Foreign Language – Language Cluster
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Introduction:

In our first year of discussions, the Foreign Language representatives met five times at IMPAC meetings.  There was agreement that, because of international political and economic conditions, and because of the economic and cultural needs of the State, foreign language courses are more essential to students than ever.  We need to offer students complete series of courses in a diversity of languages.  We in the Foreign Language programs need to meet in intersegmental both as single languages and as combined language programs.

Any discussion of articulation issues in foreign languages must be based on the fact that major requirements commonly begin with upper-division courses.  Transferring students must possess a level of proficiency that will allow them to succeed in these upper-division courses; this requires both that curricula in the segments be better aligned and that institutions offer a full range of lower-division coursework.

Summary of Identified Issues

1.  Diminishing diversity of language offerings:
a) Elimination of language programs:  There is a distressing trend in both the CSU and CCC segments to narrow the diversity of language programs offered.  All California students must have reasonably local access to instruction in the variety of languages spoken in the State and in the world.  To avoid across-the-board elimination of language programs, local universities, colleges and high schools should coordinate efforts to provide diverse language learning programs. Some regions already have consortia to permit students to access languages; all should have this option. It is the goal of all three segments, therefore, to maintain this diversity of language offerings in the interest of national security, economic development, and a balanced humanities curriculum. 

b) Maintaining Foreign Languages by Implementing their Use in Courses Taught Across the Curriculum (FLAC):  In order to facilitate the language instruction needs of students in a variety of academic disciplines, foreign languages across the curriculum (FLAC) needs to be explored within the context of articulation.  Additionally, the need for cross-cultural and civilization courses taught in English should be determined.

2.  Placement issues:

a) High school equivalencies:  Two years of high school language study is equivalent to one term at the UC.  Some community colleges identify two years of high school study as equivalent to two semesters; other community colleges identify two years of high school study as equivalent to one semester.  There should exist a standard “rule of thumb” for the CCC, CSU, and UC segments, such as:  One high school year of language study = one college/university term (quarter or semester) of language study.  This also implies that CAN descriptors should link to the K-12 Foreign Language Framework.

b) IGETC:  The statewide IGETC Languages Other Than English (LOTE) requirement needs to be revisited.  Two semesters rather than one semester of foreign language study should be required.
c) AP Exams:  Since the AP foreign language examinations are standardized, their acceptance and equivalence values should be uniform throughout the three segments.  Unfortunately, AP results are not dealt with in the same manner at all institutions (see http://uccllt.ucdavis.edu/ap.cfm for data on AP Credit Given by UC Campuses).  AP exams need to be reviewed by foreign language faculty and articulation officers at all levels to ensure a uniform treatment of results across the three higher education systems.

d) Placement:  There is variance in high school language preparation and equivalency with respect to CSU and UC courses.  Different levels of student ability and recentness of language instruction are issues that necessitate an effective placement process at all segments (CCC, CSU, and UC).  All institutions should be encouraged to implement a language placement assessment process to advise students on their enrollment in the most appropriate course(s).  Methods of assessment include individual interviews, online testing, and/or paper/pen tests.

e) Placement of high-level students:  Students who are placed into high-
level language courses at the community college by AP exams or by virtue of the number of years the language they studied in high school often have no advanced language courses available beyond Course Four. Typically, students who have strong high-school language preparation will place into and complete Courses Three and/or Four in the first year of CCC, but then they have no courses available for their second year.  As a result, these students don’t take any language for the second year of their CCC career, and their linguistic proficiency begins to atrophy—putting them at a disadvantage when they do transfer to CSU or UC.  Courses Five and Six (see 3.c below) should be offered whenever feasible in order to promote a smooth transition to upper-division work at CSU and UC.

3. Curriculum, Scope, and Sequence:

Language study, unlike some other disciplines, requires prolonged practice.  Therefore, a sequenced course of study is crucial to developing expected levels of linguistic proficiency.

a) First-year textbooks:  Some colleges use a first-year textbook for one and a half or even two years of study.  Many faculty members find that some students need the traditional first-year curriculum delivered in this expanded format.  This practice creates articulation problems.  Ultimately, texts should not drive curriculum; articulation should be based on content, concepts and proficiency/outcome levels. Once new CAN descriptors are developed, institutions will be able to align their choice of texts to the new descriptors.  In the interim, we recommend that standard first-year textbooks be used for no more than three semesters or four quarters. 

