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FLL 498/598 — Scoring Guide for Language Proficiency Self-Evaluation

Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: The rating is organized properly, there is good evidence that it is accurate,  and it fits on and fills one singled-spaced page.

	
	Global: conscious of profession and applies it to own development
	Factor 1 (10%): on time?
	Factor 2 (40%): Applies ACTFL concepts & terms
	Factor 3 (40%): The rating
	Factor 4 (10%): presentation

	6
	Could be turned loose to learn on own, or has somehow done so already. Appears to be not only an outstanding teacher, but conscious of what that takes.
	received in first half of week after assigned
	Goes beyond self-evaluation to discuss the implications and applications of the rating to larger issues of language teaching.
	Refers to someone else’s opinion (asked a friend to estimate rating, consults with instructor) or compares this rating to another one (self in another language, someone else’s self-rating).
	No insufficient or inadequate verbiage, or perhaps adds a creative dimension to the activity (attaches a writing or speech sample, etc.)

	5
	almost 6
	received before due
	almost 6 (briefly mentions an implication)
	Mentions possibility of getting other evidence
	Very little insufficient or inadequate verbiage.

	4
	Is clearly striving to absorb principles and practices, and is making progress doing it.
	received when due
	Rates self under circumstances equivalent to an OPI (i.e., evaluates own proficiency in real-time, face-to-face speech, with function and context selected in accord with estimated proficiency level).
	Rating shows an understanding of the precedence of function, context and accuracy. Rating and evidence are compatible within one major ACTFL level (example: may misrate within Intermediate, but not across its boundaries).
	Global rating is clearly expressed. Function and context are stated. Multiple evidence for several major features is provided. 10% excess or insufficient verbiage.

	3
	Uneven management of principles and practices.
	received after deadline but before next class meeting
	Uses ACTFL concepts and terms, but seriously misapplies them or fails to apply thoroughly (example: ignores comprehensibility to X-level speaker).
	There is reason to question the rating, but it may turn out to be correct.
	One-fourth of the presentation needs thorough revision, for example by expansion with multiple examples, or deletion of irrelevant discussion (but see Factor 2 Level 6)

	2
	Is puzzled / confused several times, but seems willing to get to the bottom of it.
	received one week late
	Uses ACTFL concepts and terms, but seriously misunderstands them (example: confuses what has been taught with what has actually been learned).
	The rating, based on the evidence provided, is clearly wrong by a full ACTFL level because the Guidelines are seriously misunderstood.
	Consultation with instructor leaves hope that this part of the activity can be redone, essentially from the ground up, but that the work done for Factors 2 & 3 is adequate enough that it, too, does not need drastic improvement.

	1
	Doesn’t grasp the situation.
	received two weeks late; after that, 0 for this rubric
	Judges according to some other system.
	The rating is most probably wrong, as far as can be inferred from other evidence (knowledge of writer’s speaking skills, or writer’s writing skill on the assignment is clearly at a different level from self-assigned writing proficiency, etc.)
	Presentation does not meet minimum standards for 400-level course, and the evidence from Factors 2 & 3 indicates that the entire activity has been thoroughly misunderstood and neglected.


