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Section 1: Rationale for Growth in the Languages 

 

The present report is a direct result of efforts to implement the recommendations voiced during 

the Chancellorôs 2005 Fall Conference on internationalizing the curriculum. At that event, 

Chancellor Vanderhoef stated: ñWe need to explore ways we can infuse an international 

dimension into all that we doðto move internationalism from the periphery to the center of our 

institution.ò However, if one properly acknowledges the central role of foreign languages in this 

endeavor, the American context makes internationalization difficult. Only 9% of the 

nonimmigrant population speaks a second language, while in Britain and Europe the figure runs 

well above 30%. Percentages are even higher in other parts of the world, as high as 90% in parts 

of Asia and Africa. The Modern Language Associationôs recent report on foreign languages in 

higher education describes this situation as a crisis that can best be called our ñnational language 

deficit.ò 

 

Internationalism must be understood as a series of issues concerning how we understand other 

peopleôs memories, aspirations, and worldviews. These issues are inseparable from how we 

understand ourselves; any discussion of foreign language education in the United States must 

therefore be embedded in a larger discussion about the nature of American pluralistic democracy 

within a multilingual global world. The Language Task Force supports the position of the 

Languages & Literatures Assembly that functional proficiency in at least one foreign language 

should be a fundamental component of any baccalaureate degree and is an indispensable tool for 

success in an increasingly internationalized world.  

 

In recognition of the fact that UC Davis has traditionally offered undergraduate instruction in 

only eight foreign languagesðfewer than any other UC campus until the inception of UC 
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Mercedðthe participants at the Chancellorôs 2005 Fall Conference recommended an increase in 

the number of languages taught at UC Davis, with a top priority being given to adding Arabic 

and Hindi/Urdu as soon as possible. Fortunately, this recommendation has become a reality, 

thanks to a Department of Education Title VI-A grant (PI: Suad Joseph) and the efforts of 

numerous dedicated UC Davis faculty. However, the Division of Humanities, Arts, and Cultural 

Studies (HArCS) still faces a number of challenges regarding the foreign languages. For 

example, organizational details with respect to creating a suitable home for Arabic and 

Hindi/Urdu and filling allocated positions remain to be solved. HArCS must also decide how to 

expand language offerings in new languages and how to respond to acute enrollment pressures in 

existing language programs (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish). This report, then, represents a 

studied effort to offer guidelines in resolving these issues with an eye to fully implementing the 

recommendations of the Chancellorôs 2005 Fall Conference.  

 

 

Section 2: Charge 

 

The Task Forceôs Charge (see Attachment 1) included two principal tasks: first, to determine 

strategies for meeting student demand for language instruction; and second, to provide a resource 

analysis of options. It also posed the following questions:  

 

ü Should we meet demand for current languages or offer new languages or a combination 

of both? How do we prioritize? Should we cut back on established languages to offer new 

ones? What is the right instructor mix for language delivery: faculty, lecturers, and 

graduate students?  

ü Is it advisable to offer new languages where there is no program context beyond 

language? Where should these languages be housed?  

ü How are the Short Term Abroad programs contributing? Is this a possible opportunity for 

expansion? What kinds of partnerships are appropriate for meeting student demand? 

What is the feasibility of other methods of instruction? 

 

Section 3: Process 

 

The Task Force met seven times over the course of the academic year, including a daylong 

weekend retreat. Our decision-making process was based on consensus, not majoritarian rule. 

We endeavored to achieve unanimity and to resolve or mitigate objections raised by individuals. 

All Task Force members agreed upon the core recommendations outlined below, and no serious 

disagreements were registered with regard to this final report. 

 

During the course of our early deliberations, the Task Force recognized several important goals 

that we would need to achieve prior to finalizing our recommendations for growth in the foreign 

languages. These goals were: (1) to consult with faculty engaged in language instruction and in 

research fields linked to, or dependent upon, language programs; (2) to gather and analyze 

various sorts of data, including both local (wait list numbers and student surveys) and national 

statistics (enrollment trends in the languages); and (3) to review recent publications on language 

pedagogy and policy. 

 



 3 

With regard to the first goal, the Task Force produced an initial list of faculty members to consult 

regarding language offerings on the campus. We then supplemented that list with names 

suggested to us by Dean Owens, the Languages and Literatures Assembly, and individual faculty 

members in the Divisions of Humanities, Arts, and Cultural Studies (HArCS), and Social 

Sciences (DSS). A number of faculty members contacted the Task Force on their own initiative 

to express their opinions as well. 

 

The Chair of the Task Force invited input from all the language constituencies on campus, and 

the following responded: 

 

ü Moradewun Adejunmobi, African-American and African Studies  

ü Emily Albu, Classics 

ü Robert Bayley, Linguistics  

ü Emilio Bejel, Spanish 

ü Leopoldo Bernucci, Spanish 

ü David Corina, Linguistics 

ü Suad Joseph, Anthropology, ME/SA, Women and Gender Studies 

ü Martha Macri, Native American Studies 

ü Susan Mann, History 

ü Zoila Mendoza, Native American Studies 

ü Sudipta Sen, History 

ü Olga Stuchebrukhov, Russian 

 

Through Susan Mann, the Task Force received feedback from nine members of the History 

faculty. Noah Guynn established contact with two administrators from Sacramento City College: 

Don Palm, Dean of the Davis Center, and Chris Iwata, Dean of Humanities and Fine Arts, to 

discuss collaborations between our two institutions. 

