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The following languages were represented: French, German, and Spanish.  Robert Blake reviewed the issues from the 11/15/03 Newport Beach IMPAC meeting.    

Summary of Identified Challenges and Issues from San Jose Meeting with Additional Comments and Editing from the Newport Beach and Sacramento Meetings.

1. Too much variance in high school languages and equivalency to CSU and UC courses. Variance of student ability and recency of language instruction are issues that necessitate placement exams at all levels, CCC, CSU and UC.  At the CCC, placement exams are advisory.

2. Two years of high school language study is equivalent to one quarter at the UC.

3. Some community colleges identify two semesters as equivalent to two years of high school study; other community colleges identify one semester as equivalent to two years of high school study.

4. Some colleges use a first-year book for one and one half or even two years of study.  The community college faculty said that some students need the first year of a foreign language offered in an expanded format.  A first year text is used by one CSU for three semesters with supplementary readings.  First-year book used for two years creates an articulation problem with UC.  Texts should not drive curriculum, but rather content, concepts, and student outcomes should be the focus.
5. What is considered first year for Asian languages, Russian, Vietnamese, and Arabic may not be as advanced as first year Spanish, French, German, or Italian.  These differences should be captured by adhering to the language-specific ACTFL guidelines.

6. There is a gap between semester four of a foreign language and upper division language competencies at the UC and CSU, no matter what the nature of the curriculum sequence; this is normal but must also be addressed in order to promote a smooth academic transition for majors (also see point #8).  The main problem is writing skills.  CSULB added more writing to the first two years. 

7. The first year of language instruction should also include components dealing with culture and critical thinking along with more traditional emphases on grammar.  The present CAN descriptions do not adequately reflect this (also see next section, #1).

8. Students who are placed by AP Examinations into high level language courses at the community college have no advanced language courses available beyond semester four.  Course five and six should be offered whenever financially feasible in order to assure for a smooth transition to the CSU or UC upper division work (also see point #6).  Contrary to existing policy, Courses five and six are not considered part of the upperdivision curriculum by most practitioners in the CSU or UC; these courses normally serve as bridge courses even in the CSU/UC for students to maintain skills necessary to succeed in upper division major courses (see recommendation #5). 

9. The CCC need to consider providing a third year of language study, perhaps through abroad programs in order to bridge to the CSU and UC major curriculum in language.

10. Beginning foreign language instruction is not remedial.  Second acquisition language research clearly shows that even modest levels of functional proficiency in a second language require from 3 to 5 years of study.  In this context, beginning language courses could never be considered remedial, especially taking into account the quality differences that exist in our high school language programs.  Likewise, classifying first-year language study as remedial would prohibit students from reaching proficiency in the same language they started in high school, which is counterproductive to the idea of fostering more advanced language study in the U.S.

11. Courses for native speakers should be promoted. 

12. Articulation should be based on content, concepts, and proficiency levels. 

13. Narrowing of number of complete languages taught.  At some community colleges, sequential courses are taught in the same room and time.  Campuses could combine resources and offer courses distance education to maintain enrollment in sequential courses.

14. K-12 curriculum needs review.  Home schooling is increasing.  How are we communicating with the high schools since outreach programs have been cut due to budget constraints?
15. To strengthen foreign languages, connect them to other discipline requirements to produce more foreign language courses across the curriculum (FLAC).  

California Articulation Number System (CAN)

1. The CAN course descriptors are outdated, and should include extensive references to the teaching of culture and critical thinking.  The descriptors haven’t been reviewed since the early 1990s.

2. Could language descriptors be generic rather than specific to a language?

3. Discrepancy in units required.  Ten (10) units are required for CAN.  Some community colleges are qualifying courses that are four units.  More units imply more proficiency.  There was consensus that a unit requirement be kept for CAN.

4. The committee could readily adapt wording from certain CAN descriptions that properly addressed the cultural, reading, and writing components and emend those CAN description that are lacking in this respect.  This was felt to be a more productive way of revising all the CAN descriptions without starting from scratch once again.

Trends/Future Directions/Information

1. Proliferation of languages in California

2. Tendency to offer languages to heritage speakers rather than non-native speakers.

3. Important to have resources for heritage language improvement as well as maintenance of traditional foreign language classes.

4. Global economy and international tensions show increasing need for understanding culture and language.

5. Electronic learning and languages, especially languages that are under-enrolled to keep sequences available.

6. Hybrid courses in languages offered, written and grammar online, weekend meetings in-person for conversation.

7. Increasing use of adjunct and grad students for lower division courses; lack up support for adjunct development; adjunct not eligible for professional development

8. UC recently received a grant to develop an online Arabic course.  Other less commonly taught languages (LCTLs) such as Punjabi, Tagalog, Korean, and Farsi are needed as well for research at UC.
9. UC Language Learning and Teaching website: http://uccllt.ucdavis.edu.
10. High school standards for foreign languages for UC may be accessed through the A-G Guide www.ucop.edu/doorways.
Recommendations

1. Time and resources are needed to maximize teaching time of adjunct faculty.

2. IMPAC coordinators should address adjunct in the letter of invitation to participate in IMPAC.

3. Since the AP foreign language examinations are standardized, their acceptance and equivalence values should be uniform throughout the UC and CSU.  Unfortunately, AP results are not dealt with in the same manner at all institutions in the UC and CSU.  AP exams need to be reviewed at all levels in order to insure a standardize treatment of results across the three systems (CCC, CSU, and UC). 
4. UCOP need to accept as lower division levels five and six of community college foreign languages for the UC Transfer Course Agreement.  Presently, these courses are considered upper-division which does not correspond to reality.  Even students who start a language at UC do not receive upper-division credit for course five and six.
5. The CSU and UC systems need to specific the expectation for Course five and six taught at the CCC to serve as a bridge.
6. Need statewide review of IGETC Language Other than English requirement.  Is first or second level of a foreign language proficiency for IGETC?
7. Dual Admissions Programs need to be promoted to keep languages offered.
8. Administrators need to promote consortium meetings of foreign languages and commit to offering low enrolled advanced language courses to keep the languages alive.
9. Intersegmental (UC, CSU, and CCC) forum needs to be promoted in order to offer language courses distance education.
10. Language courses taught at the CCC should be five semester units at all four levels.
