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*This is a working document intended for adaptation according to institutional needs*

Handbook for ePortfolio Raters

FIPSE/ACE

Lessons Learned in Assessing International Learning
Introduction

On behalf of the six institutions participating in this ACE-FIPSE grant, we first want to thank you for your important role in this project. You were selected as a rater because of your expertise and interest. The informed ratings you provide are crucial to the successful completion of this grant, and we appreciate your time and effort. 

The purpose of this handbook is to provide you with an overview of the project and a discussion of the issues and process of rating the student portfolios. Because this handbook is to be used across the six institutions participating in the project, some explanations must remain general. In addition, there will be one or more rater training sessions on each campus, where you and your colleagues will have an opportunity to rate sample portfolios. Following these sessions, you will have an opportunity to discuss specific issues or questions with the project team for your campus. Thank you again for your participation.

-The ACE/FIPSE Project Steering Committee

I. Project Overview

The American Council on Education (ACE), with funding from the U.S. Department of Education’s Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education, is leading a group six U.S. institutions in a three-year project on assessing international learning. The six institutions were selected from the ACE Internationalization Collaborative and represent a cross-section of U.S. higher education: two universities, Michigan State University (MI) and Portland State University (OR); two liberal arts colleges, Dickinson College (PA) and Kalamazoo College (MI); and two community colleges Kapi’olani Community College (HI) and Palo Alto College (TX). Details about the Internationalization Collaborative and other ACE international initiatives can be found on the ACE web site: www.acenet.edu .

Prior to receiving the FIPSE grant, ACE and the six institutions spent a year working to:

· Develop a common set of international learning outcomes to be assessed across all six institutions.

· Choose two assessment methods to be used in a coordinated trial to assess these outcomes  at all six institutions.

· Outline a plan for a three-year project to assess selected outcomes and evaluate the usefulness of the chosen methods across campuses and institutional types. 

The overall goals of the three-year project, Lessons Learned in Assessing International Learning, which began in September 2004, are to: 

· Increase knowledge of international learning assessment at the six project sites. 

· Develop skills in conducting assessments and using assessment results.

· Enhance the knowledge and tools available to the higher education community for assessing international learning. 

The Learning Outcomes
In constructing a set of common learning outcomes applicable across all six institutions, we focused on Knowledge, Skills, and Attitudes, because these were the areas where we expected to be able to measure our students’ international learning. Learning outcomes are listed below for each area:
Knowledge

A globally competent student graduating from our institution:
· Understands his/her culture in global and comparative context— that is, recognizes that his/her culture is one of many diverse cultures and that different perceptions and behaviors may be based on cultural differences.

· Demonstrates knowledge of global issues, processes, trends, and systems (i.e., economic and political interdependency among nations, environmental-cultural interaction, global governance bodies, and nongovernmental organizations).

· Demonstrates knowledge of other cultures (beliefs, values, perspectives, practices, and products).

Skills

A globally competent student graduating from our institution:

· Uses knowledge, diverse cultural frames of reference, and alternative perspectives to think critically and solve problems.

· Uses foreign language skills and/or knowledge of other cultures to extend his/her access to information, experiences, and understanding.

· Communicates and connects with people in other language communities in a range of settings for a variety of purposes, developing skills in each of the four modalities:  speaking (productive), listening (receptive), reading (receptive), writing (productive).

Attitudes

A globally competent student graduating from our institution:

· Appreciates the language, art, religion, philosophy, and material culture of different cultures.

· Accepts cultural differences and tolerates cultural ambiguity.

· Demonstrates an ongoing willingness to seek out international or intercultural opportunities.

Process
The project has developed rubrics for the selected learning outcomes and common procedures for conducting the assessment. Each institution will ask a sample of students to assemble an electronic portfolio (ePortfolio). Some may choose to use a quantitative instrument in addition to the portfolio. Institutional assessment teams will rate the ePortfolios, and a team at the American Council on Education (ACE) will conduct a preliminary analysis and prepare data tables with evidence of student learning for institutional assessment teams to consider. Campus teams will then interpret the evidence gathered by these assessments, launch discussions on how the evidence could be used to improve student learning at their institutions, and propose steps for institutionalizing international learning assessment.

Student Sample
The students selected by the six institutions are either taking internationally oriented general education courses, living in an international residence hall, engaging in intensive language studies, participating in diverse models of education abroad, working on international or regional studies certificates, majoring in international or regional studies, or participating in capstone international/intercultural courses. The purpose of selecting diverse students is to demonstrate how an integrated approach can effectively assess international learning across levels of studies, majors, and modes of learning.