 

With regard to the second goal, the Task Force asked Assistant Dean Dann Trask to gather 

enrollment and waitlist data for all lower-division language courses in 2000-2001 and 2005-

2006. The data was measured on the tenth day of instruction. The Task Force also considered a 

number of recent publications on enrollment trends in the languages, most notably Elizabeth B. 

Welles, ñForeign Language Enrollments in United States Institutions of Higher Education, Fall 

2002,ò ADFL Bulletin 35/2-3 (Winter-Spring 2004): 7-26. This article provides a detailed 

account of the most recent survey of foreign language enrollments in United States institutions of 

higher education and examines trends from 1958 through 2002, with special emphasis on the 

years 1998 and 2002. 

 

The Task Force (or individual members thereof) reviewed a number of other relevant 

publications on language instruction and policy in American universities. These included: 

 

ü Bollag, Burton. ñA Failure to Communicate: Despite Pressure from Government and 

Industry, Universities Do Not Produce Enough Graduates in óCritical Languages,ôò 

Chronicle of Higher Education, April 27, 2007. 

ü Modern Language Association. ñReport from the MLA Ad Hoc Committee on Foreign 

Languages,ò 2007. www.mla.org/mlaissuesmajor. 

http://www.mla.org/mlaissuesmajor
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ü National Research Council. International Education and Foreign Languages: Keys to 

Securing Americaôs Future. Washington, DC: National Academies Press, 2007. 

 

Finally, we took into consideration a 2003 MyUCDavis survey in which undergraduates were 

asked which languages they would like to see added to the curriculum (see Attachment 2): 

 

ü Park, Bborie. ñA World of Opportunity: Which New Languages Davis Students Would 

Like to Study and Why,ò UC Davis Student Affairs Research & Information Report 

#311, December 2003. 

http://www.sariweb.ucdavis.edu/downloads/311AWorldOfOpportunity.pdf 

 

 

Section 4: Premises and Criteria for Growth 

 

The following premises guided our deliberations on growth in the languages at UC Davis: 

 

First, the Task Force decided that student demand must always be balanced against other factors. 

The enrollment pressures on Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish, for instance, are so acute that it 

might be tempting to divert resources away from other languages in order to meet enrollment 

demand for those three languages. We are convinced that this would be unwise and recommend 

instead that student demand be considered in conjunction with such factors as: the need to 

preserve and enhance the diversity of language offerings on the campus; the continuing health of 

the language programs; the academic reputation of HArCS, the College of Letters & Science, 

and the University at large; and, more generally, the economic, political, and cultural wellbeing 

of the state and nation. 

 

Second, the Task Force members agree that the healthiest language programs are anchored with 

one or more Senate faculty members in the field of second language acquisition. At UC Davis, 

language instruction is generally delivered by some combination of teaching assistants and 

lecturers, with ladder faculty involvement dependent on the size of the program. It can be 

particularly difficult for new languages to have effective expertise to guide lecturers and provide 

continuity of supervision. In those cases, it is important to have supervision from Senate faculty 

who have experience with second language acquisition.  

 

Third, it is not advisable to offer new languages when there is no program context beyond the 

first two years of instruction. The Division should not consider developing a new language 

program unless there are compelling reasons to believe that the program will eventually grow 

into a major and/or minor program, whether in the language itself or in a larger discipline for 

which the language is a crucial tool. At the same time, it is essential for us to be aware of the 

connections that currently exist between the language programs and undergraduate and graduate 

programs across the divisions. For instance, feedback from faculty in DSS revealed the vital 

importance of the language programs for their undergraduate and/or graduate programs. In 

addition, these needs extend to the University at large. 
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Due to time constraints, the Task Force was unable to extensively examine EAP offerings or UC 

Davisôs Quarter and Summer Abroad Programs, partnerships with local community colleges and 

other UC campuses, or distance learning. However, we are convinced that these foreign study 

opportunities provide vital enhancements to the language programs and should be encouraged 

and, where it is called for, expanded. Partnerships with other institutions, especially Sacramento 

City College, are also necessary to our educational mission, especially in the case of languages 

we are unable to offer, for a variety of reasons, but for which there is considerable student 

demand. 

