the target language on topics covered in the semester. Given that the level of FL 1 and FL 2 is elementary, these presentations could have been written up and rehearsed by the students prior to the assessment. However, all were about 5 minutes long and had to be conducted entirely in the target language.  The students’ ability to perform communicative functions in writing was determined by assessing the students’ performance in a written composition in the foreign language. FL 1 compositions were mainly descriptive; FL 2 composition topics entailed more linguistically and cognitively demanding tasks, like making a recommendation or offering solutions to a problem or situation. The same composition topic was used by all professors assessing the written SLO for a language. The expected length of FL 1 compositions was 150 words and 250 words for FL 2. An oral and a writing rubric were used to assess the students’ production (see Foreign Language SLO Assessment Plan attached for rubrics and writing topics). As per the rubrics used, the students’ oral and written performance was assessed as 1 (not achieving the SLO) 2 (minimally achieving the SLO) and 3 (clearly achieving the SLO) [For specific descriptors of what constitutes a 1, 2, and 3, please refer to the rubrics attached in the Foreign Language SLO Assessment Plan]. 
The students’ ability to recognize and compare cultural traits of the foreign language cultures was assessed by their correctly answering a set of 6 pre-determined, multiple-choice cultural questions. It was agreed that 4-6 correct answers (66-100% correctness) would indicate the student’s attainment of the cultural SLO. For languages where more than one section was assessed (Spanish 1 and 2 and French 1) a pool of over 20 cultural questions was generated for this assessment. Professors could use any 6 questions of the pool.  
b. Eleven faculty members participated in this assessment, 6 full timers and 5 part-timers (Spanish: 2 FT and 4 PT; French: 2 FT and 1 PT; German: 1 FT; Italian: 1, FT).  Nine out of 18 FL 1 sections (50%) were assessed. Four out of 6 FL2 sections (66.6%) were assessed. All in all, thirteen sections (54%) out of a total of 24 of FL1 and FL2 were assessed for this SLOAC. Rather than doing a random sampling, we decided to carry out a balanced sampling so as to be able to assess both full time and part time faculty and morning, afternoon, and evening sections. In this way, we assessed 5 sections of Span 1 out of 10; 2 sections of Span 2 out of 3; 2 sections of French 1 out of 4; 1 section of French 2 out of 2; 1 section of German 1 out of 2; 1 section of German 2 out of 2; 1 section of Italian 1 out of 2. (See attached Foreign Language SLO Assessment Plan for more information on sampling breakdown by language and course).  265 FL 1 students (44%) took part in the assessment out of a total of 602 registered students at the end of the semester.  The percentage of FL1 students assessed is most likely higher than 44%, since the total of 602 students refers to students enrolled at the end of the semester, not necessarily to the number of students actually attending classes. 86 FL2 students (58%) out of 147 registered students participated in this SLO assessment. As with the case of FL1, the percentage of FL2 students assessed may be higher than 58% as the total of 147 students refers to students enrolled at the end of the semester, not necessarily to the number of students actually attending classes. 
c. All faculty members (full-time and part-time) involved in the SLOAC attended assessment training sessions in mid-November/December 2010. In these sessions, the assessment procedures, sampling, rubrics, and purpose of the FL 1 and 2 SLOAC were explained. Faculty input was requested and improvements to the original rubrics were introduced.  Special care was put on understanding the meaning and scope of each rubric descriptor so as to attain consistency in the rating. 
For languages with more than one faculty member involved in the SLOAC (i.e., Spanish and French) separate inter-rater reliability training sessions were conducted in late November-December 2010. Prof. Arias led the Spanish training sessions and Prof. Miyasaki led the French sessions. The training procedure for both groups was similar. It involved the explanation of the rubric descriptors so as to achieve consistency and hands-on rubric training to assess both oral and written production. Samples of student s’ oral production in the form of recorded or videotaped sketches in the target language and samples of previous years’ compositions were presented to the group in random order. Then the group was asked to rate them with the rubrics provided. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]100% inter-rater reliability was achieved for identifying the “Not achieving SLO” samples (a 1 in the rubric) both for the oral and written samples.  Roughly 90% inter-rater reliability was achieved for the scoring of the “minimally achieving the SLO” (a 2 in the rubric) and “clearly achieving the SLO” (a 3 in the rubric). However, there was unanimous agreement that these stronger samples, whether rated 2 or 3, clearly indicated that the student had achieved the oral or written SLO. 

	Assessment Results
a. Describe the relevant findings according to the criteria set by the assessment tool
		