b) Common course outlines/syllabi:  Institutions from all three segments should post their common course outlines/syllabi on their institutional websites to provide access to aid the IMPAC planning process. 
c) Curricular bridge between second- and third- year language study:  There is often a gap between the fourth semester and the upper-division foreign language curriculum.  Although endemic to the discipline, this gap should be addressed at the CCC level by offering Courses Five and Six in order to promote a smooth academic transition for language majors.  One of the main problems has to do with writing skills.  Writing skills are necessary in lower division courses for success in upper division courses.  Offering courses beyond the standard second-year curriculum (i.e. beyond Courses Three and Four) would do much to alleviate this articulation problem.  Although it is frequently said that the UC does not accept credit transfer for Courses Five and Six, this belief is not accurate; UC routinely accepts many credit transfer for languages courses Five and Six.  The CCC segment might also consider providing alternative ways of offering a third year of language study—perhaps through concurrent enrollment throughout the three segments, consortial arrangements with the CSU and UC, or study abroad programs.  Designated UC and CSU Foreign Language representatives should define the level(s) of ability needed for success in upper-division courses.

d) Statement on Language Competencies in Languages Other Than English:  The joint CCC, CSU, UC “Statement on Competencies in Languages Other Than English” was last formulated in 1986.  It is time to review, modernize, and modify this planning document.

e) Heritage language learners (i.e. students whose language of the home is other than English): Depending on the demographics of the local service area, courses specifically designed for heritage language learners should be offered.  CAN descriptors for courses for heritage language learners need to be developed. Offering Courses Five and Six could have a significant positive impact on the academic needs of heritage language learners since these students often have no classes to take in their second year at the CCC.  Distinctions between native and heritage language speakers need to be clearly defined.

f) Combined courses:  In some CCCs and CSUs, sequential courses are being taught in the same room and at the same time to the detriment of learning. Each course in the first- and second-year sequence needs to be protected because of its unique and essential contributions to student learning and linguistic proficiency. 

g) The myth of remedial language courses:  Some curricular planners worry that college learners may be repeating the same type of beginning linguistic instruction already delivered in the high schools.  Cries of redundancy, remediation, or wasteful repetitions have been voiced with respect to the beginning language curriculum at the college/university level.  But beginning foreign language instruction at this level is never remedial.  Second language acquisition research clearly shows that even modest levels of functional proficiency in a second language require from three to five years of study.  In this context, beginning language courses could never be considered remedial, especially taking into account the qualitative discrepancies that exist among our high school language programs.  The appearance of remediation or repetition is just that, only in appearance—all post-secondary language instruction makes a positive contribution to the students’ foreign language education.  Likewise, classifying first-year language study as remedial would prohibit students from reaching proficiency in the same language they studied in high school.  This is counterproductive to fostering more advanced language study in the U.S.

h) Less commonly taught languages:  Expected outcomes for first year language instruction in less commonly taught languages (such as Japanese, Chinese, Russian, Vietnamese and Arabic) are not comparable to outcomes for first-year Spanish, French, German or Italian.  CAN descriptors should reflect the language-specific ACTFL (American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages) performance guidelines.

i) Inter-segmental cooperation:  Administrators need to promote consortium meetings of foreign language faculty and commit to offering low-enrolled advanced language courses in order to retain access to study in a diversity of languages.  The three segments need to establish a forum to investigate ways of offering under-enrolled languages—perhaps through a distance-learning format—to keep these sequences available.

j) Hybrid courses:  Instructors need to explore hybrid formats (i.e. language instruction with both seat time and significant technologically-supported components).

Identified Trends/Future Directions

1. International context:  Global economy and international tensions demand an ever-increasing need for cross-cultural and linguistic knowledge and understanding if the U.S. is to maintain its leadership in the political realm and its competitiveness in the economic sphere.
2. Proliferation of languages in California:  Due to the diversity of the State’s ethnic communities, the student body in all three segments will increasingly reflect interest in less commonly taught languages such as Vietnamese, Tagalog, Persian, Korean, Punjabi, and Mandarin.  All three segments of higher education must be prepared to respond to this challenge (see 2b below). 
3. Heritage language students:  There is a marked increase in efforts to offer languages to heritage speakers (whose home language is not English) rather than non-native speakers.  With the growth of California’s diverse ethnic communities, this trend will, no doubt, continue. 
4. LCTLs:  Other less commonly taught languages (LCTLs) such as Punjabi, Tagalog, Korean, and Farsi are needed as well for research at UC.

5. Technology:  The use of electronic learning for languages will increase, especially for languages that are under-enrolled in order to keep sequences available.