 

Based on these premises, the Task Force established a set of criteria for assessing proposals for 

adding new language programs or developing existing ones. Those criteria are as follows (not in 

order of priority): 

 

Intellectual Community 

ü Two or more faculty members who use the language in their research 

ü Evidence that these faculty work together 

ü Graduate students who use the language for research or would like to do so 

 

Curriculum 

ü Capacity to offer at least two years of instruction as program develops (one year of 

language instruction is not acceptable); two years are necessary for basic functional 

competence, a minimum of three years to approach advanced proficiency 

ü Connections to upper-division courses that include region(s) in which the language is 

spoken 

ü Majors and/or minors for which the language can be used to fulfill a requirement and/or 

support specific coursework 

 

Administrative Readiness 

ü Existing unit with which the language program can be connected 

ü Experience of unit in administration of language programs 

ü Commitment of unit to fostering growth of the new language program 

 

Student Demand 

ü Current demand and expected enrollment 

ü Expected demand and enrollment in the future 

ü Potential to fill sections in lower division courses at both the first- and second-year levels 

 

Availability of Quality Instructors 

ü Availability of qualified lower-division instructors, including graduate students, lecturers, 

tenured or tenure-track faculty 

ü Expected availability of qualified instructors in the future 

ü Potential to offer full-time positions at sustainable salaries 
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Funding Sources 

ü Availability of private, non-profit, and/or non-U.S. public sector funding 

ü Potential role of the language program in competing for a UISFL grant, a Title VI Center, 

or other public funding 

ü Potential role of the language program in competing for private and non-profit sector 

funding 

 

Social and Cultural Contexts 

ü Number of speakers in the world, the U.S., and California 

ü Significance of the language for research in HArCS and DSS 

ü Significance of the language for economic development and political stability 

 

Study Abroad 

ü Relevant EAP programs, potential for future study abroad options 

ü Relevant UC Davis quarter/summer abroad programs, potential for future options 

ü Availability of high-quality non-UC study abroad programs 

 

 

Section 5: Challenges in the Delivery of Language Instruction 

 

Funding 

The greatest challenge to meeting the demand for languages is the availability of funding. The 

current allocation system for lecturers presumes that lecturer positions supplement the efforts of 

Senate faculty, and that the need for lecturers will decrease with growth in Senate positions. 

However, the reality is that the Senate facultyôs main involvement is serving as language 

supervisors and pedagogical specialists. The majority of foreign language courses are delivered 

by teaching assistants and a cadre of professional language instructors who are a critically 

important part of our language programs. 

 

Additionally, though the majority of students who take foreign language have majors outside of 

HArCS, the division must pay a share of the cost of language instruction, thereby burdening the 

divisional budget and limiting the ability to open additional sections to meet demand.  

 

Lack of funding for language instruction creates an untenable situation for language instructors. 

In languages with long wait lists, the faculty must choose either to add students to classes and 

create unmanageably large (and therefore pedagogically unsound) sections, or to deny students 

access to courses. Waitlists for some impacted languages (e.g., Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish) 

can be as high as 80 to 100 students in each first-year course and regularly run to at least 60 

students or the equivalent of two to three additional sections. There is limited capacity in other 

languages to absorb these students. In Greek, Hebrew, and Latin, lack of funding or a 

commitment to funding makes second- and third-year instruction uncertain. In Arabic and 

Hindi/Urdu, it may be impossible to maintain current capacity in first- and second-year 

instruction given the resources currently available. 
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Recruitment and Support for Qualified Teaching Staff 

For units with no graduate program, a successful language program requires recruiting and 

supporting a qualified cadre of lecturers. In recruitment, some issues of concern are our 

competitiveness in salary and length of contracts vis-à-vis other institutions, as well as the 

availability of a sufficiently sizable pool of excellent candidates. Increasingly, for some 

languages, perhaps most notably Chinese, it has quickly become a sellerôs market with an 

explosion of interest among institutions in the language worldwide. This may likely be the case 

for Arabic as well. 

 

Along with effective recruitments, it is equally important to create a supportive environment for 

lecturers, one that encourages their ongoing professional and pedagogical development. The 

Dean of HArCS may want to consider providing financial assistance beyond Academic 

Federation and TRC grants to defray travel expenses for lecturers who wish to attend 

conferences, workshops, and other training opportunities.  

 

Programs/Courses for Heritage Language Learners 

A heritage language learner is a bilingual person who learned a certain language in childhood, 

but has subsequently used it only in a limited set of contexts (often only with family). While the 

heritage language would be considered a first language, the heritage language learner often falls 

short of the full range of abilities one would expect from what is generally considered a native 

speaker. In California, many languages are considered heritage languages, including (in order of 

population size as reported by the MLA): Spanish (8 million heritage speakers); Filipino 

(600,000); Chinese (500,000); Vietnamese (400,000); Korean (300,000); Arabic, Armenian, 

French, German, Hindi/Urdu, Japanese, Persian, and Russian (100-200,000 each); Portuguese, 

Italian, Mon-Khmer, and Hmong (nearly 100,000 each). Heritage populations display a wide 

spectrum of proficiency, from those individuals who have a passive understanding of the 

language but are unable to communicate in it, to those who have complete oral fluency and 

literacy. Because heritage language learners have a greater degree of base knowledge than other 

learners, some universities offer classes specifically tailored to heritage students. 