	FL 1 %
	
	FL 2 %
	
	TOTALS %

	SLO
	ORAL 
	WRITTEN
	CULTURAL
	
	ORAL
	WRITTEN
	CULTURAL
	
	FL 1/
 3 SLOs
	FL 2/
 3 SLOs

	ATTAINED?
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO
	
	YES
	NO
	YES
	NO

	FRENCH
	87
	15
	88
	13
	77
	23
	
	93
	7
	94
	6
	55
	45
	
	84
	17
	81
	19

	ITALIAN
	96
	4
	96
	4
	97
	3
	
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	*
	
	96
	4
	*
	*

	GERMAN
	98
	2
	78
	22
	81
	19
	
	100
	0
	77
	23
	100
	0
	
	86
	14
	92
	8

	SPANISH
	92
	8
	85
	15
	88
	12
	
	97
	3
	96
	4
	83
	17
	
	88
	12
	92
	8

	FL TOTAL %
	93 
	7
	87
	14
	86
	14
	
	97
	3
	89
	11
	79
	21
	
	88.5
	11.5
	88.3
	11.6


Note: Percentages are rounded to the nearest whole number.
Based on this assessment, it seems evident that a great majority of t the FL 1 and 2 students assessed are achieving the SLOs for the course. Although there are differences among the languages, the data indicates that 88.5% of FL 1 students and 88.3% of FL 2 students are achieving the 3 SLOs for the course.  About 11.5% of the students assessed in FL 1 and 2 are not. 
Of the 3 SLOs the oral SLO obtained the highest achievement rate. This datum seems to indicate that the FL faculty have made oral communication an integral part of their teaching and are preparing the students to communicate in the target language. Although lower than the oral, the high percentage of success in the writing SLO (87% for FL 1 and 89% for FL 2) also seems to indicate that  the department is effectively preparing the students not only to speak the target language but to write it as well. Finally, the data suggests that the cultural SLO is the weakest achiever of the three SLOs assessed. Now, this may be a factor of how it was tested (cultural multiple choice questions in the final exam) or it may indicate an area of improvement for the Department. 
We are aware of a bias inherent in the data: Only those students who made it to the end of the semester were assessed, leaving out the students who did not complete the full semester of instruction in the language.  All in all, the data seems to suggest that the FL Department has moved from the grammar-translation method of foreign language teaching (i.e., studying grammar for its own sake) to a more modern communicative language teaching model. The 88.5% and 83.5% success rate in FL 1 and FL2 seems to indicate that the department is effectively preparing the majority of students to accurately communicate in the target language orally and in writing while learning about the target cultures. However, the data also suggests that about 11% of FL 1 and 2 students did not attain the SLOs. A number of factors may be involved here, not an unimportant one being class size. Since foreign language classes are not lectures but require constant interaction between the teacher and each student, or among students, the ACTFL (American Council of Teachers of Foreign Languages) guidelines clearly state that the ideal class size for the learning of a foreign language is 15 students per class. LAVC enrolls 40. “Since the most important consideration in determining class size should be pedagogical efficacy, ACTFL's position [is that ]where larger class sizes exist, teachers must be provided with additional support in order to maintain sound pedagogical practices”(ACTFL Board Approved Position Statements).  We are aware of the current fiscal conditions, but we believe that we need the support of the administration in attaining a pedagogically sound class size so that we can better engage all the students in the learning process, help them achieve the SLOs for the course, and minimize attrition.  

	How Results were Used for Course/Program Improvement
a. Describe how the results are going to be used for the improvement of teaching, learning, or institutional effectiveness based on the data assessed.  
b. Describe how results will be shared with others in the discipline/area.

	a. Most faculty members that conducted this assessment also reflected on concrete ways to improve the SLO achievement rate in their courses. These are some areas of improvement that were identified by the faculty and
concrete suggestions to address them :
ORAL SLO:
1. Reduce the number of students per class so as to comply with the ACTFL guidelines and to allow the instructor to engage all the students in oral work.
2. Enforce attendance, given that languages are learned in social contexts and most students can only practice when they come to class.
3. Focus on pronunciation practice in class.
4. Encourage students to use technology (course website) to practice pronunciation and listening.
5. Conduct preliminary oral presentations earlier in the semester to get students accustomed to speaking in front of the class and avoid nervousness.
6. Focus on the teaching of grammar for communication. Do systematic grammar reviews to improve oral expression.
7.  Increase collaborative learning and prepare more pair and group work activities; use more communicative activities and sketches in class to reinforce the structures and shy away from the temptation to use more and more time on in-class explanations.
8. Allow more time for the preparation of the oral presentations and make room for in-class rehearsals.
WRITING SLO:
9. Require more compositions and in-class writing assignments. 
10. Establish process writing so that students can understand the reasons for their errors and learn from them
11. Conduct error-correction activities after each test/assigned composition so that the students understand the reasons for their errors, along with proper syntax and grammar.
CULTURAL SLO:
12. Make culture (readings, videos, movies, cultural activities, music, food, etc.) part of the weekly lesson plans.
13. Assign graded cultural assignments on an ongoing basis throughout the semester.
14. Add more cultural lessons that are interwoven into the grammar exercises.
15. Introduce cultural questions in all quizzes and exams throughout the semester.
16. Ask students to share their cultural experiences in the target language countries.
b. The results of this SLOAC will serve the FL faculty to start a collegial conversation on ways to improve the students’ SLO achievement rate. To this end, during the Spring 2011 several faculty meetings have been scheduled to 1) explain/disseminate the FL 1 and 2 SLOAC results and data  to all the FL faculty (to those that took part in the assessment and to those who didn’t); 2) assess the SLO assessment tools and processes used so as to refine them for the next assessment cycle;  3)  analyze the data by SLO, language, course, and department;  4) identify areas of improvement based on the results; 4) collaboratively  review the suggestions put forth by faculty in order to address the areas of improvement identified; 5) review ways to integrate these suggestions in the instruction; 6) plan for the next SLOAC.



