2015-2016 Annual Program Assessment Report

Please submit report to your department chair or program coordinator, the Associate Dean of your College, and to james.solomon@csun.edu, director of assessment and program review, by September 30, 2016. You may, but are not required to, submit a separate report for each program, including graduate degree programs, which conducted assessment activities, or you may combine programs in a single report.  Please identify your department/program in the file name for your report.

College: Humanities
Department: Linguistics/TESL
Programs: B.A. Linguistics
Assessment liaison: Tineke Scholten
1. Please check off whichever is applicable:

A.  ___x_____  Measured student work.

B.  ___x____  Analyzed results of measurement.

C.  ________  Applied  results of analysis to program review/curriculum/review/revision.
2. Overview of Annual Assessment Project(s).  On a separate sheet, provide a brief overview of this year’s assessment activities, including:
· an explanation for why your department chose the assessment activities (measurement, analysis, and/or application) that it enacted
· if your department implemented assessment option A, identify which program SLOs were assessed (please identify the SLOs in full), in which classes and/or contexts, what assessment instruments were used and the methodology employed, the resulting scores, and the relation between this year’s measure of student work and that of past years: (include as an appendix any and all relevant materials that you wish to include)
· if your department implemented assessment option B, identify what conclusions were drawn from the analysis of measured results, what changes to the program were planned in response, and the relation between this year’s analyses and past and future assessment activities
· if your department implemented option C, identify the program modifications that were adopted, and the relation between program modifications and past and future assessment activities 
· in what way(s) your assessment activities may reflect the university’s commitment to diversity in all its dimensions but especially with respect to underrepresented groups
· any other assessment-related information you wish to include, including SLO revision (especially to ensure continuing alignment between program course offerings and both program and university student learning outcomes), and/or the creation and modification of new assessment instruments
3.     Preview of planned assessment activities for next year.  Include a brief description and explanation of how next year’s assessment will contribute to a 

              continuous program of ongoing assessment.
Overview of Assessment Activities 2015-16
Modification of Assessment Plan and Assessment of Student Work (cf. option A)

In 2014-15, the Linguistics/TESL department discussed ways to modify its assessment plan to allow for a more frequent assessment of each B.A. SLO.  The B.A. curriculum does not include a culminating experience that allows students to showcase their abilities relative to all program SLOs and SLOs have to be matched with relevant courses. The department must choose suitable assignments in several courses to assess the SLOs on a rotating basis.  This does not apply to SLO5, a “core skills” SLO, which the department considers relevant and feasible to assess every year.  A three-year model was tentatively adopted, where one or two “content” SLOs are assessed each year along with SLO5. This year was to address the SLOs 1, 3 and 5. Practical considerations prevented assessment of SLO3 this year.  We plan therefore to assess SLOs 2 and 3 in 2016-2017 along with SLO 5 as outlined in the table below.
B.A. SLOs:  Tentative 3 Year Plan (modified)
	When
	What?
	How?

	· Year 1
	· Read, evaluate, and write effectively about linguistic topics. (SLO5)

· Define the connections between linguistic study and its practical applications. (SLO6)

· Verbalize how sociocultural diversity manifests itself in language using methods and concepts from the field of sociolinguistics. (SLO4)
	427, and possibly 200, 325

	· Year 2
	· Read, evaluate, and write effectively about linguistic topics. (SLO5)

· Express what linguists mean by “knowing a human language” by demonstrating knowledge of such core fields as phonetics, phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, and pragmatics. (SLO1)
	402, 403, 404

	· Year 3
	· Read, evaluate, and write effectively about linguistic topics. (SLO5)

· Verbalize what is involved in the acquisition and development of language and discuss its biological and social foundations. (SLO2) 
· Describe key concepts from such fields as pragmatics, and discourse analysis and relate them to language data.   (SLO3)
	417, 408


