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I. Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes 
 

1. Name and Contact Information of Program Assessment Coordinator: 
Dr. Rony Garrido 
Campus extension: 4501 
Email: rgarrido@csuchico.edu 
 

2. Student Learning Outcomes 
 

1. To understand and produce oral communications at an advanced level in the target 
language, demonstrating the ability to analyze and critically discuss cultural, 
literary and/or linguistic topics. Students will be able to interact successfully in a 
variety of practical and academic situations. 

2. To develop advanced proficiency in the written expression of the target language, 
demonstrating the ability to analyze and critically discuss cultural, literary and/or 
linguistic topics with fluent and coherent organization, a sophisticated range of 
vocabulary, complex language constructions, and mastery of mechanics. 

3. To develop advanced proficiency in reading comprehension, in order to be able to 
analyze and interpret authentic texts from the target language and culture. 

4. To achieve the necessary target cultural literacy in order to analyze and interpret 
cultural and literary texts and traditions as they emerge from their context; and, by 
exposing the students to competing narratives, they will develop the foundation 
for a pluralistic cultural literacy. 
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3. Course Alignment Matrix: 
 
 SLO #1 SLO#2 SLO#3 SLO#4 
FREN 101 First Semester French       I 
FREN 102 Second Semester French       I 
FREN 201 Third Semester French       I 
FREN 202 Fourth Semester French I I I I 
FREN 301 Composition and Conversation D D   D 
FREN 302 Composition and Conversation D D   D 
FREN 303 Composition and Conversation D D   D 
FREN 340 Survey of French Literature D D D D 
FREN 345 Survey of French Literature D D D D 
FREN 330 French Culture and Civilization D D D D 
FREN 399 Special Problems D D D D 
FREN 420 French Linguistics M M     
FREN 440 The French Theater M M M M 
FREN 445 Francophone Literatures and Cultures M M M M 
FREN 450 The Seventeenth Century M M M M 
FREN 455 The Eighteenth Century M M M M 
FREN 460 The Nineteenth Century M M M M 
FREN 465 The Twentieth Century M M M M 
FREN 480 French Cinema M M M M 
FREN 498 Special Topics M M M M 
FREN 499H Senior Honors Thesis M M M M 
FREN 497 Writing Proficiency   M M 

 
I = Introduced, D = Developed & Practiced with Feedback, M = Demonstrated at the 
Mastery Level Appropriate for Graduation 
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4. Learning Outcome(s) Assessed in AY 2007-08:  
 

The French program assessed SLO#2 
 

5. Assessment Methodology Used: 
 

To measure SLO #2 on writing proficiency, instructors reported results using the 
ACTFL guidelines as detailed below.   
 
101 
A=Novice High or better 
B=Bordering Novice Mid to High  
C=Novice Mid 
Not passing=novice low 

102 
A=Intermediate Low 
B=Novice High  
C=Bordering Novice Mid/High 
 

201 
A= Intermediate Mid 
B= Intermediate Low (arrow up) 
C= Intermediate Low (arrow down) 
Not passing=Novice High 

202 
A= Intermediate Mid/High 
B= Intermediate Mid (arrow up) 
C= Intermediate Mid (arrow down) 
Not passing= Intermediate Low 

301 
A= Intermediate High 
B= Intermediate Mid/High (arrow up) 
C= Intermediate Mid/High (arrow down) 
Not passing=Intermediate Mid 

Other 300 level courses (variously titled) 
A=Advanced Low 
B= Intermediate High 
C= Intermediate Mid/High (arrow up) 
Not passing=Intermediate Mid/High (arrow down)

400 level course (variously titled) 
A=Advanced 
B=Advanced Low 
C- Intermediate High 
Not passing=Intermediate Mid (arrow up) 

 

 
In a general faculty meeting for all languages, it was agreed that all instructors would 
collect data for all their courses, so there would be a massive amount of quantitative 
data; therefore, there was no sampling of specific courses and/or instructors.   
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6.  Results from spring 2008 reported by Faculty: 
 

 A B C 
Not 
passing TOTALS

FREN 101-1 6 8 5 6 25
FREN 101-2 6 6 13 2 27
FREN 102-1 2 15 6 0 23
FREN 202-2 4 5 6 2 17

TOTALS 18 34 30 10 Average      23
FREN 301 3 2 5 4 14

TOTALS 3 2 5 4 Average      14
 

7. Analysis / Interpretation of Results 
 
In inculcating writing proficiency, the French program is maximally efficient and 
responds to student academic needs.   
 
Overall, only 11% of students do not achieve minimum requirements in the lower 
division (101-202).  Across instructors there is a surprising degree of uniformity in 
the output of students.  The one exception to that uniformity is in FREN 102 in spring 
2008.  This class was one of extremely motivated individuals who intended to study 
in France the very next semester and who participated in many hours of 
extracurricular activities.  Thus, overall, and in particular subgroups, students are 
achieving above the standard expected. 
 
There was one upper division class with assessment results, FREN 301, Composition 
and Conversation.  In this class, almost 30% of students did not achieve the minimum 
writing standard.  As a required course for both majors and minors, FREN 301 
gathers students from a wide diversity of backgrounds.  There are individuals who 
have been exchange students in French-speaking regions, those from community 
colleges, those whose families are French speaking, and those who have come 
through our program.  This class requires a significant volume of work in order to 
prepare students for the rest of the upper division curriculum. 