 

At UC Davis, Spanish has a well-established program for heritage language learners. Students in 

this program can fulfill the language requirement in one year and can advance to upper-division 

coursework in Spanish. Chinese also offers two separate tracks, one for true beginners and one 

for heritage students based on faculty assessment of their performance in a placement test. In 

spite of this testing, many over-qualified students still enroll in Chinese language courses below 

their proficiency against the recommendation of its language faculty. Often they do so for the 

purpose of earning a high grade. Bilingual tracks have not been feasible in smaller language 

programs that have significant but not huge populations of speakers in California, for instance, 

Arabic, Hindi/Urdu, and Russian. The severity of the problem generally depends on the 

proportion of heritage learners enrolled in a class. For heritage language populations that are 

expected to grow, the problem may worsen over time. 

 

The Task Force strongly recommends that institutional mechanisms be crafted to remedy this 

situation and to ensure, or at least encourage, that students enroll in courses that match their 

needs and abilities. It would be worthwhile considering ways to address this issue given the 

Universityôs existing policies. 
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Section 6: Recommendations for Growth 

 

The Task Force gave careful consideration to a number of proposals for growth in the languages; 

our recommendations for how to respond to those proposals are found below. As an advisory 

body rather than a decision-making one, we wish to emphasize that these recommendations are 

part of a planning exercise for eventual growth rather than a call for immediate action. 

Furthermore, we have chosen not to rank our recommendations in order of priority but have 

instead divided them in categories: larger language programs that need to be stabilized by adding 

sections of language courses; smaller language programs that are not currently as stable as they 

could be; inchoate language programs that will require an infusion of resources to thrive; and 

finally, proposals for new language programs. We will leave the decision about how to act on our 

recommendations, and when, to the Dean of HArCS. 

 

Stabilizing Larger Language Programs 

The Task Force recommends that new resources be allocated in order to stabilize three language 

programs for which there is tremendous student demand: Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish. Over 

the past five years the number of sections of these languages has increased. The division offered 

12 more sections of Chinese in 2005-06 than in 2000-01, four more sections of Japanese, and 

five more sections of Spanish (see Attachment 3). There is evidence of significant unmet demand 

for these courses, particularly at the first-year level. Although the waitlist data presented in 

Attachment 4 provides some evidence of this demand, the Task Force nonetheless feels that 

these figures may underestimate the true demand for these courses: many students do not sign up 

for the waitlist for these languages because they are discouraged by the size of the list.  

 

We recommend the following allocations: 

 

ü Chinese: Add seven new sections of Chinese language courses per year. Because 

Chinese is delivered exclusively by lecturers it is appropriate to add seven sections in 

order to provide for full-time employment of an additional lecturer. See Attachment 5. 

ü Japanese: Add seven new sections of Japanese language courses per year. As with 

Chinese, this is equivalent to one full-time lecturer. See Attachment 6. 

ü Spanish: Add six new sections of Spanish language courses per year. See Attachment 7. 

 

Stabilizing Smaller Language Programs 

 

ü Hebrew: Instruction in Hebrew is offered by Religious Studies, in support of the Jewish 

Studies minor in DSS. The second year of instruction is supported by funds from private 

foundations. While first-year enrollments are robust, there is a significant enrollment 

reduction in the second year, and some concern about having the same lecturer deliver 

both years of instruction (a common problem for languages that have a limited number of 

sections). Because the Task Force was not able to speak with anyone from Religious 

Studies about this program, we did not discuss any recommendations.  

ü Greek, Latin: Both Greek and Latin are offered as part of the major in Classics. 

Enrollment in first-year courses is robust, especially in Latin where there are often up to 

thirty students in the single section of each first-year course (LAT 1-3). The Director of 

Classics has addressed the demand for language in the context of broader issues 
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regarding the need for additional faculty resources in the program, most of which are 

beyond the purview of the Task Force. See Attachment 8. 

ü Russian: Russian language enrollments have rebounded somewhat in the past five years, 

especially at the second year. The program has some particular problems related to the 

impact of heritage speakers that need to be addressed (see Section 5, above). However the 

larger issues for the Russians program concern the faculty positions, supervision of 

language, and the status of instructors who deliver the language. While these issues are 

beyond the purview of our charge, the Task Force believes it is important that the Dean 

give some attention to long-term planning for this program. See Attachment 9. 

 

Building Inchoate Language Programs 

The Task Force recommends that resources be allocated in order to allow for growth in Arabic 

and Hindi/Urdu. The purpose of these allocations would be to stabilize Arabic and Hindi/Urdu at 

their current capacity for first-year (two sections) and second-year language (one section) in 

conjunction with the obligations of the UISFL grant, and either increase capacity to meet 

additional demand in first-year or begin to offer a third year of instruction. The typical course 

load of lecturers in Chinese, Japanese, Hebrew, Greek, Latin, and Russian is seven courses, 

which means that one lecturer can offer one section of first-year language and one section of 

second-year plus one other course. Two years of instruction would allow students to choose a 

ME/SA major (the proposed major includes a two-year language requirement) or use these 

languages toward an International Relations or Film Studies major. Three years of instruction 

would also enable students to choose an Arabic or Hindi/Urdu emphasis in the proposed ME/SA 

major or use these languages toward a Comparative Literature major. The addition of FTE 

recommended in the Islam initiative would improve stability by offering supervision for each 

program and additional courses in the language and related culture courses. 