Assessment of Student Work

A report in LING 402 and an embedded essay question for the final exam in LING 404 were used to assess students’ abilities relative to the target SLOs. All 18 submissions for LING 404 and 19 submissions for LING 402 were assessed. Data for LING 404 were uploaded by the students on the Electronic Assessment System (EAS) that is currently piloted by Institutional Research. Two assessors rated all submissions for this course online through the EAS. Hard copies of all the reports from LING 402 were also assessed by two examiners. (See Appendix for the rubric that was used for both assignments.) The results averaged as follows:
	Criterion
	Average Score (1-4 points)
	Average Score %

	Subject Knowledge
	2.82
	70.38

	General Writing Mechanics
	3.00
	75.12

	Writing about Linguistic Topics
	2.82
	70.50


Evaluation of Assessment Procedure and Results
The department discussed the efficacy of the assessment procedure during its September Linguistic/TESL Advisory Committee Meeting and considered it an adequate tool for assessing student performance relative to the SLOs targeted this academic year. The faculty intends to examine how the ability to write about linguistic topics is addressed in its undergraduate courses and what can be done to reinforce these skills across the curriculum. 
Assessment Activities and the University’s Commitment to Diversity

The Linguistics/TESL Department strives to provide a comprehensive and well-thought-out curriculum that strongly emphasizes independent and critical thinking. Moreover, the Linguistics/TESL Department faculty requires that its students closely examine commonly held beliefs about language use and language acquisition that directly affect societal opinions about the merits of (typically economically disadvantaged) groups of language users. Assessment of a diversity-oriented SLO did not become part of this year’s assessment but is expected to be addressed as part of the assessment of SLO4 in 2017-18. 
Preview of Planned Assessment Activities for 2015-16
The department plans to adhere to the tentative three-year assessment plan  in the upcoming academic year and aims to address “content” SLOs 2 and 3 along with the “core skills” competency in the field described in SLO5 accordingly. 
Appendix:

Rubric for the Assessment of SLOs1 and 5
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efficacy in writing
for academic
purposes

Writing about
Linguistic Topics
Rate student's
ability to meet the
specialized
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(presentation of
language data,
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Poor [1.0]

The student demonstrates only a very
limited understanding of relevant
linguistic concepts and theories:
Arguments are mostly flawed and use
of terminology reveals major
misunderstandings about the subject
matter.

The student's writing does not mest
college level requirements in terms of
overall mechanics: spelling.
punctuation, paragraph structure,
styte, ete

‘The student's presentation of
linguistic data and analyses is
inconsistent and does not follow
conventions from the field. Errors.
and inconsistencies make significant
parts of the textillegible.

Fair [2.0]

The student demonstrates some
sound linguistic reasoning and 3
partial understanding of relevant
linguistic concepts and theories but
there are also significant flaws and
misunderstandings in the presented
arguments and use of terminology.

The student's wiiting at times mests
general college level requirements in
terms of overall mechanics: speling.
punctuation, paragraph structure,
styte, et but there are also major
flaws

The student presents linguistic data
and analyses somewnat in
accordance with general conventions.
of the fisld, but there are also
errorsfinconsistencies in presentation
thatimpact legibility.

Satisfactory [3.0]

The student demonstrates mostly
sound linguistic reasoning and an
adequate understanding of relevant
linguistic concepts and theories along
with some flaws and
misunderstandings.

The student's wiiting mostly meets
general college level requirements in
terms of overall mechanics: speling.
punctuation, paragraph structure,
styte, ete

The student presents linguistic data
and analyses mostly in accordance
with general conventions of the field.
Errors/inconsistencies in presentation
o not impact legibiliy.

Very Good [4.0]

The student demonstrates excellent
linguistic reasoning and a thorough
understanding of relevant linguistic
concepts and theories

Student's writing clearly meets
general college level requirements in
terms of overall mechanics: speling.
punctuation, paragraph structure,
styte, ete

The student presents linguistic data
and analyses effectively and in
accordance with general conventions.
of the field.




PAGE  
3