Electronic Portfolio (ePortfolio)
The instrument determined to be flexible enough to address all of the selected outcomes identified for this project was the electronic portfolio (ePortfolio). It provides a way to feature multiple examples of student work, allows for a rich context of the work to be included, offers opportunities for selection and self-assessment, and offers a look at development over time (Cambridge, et. al., 2001)
. The ePortfolio allows large amounts of information to be stored digitally and is easily accessible by multiple reviewers from various locations. An ePortfolio accumulates evidence of individual student proficiencies or knowledge in relation to the identified learning outcomes, and through the use of rubrics, the ePortfolio can be used as part of an evaluation of student learning. The working group has developed rubrics to measure each of the specified learning outcomes. Students will be asked to include in their ePortfolios evidence of having achieved all of the outcomes. The foreign language communication goal will require faculty members expert in those languages to take part in the rating process. 

ePortfolio Artifacts

We have asked the students to indicate which individual pieces (artifacts) in the ePortfolio they believe will best demonstrate the project’s outcomes (See Student ePortfolio Information Form below).  However, this was meant as a guide to help the students complete their ePortfolios, not as an evaluative measure.  In scoring the ePortfolios, while also looking closely at individual pieces, raters should consider the portfolio in its entirety. Our goal is to assess the level of learning within the entire ePortfolio.

Examples of artifacts that students might include in an ePortfolio are:

· Term papers

· Essays

· Journal entries

· Study abroad application essays

· Study abroad return reflection essays

· Photographs or other artwork with a narrative explanation

· Videos of interviews or student performances

· Audio that demonstrates foreign language competency

We encourage students to include in their ePortfolios work they have done in a foreign language or for which they have used their foreign language skills. These may include transcripts of interactions, audiotapes and videos of interactions, formal essays, creative writing, etc. When the ePortfolio contains artifacts in a foreign language, the campus team leader will arrange for a foreign language expert to be one of the raters.

This website is a “welcome to the project" for students, and includes: 

· Information about the project; 
· Instructions for developing an ePortfolio; and
· A link to the online student and portfolio information form (SPIF) that each student will complete before submitting their portfolio for rating.
This site will allow students a common point of entry for this project as well as a way to interface and move between their unique campus portfolio and the larger project site.
Data Collection, Organization and Analysis:
EPortfolios will be read and rated by a small group of faculty and administrators on the various campuses. Campus raters will have had an opportunity to do several practice ratings and compare their results with other raters on the same campus. In this way we hope to ensure an acceptable measure of reliability among raters. 
Each institutional assessment team will produce ratings of the ePortfolios that will then be entered into an online database. This database will be housed at ACE to enable the multi-campus linkage of the ePortfolio ratings with the SPIF data. In order to link ePortfolio results with SPIF data,it is necessary to use a number through which the data can be linked. For the ePortfolios, raters will enter ratings in a database using each student’s personal identification number (assigned by their institution). No names will be associated with these identification numbers. For more information about IRB stipulations for your institution, please contact your campus project coordinator.
Once team ratings of ePortfolios have been completed, these findings, along with the SPIF data, will be compared in the aggregate and analyzed to see what they say about student international learning. These results will also provide an opportunity to consider connections between experiences and the learning that results from them. We contend that, ultimately, student learning will be improved as faculty and students become more aware of and develop strategies for integration. Effective, holistic assessment can provide the key to such integration.
II. Rating the ePortfolios

Role of Raters

The raters are the crucial bridge between the ePortfolios, as repositories of student learning, and the rubrics, as measures. Thus, the success of the project as an assessment of student international learning depends heavily on the use of the rubrics as a means of measure and the facility of raters in using those rubrics. In terms of the overall design of the project, the work of the raters—that is, the ratings of the individual ePortfolios—will furnish the data that the team will then interpret. In rating the ePortfolios, you will not be asked to interpret your ratings.

We should note especially, that the individual student ratings will not be communicated to the students. We are not yet at the point where we feel the rubrics we have developed can be used either as diagnostic or as individual assessments. Rather, we are interested in collecting and analyzing data in the aggregate. Therefore, should you recognize a particular student from the artifacts in the ePortfolio, we would ask that you not discuss your rating with the student. As the project moves forward, your campus project coordinator will provide an appropriate forum for a discussion of the results.