 

The Task Force therefore recommends the following allocations: 

 

ü  Arabic : Add one Senate FTE in Arabic Studies (with ability and interest in supervising 

Arabic language courses), as recommended by the Islam Initiative; and add one new 

lecturer position (in addition to the existing lecturer position) to allow the program to 

develop and stabilize properly. See Attachment 10. 

ü Hindi/Urdu : Add one Senate FTE in Hindi/Urdu Studies (with ability and interest in 

supervising Hindi/Urdu language courses), as recommended by the Islam Initiative; and 

add one new lecturer position (in addition to the existing lecturer position) to allow the 

program to develop and stabilize properly. See Attachment 11. 

 

Adding New Languages 

 

The Task Force recommends that the Division develop programs in three languages that are not 

currently taught on our campus: Korean, Portuguese, and Persian. The reasons for developing 

these programs include the following: to complement the research and teaching activities of 

faculty in HArCS and DSS, including faculty who do research in these languages as well as 

others who work on regions where these languages are spoken; to enable UC Davis to retain and 

attract top researchers and graduate students working on the regions in which these languages are 

spoken; to address the educational and professional goals of future generations of UC Davis 
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students, for whom knowledge of these critical languages will likely be an essential tool; and to 

allow UC Davis to compete successfully for national resource centers for the regions in which 

these languages are spoken, as well as other sources of private and public funding that depend 

upon the existence of successful language programs. As a top national research university, UC 

Davis has a responsibility to promote multi-faceted global development and the political stability 

and cross-cultural understanding on which the former is premised. Programs in Korean, 

Portuguese, and Persian would help UC Davis to reach these important goals.  

 

The Task Force therefore recommends the following allocations: 

 

ü Korean: We recommend that the Division explore the opportunity to build a program in 

Korean by following up on the grant that has been offered by Seoul National University. 

Prior to acting on this recommendation, however, the Dean should interview relevant 

faculty in HArCS and DSS to explore whether or not a viable intellectual community in 

Korean Studies exists at UC Davis. This would mean maintaining one lecturer in Korean 

after the term of the grant, and adding a second lecturer to provide a basis for more 

advanced levels of language teaching. Two faculty members in HArCS and DSS do 

research in Korean (Asian-American Studies, History), and there are some faculty 

affiliated with the East Asian Studies Program who have a secondary interest in Korea. 

Korean ranks first among ten languages in which students expressed interest (see 

Attachment 2). There are 72 million speakers of Korean in the world, with 900,000 in the 

U.S. and over 300,000 speakers in California. Korean meets all of the Task Forceôs 

criteria for growth, and the large number of faculty in EALC and/or affiliated with EAS 

provides an established context for the program. See Attachment 12. 

ü Persian (sometimes called Farsi): We recommend that the Division follow up on the 

UISFL grant provided by the U.S. Department of Education and established contact with 

local donor communities to build Persian Studies as part of Middle East/South Asia 

Studies; on the Chancellorôs recent efforts to build relationships between UC Davis and 

Iranian universities; and on the Provostôs recent allocation of eight FTE on the Islamic 

world by adding one FTE in Persian and one lecturer to begin a Persian program, and by 

adding a second lecturer to provide a basis for more advanced levels of language 

teaching. Three faculty members in HArCS and DSS (in Comparative Literature, History, 

and Religious Studies) do research in Persian, and a Persian language program would 

complement the work of faculty affiliated with ME/SA who do research on the Middle 

East and/or South Asia. There are also faculty outside of HArCS and DSS who do 

research in the Persian-speaking world and support the development of a Persian 

language program. Persian is the eighth of ten languages in which students expressed 

interest in the MyUCDavis survey (see Attachment 2). There are 70 million speakers of 

Persian in the world, and it is the national language of Iran, Afghanistan, and Tajikistan. 

There are 300,000 speakers in the U.S. with 150,000 in California. Persian meets all of 

the Task Forceôs criteria for growth, and the large number of faculty affiliated with 

ME/SA provides an established context for the program. See Attachment 13. 

ü Portuguese: We recommend that the Division follow up on the recently established 

endowed chair in Portuguese, now held by Professor Leopoldo Bernucci, with a second 

Senate FTE in Portuguese and two additional TAs to teach in this program. There is a 

well-established community of scholars at UC Davis that favors the development of 
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Portuguese, including faculty in Spanish, History, Linguistics, and the Hemispheric 

Initiative of the Americas (HIA). Four faculty in HArCS and DSS do research in 

Portuguese, and a Portuguese language program would complement the work of faculty 

in Spanish and/or affiliated with HIA, as well as two faculty members in Comparative 

Literature. Portuguese is the ninth of ten languages in which students expressed interest 

in the MyUCDavis survey (see Attachment 2). There are over 200 million Portuguese 

speakers in the world including 550,000 in the U.S., with nearly 100,000 in California. 

