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Introduction:

In year two, the Foreign Language (FL) representatives met three times:  once with the normally scheduled North regional meeting and twice more in conjunction with recognized FL professional organizations--once in the North together with the CCC Foreign Language Council during the fall and, again, in the South with the combined annual California Language Teachers Association conference/CSU Foreign Language Council in the Spring.

As already reported in year one, there was widespread agreement that foreign language courses are now even more essential to students given the international economic focus and cultural needs of the State, if not the Nation.  Concern still exists as to whether the three systems can continue to offer a sufficient diversity of language offerings under the current financial downturn, which underscores the need for continued corporation among the UCs, CSUs, and CCCs minimally at the regional level.

In practical terms, this year’s meetings produced new CAN descriptors in their final version for the first four courses (Appendix A) and an advisory letter for prospective majors and their counselors (Appendix B).  The descriptors for bridge courses (5 and 6) still need to be written and constitute the first task for the FL group in year three.

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.  All languages included in the CAN descriptors should be available to students, at a minimum on a regional basis, taking advantage of all of the resources offered by the three systems (UC, CSU, CCC).  To the extent that technology can be used to help less-commonly-taught languages be available, it should be used.

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) Surveys: Each segment agreed to survey its members as to use of placement systems.

b) High school equivalencies High-school language equivalencies continue to be a source of lively discussion.  Two years of high school language study was viewed as 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.  Nevertheless, the assessment procedures should be used to confirm the accuracy of this general placement rule.

c) 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.  The CCC’s need to align their IGETC definition of how many semesters of language study are needed to equal two years of a high school program.  The latter is defined in high school WASC reports.

d) 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 (for example, see http://uccllt.ucdavis.edu/ap.cfm for data on AP Credit Given by different UC Campuses).  Many four-year institutions do not grant separate credit for taking the literature exam.  For instance, students applying to UC can gain eight credits for either the language or literature, a fact which provides a disincentive for high school students to take AP literature in their senior year.  The UC Consortium for Language Learning & Teaching has prepared a new set of guidelines for granting AP credit that will be vetted and considered for implementation in the AY 2005-2006 with an eye to correcting these aforementioned problems.  It was decided that AP language should count as at least a 4th semester or 5th/6th quarter course or courses (e.g. 8 units), while AP literature should count for upper division work.

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:  The FL representatives reaffirmed the IMPAC recommendation made in year one that first-year textbooks should be completed in two semesters or three quarters.  In reality, some colleges continue to 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 and is in conflict with the new CAN descriptors (see Appendix A). 

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: Courses 5 and 6 should be taught wherever possible as a way of promoting the best transition from lower to upper division.  Course 5 and 6 also meet the needs of heritage learners and other students who have had a strong high school preparation in languages.  These more proficient students should not be forced to enroll in course beneath their real linguistic capacity not have to wait for these more advanced course offerings. 

d. Statement on Language Competencies in Languages Other Than English:  The joint CCC, CSU, UC “Statement on Competencies in Languages Other Than English,” which was last formulated in 1986, was judged to be out of date.  A scoping committee appointed by ICAS met after with the Spring IMPAC meeting held in Ontario along with the 2005 CLTA conference.  Recommendations for revising the competency statements were formulated and forwarded to ICAS (see appendix C).  

e. Heritage language learners (i.e. students whose home language 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.

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.

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. Technology:  The use of electronic learning for languages will increase, especially for languages that are under-enrolled in order to keep sequences available.  The Hybrid format (i.e. limited class meeting but heavy technologically supported learning components) will also increase in languages in order to offer written work, online grammar tutorials, chat electronic meetings, and weekend meetings in-person for conversation.      

5. 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 IMPAC meetings

The observations listed above represent both the consensus and the combined comments that were made at last years three meetings.  

Recommendations for the Discipline

1. New CAN descriptors:  the IMPAC steering committee should move swiftly to instantiate the new CAN descriptors (see Appendix A) in all pertinent academic and advising venues.

2. Letter to majors: the IMPAC steering committee should adopt the attached letter to majors (see Appendix B) for use in giving advice for majors/counselors.

3. Technology:  Greater attention should be directed to using technology in order to provide access to the less commonly taught languages (LCTL’s) and more advanced language courses (3, 4, 5 and 6) in general in the three systems.

4. Heritage speakers:  How should the heritage language speakers courses be equated?  At which levels:  2/3, 4/5, 5/6?  Descriptors need to be written for heritage language courses and we need a definition of heritage language learners.

5. Placement exams for heritage learners:  Attention needs to be directed to create heritage placement tests for Spanish, Chinese, Russian and other languages. Students need to have their language skills assessed upon entry into CCC, CSU or UC so that they build on their existing knowledge rather than restarting each time. The FL IMPAC group needs to develop a comprehensive list what language testing resources exist for these purposes by language.  A battery of well-calibrated placement exams would obviate the need to say X years of high school study is equal to Y terms of college/university study.  This would also provide for better use of limited teaching resources and assure the student’s achievement of a meaningful level of ability.

6. Courses 5 and 6:  CAN descriptors need to be written for courses 5 and 6 that emphasize the importance of role as a bridge to upper-division work.  

7. Intersystemic Articulation:  More information needs to be disseminated to FL faculty about concurrent enrollment programs among segments.

8. 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.

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

1. CAN descriptors for course 5/6 and for courses designed for heritage speakers:  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 IMPAC.

2. Regional Cooperation:  The mechanisms for regional cooperation need to be explored among the three systems and implemented in a practical way in order to maintain a healthy diversity of language offerings that includes LCTLs and heritage language course offerings.  

CAN Recommendations to be forwarded to IMPAC

See Appendix A

Outreach Presentations 

1. CCC Foreign Language Committee:  the IMPAC first-year report was 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 was presented at the CLTA’s annual spring convention in April at Ontario.
3. UC Consortium for Language Learning & Teaching:  the IMPAC first-year report was reviewed at the Oct 15th UCCLLT steering committee meeting at UC Riverside.
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