Ways for raters to continue to be involved in the project
Your invitation to be a rater for this project is an indication of your professional and personal interest in international and intercultural education. As a rater, you are involved in the first phase of the project, namely to identify a set of learning outcomes, devise rubrics, and use them to measure student international learning. Because you are an international educator, your campus team will no doubt be asking for your collaboration in phase two of the project, which is to use the results of the assessment process to make changes in the educational program at your institution.

Rating the ePortfolios:
As a qualitative assessment, rating the ePortfolios will require a holistic approach, more along the lines of grading a term paper than scoring a test. In order to assess the ePortfolios in three areas (knowledge, skills, and attitudes) and the learning outcomes for each, the six institutions have constructed a set of rubrics for each area, each consisting of criteria and scales. Thus, we have: 

· Areas, e.g., “Knowledge”

· Outcomes, e.g., “1. Demonstrates knowledge of global issues, processes, trends and systems”

· Criteria, e.g., “1. Basic concepts (e.g., political events such as the Iraq war, major world organizations such as the UN, major trends such as globalization, the role of non-governmental organizations, etc.)”

· Scales, e.g., “1 = Inadequate - Descriptions are inaccurate or poorly developed; 2 = Minimal – Describes basic points accurately; 3 = Moderate – Compares and contrasts perspectives, uses examples to illustrate; 4 = Extensive – Content knowledge is extensive, analyses are sophisticated.”

Taken together they are presented in a rubric as:

	
	1 
Inadequate

	2 
Minimal 

	3 
Moderate 

	4 
Extensive


	I. Demonstrates knowledge of global issues, processes, trends and systems

	 1. Basic concepts (e.g., political events such as the Iraq war, major world organizations such as the UN, major trends such as globalization, the role of non-governmental organizations, etc.). 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



As noted previously, for each area (knowledge, skills, attitudes), there are rubrics containing outcomes with criteria and scales.

To find evidence of Skills criteria II.1 Using foreign language skills and/or cultural knowledge to locate and use resources (e.g. foreign language texts) in the various disciplines, refer to any bibliography or list of sources that students provide in the artifact(s) for use of resources (internet or text) written in the foreign language. 

Skills Rubric, Section II:

	
	1 
Inadequate
Proficiency
	2 
Minimal 
Proficiency
	3 
Moderate 
Proficiency
	4 
Extensive
Proficiency

	II.  Uses foreign language skills and/or cultural knowledge to extend his/her access to information, experiences, and understanding.

	 1. Using foreign language skills and/or cultural knowledge to locate and use resources (e.g. foreign language texts) in various disciplines. 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



In Skills Rubric  III.1-4, when rating the level of language proficiency of the foreign language artifact(s) included in the ePortfolio:

1)  Follow the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines.  







 




ACTFL Rating

Skills Rubric Rating
 
“Novice Low”, “Novice Mid”, “Novice High”             
1   “Inadequate Proficiency”.

 
“Intermediate Low”, “Intermediate Mid”, “Intermediate High”       
2   “Minimal Proficiency”.


“Advanced Low”, “Advanced Mid”, “Advanced High”            
3   “Moderate Proficiency”.


“Superior Low”, “Superior Mid”, and “Superior High”            
4   “Extensive Proficiency”.

2) 
Provide proficiency ratings only for artifact(s) provided in the ePortfolio.  If artifact(s) are not included for any of the four skills (speaking, listening, reading, writing), check the box in the first column for the respective criteria.  See the snapshot of the skills rubric below.

Skills Rubric, Section III:
For assessing foreign language materials:
	III.  Communicates and connects with people in other language communities in a range of settings for a variety of purposes, developing skills in each of the four modalities:  speaking (productive), listening (receptive), reading (receptive), writing (productive).
	There is no content to be assessed.
	1 
Inadequate

Proficiency
(Novice)
	2 
Minimal 
Proficiency (Intermediate)
	3 
Moderate

Proficiency 
(Advanced)
	4 
Extensive

Proficiency
(Superior)



	1.  Speaking              
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	2.  Listening and       

     comprehending
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	3.  Reading and         

     comprehending
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	4.  Writing                 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Important note:  

When an artifact(s) in a foreign/second language is included in the ePortfolio and not all raters of the rating group are able to read the artifact(s), it is important to ensure that rater(s) of the language skills section communicate the content of the information found in the artifact(s) to other raters of the same ePortfolio.  Content found in the language skills artifact may also show evidence of the other outcomes listed under knowledge and attitudes.

The Mechanics of Rating the ePortfolios:

Following a training session that will be conducted by the campus project coordinator at your institution, you will receive two types of identification numbers:  one ID number for you (as rater) and a separate ID number for each ePortfolio that you will be rating. 