Portuguese meets all of the Task Forceôs criteria for growth, and the large number of 

faculty in Spanish and/or affiliated with HIA provides an established context for the 

program. See Attachment 14. 

 

The Task Force wishes to emphasize that the programs in Korean, Persian, and Portuguese 

should not be developed at the expense of established language programs, including languages of 

the same regions (Arabic, Hebrew, and Hindi/Urdu; Chinese and Japanese; and Spanish). 

 

Other Languages Considered 

The Task Force considered proposals for developing other new language programs on the 

campus, including all of the languages listed in the MyUCDavis survey (see Attachment 2) and 

several languages that were proposed to us by individual faculty members. In applying our 

criteria for growth to these proposals, we reached the conclusion that it would be inappropriate 

for HArCS to invest resources in them at this time. In one case (American Sign Language), we 

determined that it would be inappropriate for HArCS to make this investment, but that DSS 

should certainly consider doing so. 

 

The languages we considered included the following: 

 

ü American Sign Language: There are no faculty in HArCS who do research on American 

Sign Language, however there are at least three in DSS (two in Linguistics, one in 

Psychology). Furthermore, an American Sign Language (ASL) program would 

complement the work of many other faculty in Linguistics and the School of Education. 

ASL is the sixth of ten languages in which students expressed interest in the My UC 

Davis survey. There are 2 million users of ASL, and ASL meets all of the Task Forceôs 

criteria for growth. The Linguistics Department would be the most appropriate home for 

a new program in ASL, and the Task Force strongly encourages DSS to consider 

implementing such a program. See Attachment 15. 

ü Filipino  (also called Tagalog): Filipino is the second of the ten languages in which 

students expressed interest in the MyUCDavis survey, but the Task Force did not receive 

any input from faculty who would like to establish a Filipino language program. 

ü Hmong: Hmong is the tenth of the ten languages in which students expressed interest in 

the MyUCDavis survey, but the Task Force did not receive any input from faculty who 

would like to establish a Hmong language program. 

ü Quechua: One faculty member in HArCS (Native American Studies) does research in 

Quechua and also has experience teaching Quechua. A Quechua language program would 

complement the work of numerous faculty in HArCS and DSS who do research on Latin 

America, including seven who work specifically on the Andes, the region where Quechua 

is spoken. There are additional faculty outside of HArCS and DSS who do research on 
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the Andes region.  The Task Force did not receive any documentation of student demand, 

but an introductory Quechua course was taught in spring 2006 and had 23 registered 

students and two auditors.  A limited demand clearly exists, but the Task Force does not 

believe that this level of demand would justify an allocation of resources at this time.  

Quechua is the most widely spoken indigenous language in the Americas with 8 to 11 

million speakers in the Andean region of South America. See Attachment 16. 

ü Punjabi: Punjabi is the third of ten languages in which students expressed interest, but 

the Task Force did not receive any input from faculty who would like to establish a 

Punjabi language program.  

ü Turkish : Five faculty members in HArCS and DSS (in Art History, Comparative 

Literature, Linguistics, History, and Religious Studies) do research in Turkish, including 

one who has taught modern and Ottoman Turkish and who will lead a summer program 

in Turkey beginning this summer with 28 students. A Turkish language program would 

complement the work of eight additional faculty in HArCS and DSS who do research on 

the Middle East, with two more searches approved for next year. Numerous faculty 

outside of HArCS and DSS also do research in Turkey and would favor the development 

of a Turkish program. The Task Force did not, however, receive any documentation of 

student demand for Turkish at this time. Turkish meets all of the Task Forceôs criteria 

with the exception of student demand. There are about 80 million speakers of Turkish. 

The Institute of Turkish Studies offers grants of $20,000 per year for three years to help 

establish lecturer positions in Turkish, as well as matching grants for three years to 

establish FTE in Turkish studies, and the Fulbright Language TA program offers TAs 

who can work up to 20 hours per week. See Attachment 17. 

ü Vietnamese: Vietnamese is the seventh of the ten languages in which students expressed 

interest, but the Task Force did not receive any input from faculty who would like to 

establish a Vietnamese language program. 

ü Yoruba: One faculty member in HArCS (African-American and African Studies) does 

research in Yoruba, and also leads a summer program in West Africa. A Yoruba language 

program would complement the work of 16 additional faculty in HArCS and DSS who do 

research on Africa. Numerous faculty outside of HArCS and DSS also do research in 

Africa and would favor the development of African languages on the campus. The Task 

Force did not receive any documentation of student demand. There are about 40 million 

speakers of Yoruba in the world. Yoruba meets all of the Task Forceôs criteria except 

intellectual community (two or more faculty who do research in the language) and 

current student demand. See Attachment 18. 

 

The Task Force did not consider growth in French, German, or Italian, because the enrollment 

and waitlist data did not demonstrate a compelling need.  