 
Because the requirement for majors and minors is two such classes (FREN 301, 302, 
and/or 303), those who have not achieved the required writing proficiency in one 
course have the opportunity to do so in the second.  We recognize that at this level, 
students fill lacunae in their preparation and reinforce their prior study.  This process 
may take longer for some individuals than others. 

  
8. Planned Program Improvement Actions Resulting from Outcomes (if applicable) 

 
After much discussion on the topic in each program and with the Departmental 
Steering Committee, it has been concluded that the following are ways in which our 
program assessment plans can be improved: 
 Regarding the methods of data collection, we find it necessary to establish a better 

sampling strategy.  Please refer to next numeral for more detail. 
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 In previous semesters a departmental rubric for writing proficiency was created.  
This rubric is thorough and representative of the target benchmarks in writing 
proficiency of all of our programs; however, a better articulation is necessary 
between the ACTFL guidelines and this rubric.  Additionally, instructors need to 
be better trained in this articulation. 

 
9. Planned Revision of Measures or Metrics (if applicable) 

 
What When Who 
We will collect data from the use of the rubric, similar 
to previous semester; however, we will apply a 
sampling strategy –yet to be decided– in the selection 
of courses. 

End of term 
(fall 2008) 

Instructors from 
selected courses 

We will select papers randomly from carefully selected 
courses and apply writing rubric.  This will be done by 
an assessment team of at least three raters, in order to 
look for inter-rater reliability 

End of term 
(fall 2008) 

Assessment 
team  

Close-ended survey of student perceptions of learning 
provided in selected upper division courses 

End of term 
(fall 2008) 

Instructors from 
selected courses 

 
All this evidence will be compared to arrive at conclusions about how we are 
achieving SLO#2 
 

 
10. Planned Revisions to Program Objectives or Learning Outcomes (if applicable) 

 
This assessment report includes our completely revamped Student Learning 
Outcomes, which have been adopted by all programs in our Department. 

 
 

11. Changes to Assessment Schedule (if applicable) 
  

The results from spring 2008 have shown the need to continue working on SLO#2 
during the fall of 2008 in order to refine our methods for data collection, including 
more lines of evidence to further support how this SLO has been achieved. 
 

 
12.  Information for Next Year 

 
 Our program will reconvene in January to analyze results from fall 2008 and decide 

which SLO to measure.  However, we anticipate that due to our thorough revision of 
SLOs we might need to turn our attention to the first one, dealing with the 
comprehension and production of communication in the target language. 
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II. Appendix 
 

A. Departmental Writing Proficiency Rubric 



APPENDIX #1: RUBRIC FOR WRITING PROFICIENCY 
ADOPTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES AND LITERATURES 

 

 

1-4pts 5-6pts 7-8pts 9-10pts 

 

The score of “1-4” indicates a 
weak to very poor command of 
the writing task and more 
precisely indicates the following: 

The score of “5-6” indicates a 
fair to poor command of the 
writing task and more precisely 
indicates the following 

The score of “7-8” indicates a 
general to average application 
and command of the writing task 
and more precisely indicates: 

The score of  “9-10” indicates a 
superb to very good command of 
the writing task and more 
precisely indicates the following: 

C
on

te
n

t 

Does not show knowledge of the 
subject matter; non-substantive;  
not pertinent; not enough to 
evaluate 
 

Poor knowledge of subject; little 
substance; inadequate 
development of topic 
 

Some knowledge of subject;  
Adequate range; limited 
development of thesis; mostly 
relevant to topic, but lacks detail 

Knowledge of subject, substantive, 
thorough development of thesis, 
relevant to assigned topic 

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n
 Does not communicate;  

no organization 
Non-fluent; ideas confused or 
disconnected; lacks logical 
sequencing and development 
 

Somewhat choppy; loosely 
organized, but main ideas stand 
out; limited support; logical, but 
incomplete sequencing  

Fluent expression , ideas clearly 
stated/supported, succinct, logical 
sequencing, cohesive 
 
 
 

V
oc

ab
u

la
ry

 Essentially literal translation;  
little knowledge of target 
language vocabulary, idioms, 
word form 

Limited range; frequent errors of 
word/idiom form, choice, usage;  
meaning confused or obscured 
 

Adequate range; occasional 
errors of word/idiom choice, 
form, or usage, but meaning is 
not obscured 
 

Sophisticated range,  
effective word/idiom choice and 
usage, word form mastery, 
appropriate register 
 
 

L
an

gu
ag

e 
U

se
 

Virtually no knowledge of 
sentence construction rules;  
dominated by errors;  
does not communicate 

Major problems in 
simple/complex constructions; 
frequent errors of negation, 
agreement, tense, number, word 
order/function, articles, 
pronouns, prepositions and/or 
fragments, run-ons, deletions;  
meaning confused or obscured 

Effective but simple 
constructions; minor problems in 
complex constructions;  
several errors of agreement, 
tense, number, word 
order/function, articles, 
pronouns, prepositions but 
meaning seldom obscured 

Effective complex constructions;  
few errors of agreement, tense, 
number, word order/function, 
articles, pronouns, and prepositions 

M
ec

h
an

ic
s No knowledge of conventions;  

dominated by errors of spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, and 
paragraphing 

Frequent errors of spelling, 
punctuation, capitalization, 
paragraphing, meaning confused 
or obscured 

Occasional errors of spelling, 
punctuation capitalization, 
paragraphing but meaning not 
obscured 

Demonstrates mastery of 
conventions; 
few errors of spelling, punctuation,  
capitalization, and paragraphing 
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