Please check the identification numbers you enter on this form for accuracy; do not enter your name or any student's name at any place in the online form.  

As a general practice, each rater will score an ePortfolio independently.  We suggest that each rater read the portfolio in its entirety, then review the portfolio again for the each of the rubrics (Knowledge, Skills and Attitudes). Using this process will allow you to focus on only one area at a time.  After reviewing each ePortfolio, please provide separate ratings for all of the criteria under each outcome. Please be prepared to provide a rating for each criterion (no criterion may be left blank). Your campus project coordinator will have more specific details on the process to be employed on your campus.

After you score a full portfolio independently using all three rubrics (Knowledge, Skills and Attitudes), you will engage as a group with other raters to compare your scores and discuss any discrepancies.  Once the group has reached a final decision, group ratings will be entered online.  At some institutions, each rater will be asked to enter their own individual ratings for each portfolio as well.  For materials in a language other than English, your campus project coordinator will refer foreign language materials to an appropriate rater for scoring. Your campus project coordinator will have more details on the process at your institution.

When you log-in using your ID number and the student ID for the portfolio you are rating, you will need to indicate if the ratings you are entering are your own individual ratings or those from a team of raters at your institution.
After you log-in, you will first be asked whether the portfolio you are rating includes any items in a language other than English, and if so, to indicate which languages are included.  Following the information about languages, you will be prompted to first enter your scores for the Knowledge Rubric, then the Skills Rubric, and then the Attitudes Rubric.  For each section of the rubrics, in addition to your ratings, you will be asked to provide additional information regarding the student's performance. Information regarding why you assigned the ratings you did—as well as specific examples from the portfolio—is particularly useful.  This information will be used in subsequent semesters to help guide new raters through the process of scoring ePortfolios.

Glossary

· Artifact:
One piece of student work included in an ePortfolio.  An artifact can be a piece of expository or creative writing, application essay, journal entry, photograph or other non-print artwork with a narrative explanation.

· Assessment:  
The process of defining goals or asking questions; gathering evidence to ask those questions; interpreting the evidence; and using what you’ve discovered to improve student learning and strengthen programs.
· Criteria:
Guidelines, characteristics, or dimensions that describe a student learning outcome. Criteria are defined to indicate how the outcome is manifested in student responses, products, or performances. 
· ePortfolio:
Collection of artifacts put together by a student to illustrate the student’s best work and learning with regard to the outcomes.  The ePortfolio also provides students with an opportunity to reflect on their international learning experience as a whole.

· FIPSE:
(Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education) A unit within the U.S. Department of Education's Office of Postsecondary Education, designed to support innovative projects that hold promise as models for the resolution of important issues and problems in postsecondary education.
· Interpretation:
The process of reviewing the results collected through an assessment and determining what these results mean for purposes of improving student learning.

· Outcomes:
Specific measurable achievements, typically expressed as sets of criteria expressed with action verbs.  They identify desired results or consequences of a learning process. They describe what successful learners can or will be able to do, or what knowledge they will be able to demonstrate.
· Rater:


The faculty member who scores the ePortfolio using the rubrics.
· Rubric:
A guide for scoring student performance. It consists of clear and well-defined criteria (describing what the desired outcome is) together with a measurement scale (e.g., 4-point) criteria that describes the characteristics of performance (how well the outcome is demonstrated) for each score point. Rubrics are frequently accompanied by examples (anchors or exemplars) of products or performances to illustrate the various score points on the scale.
· Scale:
One component of a rubric that represents rank or level of performance.  The scale is the range used to score student work.  Each number in a scale is accompanied by an explicit statement that describes performance or demonstration of knowledge at that level.

· Scoring:
The process of evaluating performance or a demonstration of knowledge and assigning a performance level or rating based on a scale.
Rater FAQ

What is the difference between a score of 1 and 2 when rating a portfolio?

Our colleagues at the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) suggest—and we agree—that if you cannot be certain of a higher rating, you should give it the lower. 
What happens if the two raters do not agree about an ePortfolio’s score?

Following a training session, if raters provide careful ratings according to the instructions that are provided, we expect that ratings will be similar (i.e., that raters will largely agree). After each rater completes their own individual ratings, a group of raters will meet to discuss their scores.  When and if there are significant differences in ratings, the group should discuss the discrepancies and come to an agreement in assigning a score. Your campus project coordinator will have more details on the process to be employed at your institution.

How long should it take to score an ePortfolio?