 

The Task Force did not receive any documentation of student demand, but an introductory 

Quechua course was taught in spring 2006 and had 23 registered students and 2 auditors.  A 

limited demand clearly exists, but the Task Force does not believe that this level of demand 

would justify an allocation of resources at this time.  Quechua is the most widely spoken 

indigenous language in the Americas with 8 to 11 million speakers in the Andean region of 

South America. 
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To summarize, the Task Force recommends that HArCS consider adding new sections to 

Chinese, Japanese, and Spanish; taking steps to stabilize Greek, Latin, and Russian; adding FTE 

and lecturers in Arabic and Hindi/Urdu; and developing new programs in Korean, Persian, and 

Portuguese. We further recommend revisiting the feasibility of funding programs in Quechua, 

Turkish, and Yoruba in the near future. We also recommend that DSS consider beginning a 

program in ASL, to be housed in Linguistics. 

 

 

Section 7: Housing New Languages 

 

The Task Force believes that new language programs will be most likely to thrive when they are 

housed in an academic unit that has substantial experience with and expertise in the organization 

and supervision of lower-division language curricula. We note that the MLAôs Ad Hoc 

Committee on Foreign Languages has recently emphasized the importance of fully integrating 

language courses with a culture and literature curriculum. A curriculum ñin which language, 

culture, and literature are taught as a continuous whole, supported by alliances with other 

departments and expressed through interdisciplinary courses, will reinvigorate language 

departments as valuable academic units central to the humanities and to the missions of 

institutions of higher learningò (see report posted at www.mla.org/mlaissuesmajor). The Task 

Force agrees with this conclusion and recommends that new language programs be implemented 

with the long-term goal in mind of also developing major and/or minor programs in the language 

or a closely related field. We do not believe that new languages should be housed in units that 

are not familiar with language program organization and administration or that lack a Senate 

faculty member in the field of second language acquisition or linguistics. 

 

The Task Force wishes to offer the following recommendations regarding the future of Arabic 

and Hindi/Urdu, two inchoate language programs lacking a permanent home: 

 

ü We believe that both languages should be housed in HArCS. Consistent with our 

recommendation above, Arabic and Hindi/Urdu should be fully integrated with a 

literature and culture curriculum in a ME/SA unit. We are concerned that it may diffuse 

the success of the total effort if there were separate ME/SA units in HArCS and DSS. 

ü The two Islam Initiative Senate FTEs that have been earmarked for Arabic and 

Hindi/Urdu should be utilized for faculty with experience in, and long-term commitment 

to, language pedagogy. New hires should have the ability and inclination to supervise 

multi-section language courses and should be dedicated to developing the ME/SA 

program at all levels. 

ü The proposal from the Department of French and Italian (Attachment 19; see also 

endorsements from the Languages and Literatures Assembly and the ME/SA Program 

Committee, Attachments 20 and 21) to house the Arabic and Hindi/Urdu programs for 

five years is the only viable proposal of which we are currently aware, and we feel that it 

should be given careful consideration. We are aware that proposals from Religious 

Studies and Comparative Literature may be forthcoming. In our view, the French and 

Italian Department would be a more appropriate choice given, first, that it has substantial 

experience with organizing and administering a language program and, second, that it 

has two Senate faculty members (Bruce Anderson and Eric Russell Webb) with 
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experience in second language acquisition and linguistics. Again, the French and Italian 

proposal should be conceived of as a temporary solution only; the languages should 

eventually be integrated into the ME/SA program. 

 

 

Section 8: Guidelines for Future Deliberations 

 

In the case of established language programs, the Task Force recommends that the Division 

maintain a reliable database of waitlists from the first week of class, periodically review this 

database, and hire lecturers and/or TAs to fill a significant proportion of unmet demand in each 

language.  

 

The Task Force recommends that new language programs for which there are no closely related 

graduate programs be started with full-time lecturer positions under the supervision of language 

and literature Senate FTE in the language, or under the supervision of language and literature 

Senate FTE in the program in which they are housed. If TAs in language and literature are 

available, the Task Force recommends that new language programs be started with TAs under 

the supervision of language and literature Senate FTE who work in the language. We would not 

recommend adding a single year of instruction in any language. Two years of instruction are 

required for basic functional competence. A minimum of three years of instruction is required to 

approach advanced proficiency. 

 

The Task Force recommends that the Division evaluate proposals for possible language 

programs based on the same criteria outlined in this report: two or more faculty doing research in 

the language, other faculty doing research on the language community and the regions in which 

the language is spoken, a range of undergraduate and graduate courses on the regions in which 

the language is used as a tool, demonstrated student demand, and potential for public and private 

funding for start-up purposes.  
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ü Attachment 13 

Report on Persian, Prepared for the Task Force by Jocelyn Sharlet 
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Attachment 1 

Dean Jessie Ann Owens, Language Task Force Charge 

 

LANGUAGE TASK FORCE  

 

Membership:  

Noah Guynn (French), Chair 

Bruce Anderson, Second Language Acquisition Institute  

Lucy Bunch, Assistant Dean HArCS  

Chia-ning Chang, East Asian Languages and Cultures  

Cecilia Colombi, Spanish, Chair Linguistics Grad Group 

Jocelyn Sharlet, Comparative Literature  

Lenora Timm, Linguistics 

Fred Wood, Interim Vice Provost Undergraduate Studies  

 

Consultants: Robert Blake (Language Consortium), Dann Trask, Administrative/IR support from 

ORMP 

  

Divisional Challenge: meeting the foreign language commitment to undergraduates  

 Chancellorôs Fall conference in 2005 identified language instruction as an essential 
component of preparing our students in an increasingly globalized culture. 