6. Hybrid courses (i.e. a curriculum divided between seat time and distance learning resources):  Hybrid course format will also increase in languages in order to offer written work, online grammar tutorials, chat electronic meetings, and weekend meetings in-person for conversation. 
7. Faculty employment:  There has been a noticeable increase in the use of adjunct and/or graduate students for lower division courses.  Nevertheless, little support exists for professional development for adjunct faculty, who are generally not eligible for professional development funds at most campuses.  
Comments from Statewide Meetings and the General Field:

Sections 1, 2, 4, 7 represent the combined comments and consensus extracted from both the regional and state-wide meetings.

Recommendations for the Discipline

1. Language diversity:  It is the goal of all three segments to maintain this diversity of language offerings in the interest of national security, economic development, and a balanced humanities curriculum. A coordinated effort among local universities, colleges and high schools should provide diverse language learning programs.

2. Placement:  There should exist a standard “rule of thumb” for the CCC, CSU, and UC segments, such as:  One high school year of language study = one college/university term (quarter or semester) of language study. . . This also implies that CAN descriptors should link to the K-12 Foreign Language Framework.  All institutions should be encouraged to implement a language placement-assessment process to advise students into the most appropriate course(s).  Methods of assessment include individual interviews, online testing, and/or paper/pen tests.

3. IGETC:  The statewide IGETC Languages Other Than English (LOTE) requirement should be revisited as follows:  Two semesters rather than one semester of foreign language study should be required. 
4. AP Exams:  These exams need to be reviewed by language faculty and articulation officers at all levels in order to ensure a uniform treatment of results across the three higher education systems.

5. Courses Five and Six: Courses five and six should be offered whenever feasible in order to promote a smooth transition to upper-division work at CSU and UC.  The CSU and UC systems need to specify more fully the expectations for Course Five and Six taught at the CCCs in order to serve as a bridge.

6. First-year textbooks: Standard first-year textbooks should be used for no more than three semesters or four quarters.

7. Adjunct faculty:  Time and resources are needed to maximize the teaching contribution of adjunct faculty.  Adjunct faculty need office space and should be fairly remunerated for out of class work (e.g. office hours).  IMPAC coordinators should address adjunct faculty in the letter of invitation to participate in IMPAC.

8. Consortia:  Administrators need to promote consortium meetings of foreign languages and commit to offering low enrolled advanced language courses to keep the languages alive.  The three segments need to cooperate in promoting technology-mediated language courses.

9. Dual Admissions:  These programs need to be promoted to keep a large diversity of languages offered.

Recommendations for Support Courses

Maintaining Foreign Languages by Implementing their Use in Courses Taught Across the Curriculum (FLAC):  In order to facilitate the language instruction needs of students in a variety of academic disciplines, foreign languages across the curriculum (FLAC) needs to be explored within the context of articulation.  Additionally, need for cross-cultural and civilization courses taught in English should be determined.

Topics for further discussion

CAN descriptors:  Significant time and effort must now be invested in modifying the existing CAN descriptors and, subsequently, vetting these changes so that final recommendations can be forwarded to the CAN Board.

Recommendations to be forwarded to CAN

1. Descriptors:  The CAN course descriptors were created in the early 1990s and need to be updated by this group.  Where appropriate, the descriptors should reflect the standards established in the California K-12 Foreign Language Framework and the Standards for Language Learning in the 21st Century.
2. Unit credit:  There is a discrepancy in the number of units required by the CAN descriptors.  Ten (10) semester units are required for the first year sequence in CAN.  Some community colleges are qualifying courses that are four units.  More units imply more proficiency.  A uniform unit requirement should be maintained for CAN.
3. Culture:  The specific mention of cultural components in CAN descriptors is uneven at present. CAN descriptors must explicitly affirm that culture is inseparable from language and, therefore, integral to all language courses.  

4. Critical thinking:  The term “critical thinking” needs to be defined and affirmed in the foreign language context.  The CAN descriptors should reflect the role that language study plays in the development of “critical thinking.”

5. Languages without CAN descriptors:  Any languages taught at four or more UC/CSU campuses must have CAN descriptors following the CAN guidelines.  For example, we have identified Korean, Hebrew, Arabic and heritage language classes as needing descriptors.  There may be other languages that meet this criterion as well.

Outreach Presentations 

1. CCC Foreign Language Committee:  the IMPAC first-year report will be discussed at a joint meeting of CCC and CSU Foreign Language Committees to be held in conjunction with the regularly scheduled fall meeting of the CCC FLC in San Francisco.  
2. California Language Teachers Association (CLTA):  the IMPAC first-year report will be vetted at the CLTA’s annual spring convention in Ontario.
3. UC Consortium for Language Learning & Teaching:  the IMPAC first-year report will be presented for review and comments at the Oct 15th UCCLLT steering committee meeting at UC Riverside.
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