The time necessary for scoring will vary according to number of artifacts in the ePortfolio. Our experience so far indicates that it will take an experienced rater between 40 and 60 minutes to rate a comprehensive ePortfolio using one rubric. Those ePortfolios submitted in the first semester will typically be shorter, and raters will probably be able to rate these shorter ePortfolios with one rubric in less than half an hour. The process of rating a comprehensive portfolio with all three rubrics may take 90-120 minutes for a single rater. 
Will this affect the student’s grade?

If any of the writing samples for the ePortfolio are generated from a course, there will be no connection between the international learning assessment of the writing sample and a student’s grade in the course. Similarly, students will not be penalized in any way for not participating in the ePortfolio assessment associated with this project; participation is strictly voluntary.  These ratings will contribute to an understanding of how the institution is doing overall, and will not be used initially to provide feedback to individual students.  

What happens to the data during the project and at the end of the project?

Your campus project coordinator will submit the ePortfolio ratings to a secure central database at the American Council on Education (ACE). ACE is also the host for the student and portfolio information (SPIF) data, which will be submitted electronically and directly by students. Aside from the SPIF data and the ratings for the ePortfolios, no other information about any respondent will be collected. Portfolio data will be linked through the use of the identification numbers assigned to students by their respective institution. Once the need for linking identification numbers across measures and administrations has concluded at the end of this grant, all identification numbers will be eliminated from the data file. An “informed consent form” ensuring anonymity will be reviewed and completed by all participating students. 

Where can I get more information on how information learned from this project will be used for the improvement of international programs and curriculum on my campus?

Although the results of the project may have implications for program change at many institutions at the end of the project's three-year life, you may notice areas for improvement in your own programs as you complete the assessments of your students' portfolio. We strongly encourage each rater to discuss the project and your ideas for program development and improvement based on your assessment experiences with your campus project coordinator at any time during the project.
Why are we doing this, anyway?

The aim of the project is two-fold:  One aim is to see if six very diverse institutions can agree on a set of learning outcomes and then develop and employ an assessment plan for international learning that will be valid across all six institutions. The other aim is to begin the process of using the results of the assessments not only to hone the outcomes and the assessment plan, but also to improve student learning at each of the six institutions.

For more information about assessment, language proficiency guidelines, or using portfolios to assess student learning, please see:
ACTFL proficiency guidelines. Originally published as: American Council for the Teaching of Foreign Languages. 1983. ACTFL proficiency guidelines. Revised 1985. Hastings-on-Hudson, NY: ACTFL Materials Center. http://www.sil.org/lingualinks/LANGUAGELEARNING/OtherResources/ACTFLProficiencyGuidelines/contents.htm 

Anderson, L.W. & Krawthwohl, D.P. et al. (2001).  A taxonomy for learning, teaching and assessing.  A revision of Bloom’s taxonomy of educational outcomes.  New York; Addison, Wesley. Longman. 

Assessment Institute hosted by Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis.
http://www.planning.iupui.edu/conferences/national/nationalconf.html   

Banta, Trudy.  Selected references on outcomes assessment in higher education:  An annotated bibliography.  Covering Works Published in the Years 1977 through 2004.  

Banta, Trudy.  (2003) Portfolio assessment.  Uses, cases, scoring and impact.    Assessment Update Collections.  Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA

Cambridge, B. L., Kahn, S., Tompkins, D. P., & Yancey, K. B. (Eds.). (2001). Electronic portfolios:  Emerging practices in student, faculty, and institutional learning. Washington, DC: American Association for Higher Education.

Ewell, P.  (2002).  “An emerging scholarship:  A brief history of assessment.” In T. Banta and Associates.  Building a scholarship of assessment.  San Francisco; Jossey-Bass. 

Leskes, A. & Wright, B.  (2005) The art and science of assessing general education outcomes:  A practical guide.  Washington, DC:  American Association of Colleges and Universities. 

Middles States Commission on Higher Education.  (2003).  Student learning assessment.  Options and resources.  Philadelphia:  Middles States Commission on Higher Education. 

Musil, C.  (2006) Assessing global learning:  Matching good intentions with good practices.  Washington DC:  American Association of Colleges and Universities. 

Palomba, C. A. & Banta, T. W. (1999). Assessment essentials: planning, implementing, and improving assessment in higher education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Stevens and Levi.  (2005) Introduction to rubrics.   Stylus Publishing, Sterling, VA. 

Zubizarreta, J. (2004). The learning portfolio: Reflective practice for improving student learning. Bolton: Anker.
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