 Currently there are large waiting lists for some languages. 

 We are not offering some languages for which there is student demand, nor do we have 

the appropriate number of languages for a Research 1 institution.  

 

Task Force Charge:  

 Determine strategy for meeting student demand for language instruction.  

 Provide resource analysis of options.  

 

Issues: 

 Should we meet demand for current languages or offer new languages or a combination 

of both? How do we prioritize? Should we cut back on established languages to offer new 

ones?  

 What is the right instructor mix for language delivery: faculty, lecturers, and graduate 

students?  

 Is it advisable to offer new languages where there is no program context beyond 

language? Where should these languages be housed?  

 How are the Short Term Abroad programs contributing? Is this a possible opportunity for 

expansion?  

 What kind of partnerships is appropriate for meeting student demand (e.g., Sac City, 

UCB/UCLA summer sessions)?  

 What is the feasibility of other methods of instruction (e.g., on-line/distance)? 
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Process of consultation: 

 Meetings with Language and Literature Assembly 

 Request for input from all current languages Open forum for students/faculty 

 Chairs/Directors meeting 

 

Resources:  

 L&S Committee on Foreign Languages report  

 2005 fall conference write-up 

 L&S Executive Committee Response 

 Interviews with faculty engaged in language instruction  

 Surveys of student interest  

 Campus data on enrollments in language courses  

 College data on student wait lists for language courses  

 Divisional data on resource requirements  

 

Time Frame ï report complete June 2007      

 12/6/06 
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Attachment 2 

Bborie Park, ñA World of Opportunity: Which New Languages Davis Students Would 

Like to Study and Why,ò UC Davis Student Affairs Research & Information Report #311, 

December 2003. 

 

At the request of Ms. Anita Poon, Student Affairs Coordinator for Asian American Studies, 

SARI conducted an exploratory survey of undergraduate students to learn more about languages 

that students would take if offered by UC Davis. The languages most often cited were those from 

the Asian Rim, and the reason that students wanted to study a foreign language was most often 

cultural. Practical benefits of foreign language study, such as future business opportunities or 

professional uses, were seldom mentioned.  

 

Background 

California is a true melting pot of cultures. Each year, more immigrants come to California than 

any other state - 27.4% of all U.S. immigrants in 2002.
1 

 With the immigrants come new cultures, 

practices and ideologies. To prepare the students of UC Davis for the global mixing of societies, 

the university set forth a goal in which the student develops a global perspective. Specifically, 

the university strives to give the student a ñé broad intellectual and cultural experience through 

active engagement, an understanding of the interactions among the individual, society, and the 

natural worldò.
 2 

To this end, SARI carried out a survey that inquired about new languages the 

students want the university to offer. 

 

The survey consisted of two questions, and was conducted from 10/12/2003 to 10/16/2003. The 

first question asked if there was a language not currently offered by UC Davis in which the 

student would enroll if it were offered. The follow-up question asked for that language and for a 

reason why that language was preferred. We received 2476 responses. Of those, 945 (32%) said 

that they would like to enroll in a language not currently offered at UC Davis. 

 

Of the 945 students who said they would enroll in a new language class if it were offered, 755 

respondents identified a new language. Of the top ten requested languages, seven ï Korean, 

Tagalog, Punjabi, Hindi, Arabic, Vietnamese, and Farsi - are spoken by five of the ten countries 

from which California receives the most immigrants.
 3  

 

In addition to specifying a new language, students were asked why they wanted to learn that 

language. The most popular explanation was personal cultural (own heritage, family, native 

language). About 39% responded this way. An additional 23% said that the language would be 

of general utilitarian value to them (important on world front, in science, help on GRE, help 

when traveling, etc.). All other reasons were listed by 7% or less, including business/professional 

use of a language ï debunking the idea of global capitalism or personal gain as the predominant 

reason for learning another language. 

 

The most surprising results were the proportions identifying Korean and American Sign 

Language. Korean was the most frequently requested new language even though the Korean 

undergraduate population of UC Davis is only 626 (2.7% of all undergraduates). The languages 

of other, larger ethnic groups like Vietnamese, Filipino, and East  
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Indian/Pakistani were mentioned less often than Korean. American Sign Language was 

frequently listed but is only available from surrounding community colleges that have a transfer 

agreement with UC Davis. 

  

1. California Dept. of Finance, Legal Immigration to California in 2002, page 1; Sacramento: 

Dept. of Finance, 2003.  

2. UC Davis, Office of the Vice Provost, Educational Objectives for Students, page 1; Davis: 

Office of the Vice Provost.  

3. Legal Immigration to California in 2002, page 2. 
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