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Form A: Responses to individual subject statements

Please identify the subject to which this response refers
Area studies
Please provide the following information:

Name of respondent
Professor Naomi Segal
Position/responsibilities
[HoD of French Studies, U. of Reading] President, AUPHF
Name of institution/organisation
AUPHF (Association of University Professors & Heads of French in the United Kingdon & Ireland)
Address 
Dept of French Studies, School of Modern Languages

Faculty of Letters & Social Sciences, PO Box 218


The University of Reading 


Reading RG6 6AA

Are you responding (check as appropriate)

in a personal capacity
 FORMCHECKBOX 

or
on behalf of your:
· HE institution
 FORMCHECKBOX 

· professional or statutory body
 FORMCHECKBOX 

· employer
 FORMCHECKBOX 

· in any other capacity (please specify)
 FORMCHECKBOX 

General observations about your particular subject benchmark statement

Q1
Overall, to what extent does the statement fulfil its intended purpose?

I am commenting on behalf of AUPHF on the Area Studies benchmark statement because of some concern about overlap and lack of clarity between the fields of Area Studies [AS] and Languages and Related Studies [LRS]. My comments on the AS statement are thus confined to that issue.

In most HEIs, departments which fall under the LRS banner include the word ‘Studies’ in their name. Within a department of ‘French Studies’, Hispanic Studies’, etc., a single hons student expects to spend their time on roughly equal parts of language acquisition and related work - the culture (history, literature, media, politics etc) of the area where the language is spoken. 

Our concern is not mainly with the way in which the AS benchmark statement represents the role of language acquisition in an AS degree. Many sections in this benchmark statement mention (generally in the last § or bullet-point of a section, eg 4.3.vi, 4.4.2.vi, ends of 4.2.i, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4) the acquisition and manipulation of a language or languages. This seems to us a fair representation of the role of language-learning in AS as we understand it: that of a collateral skill that may be more or less essential to the degree. (However, see below Q4, § 3.5, there may be some confusion about the provision of language learning.)

We are, on the other hand, concerned with the failure to clarify the distinction between 

· an AS degree, in which a ‘geographical area’ (see §4.1) is the object of study from a variety of angles and approaches, and

· a LRS degree, in which the definition of the area whose culture, history etc is to be studied (under ‘-RS’) is essentially a linguistic one. This is in itself not straightforward, as the example of ‘Spanish’ makes clear: on the one hand languages other than Spanish (Castilian) are spoken within the borders of Spain, and on the other Spanish (Castilian) is spoken in many other geographical areas; it is also true that world migration means that an area defined by the languages spoken there may be a very fluid concept.

However, this seems to us to be the defining difference between AS and LRS, and one that needs to be made clear in order for the two benchmark statements to be each of the greatest use.

Detailed comments follow under Q4.

Q2
What are its major strengths as a benchmark statement?

Q3
What shortcomings, if any, are there?

Q4
Which aspects require further clarification/modification?  Please give details.

· Introduction 1.1: ‘parts of the world for which they feel a strong intellectual curiosity’:  following the examples here one would expect that the areas to be studied under AS were generally supra-national, often continent areas (smaller areas, perhaps very small areas – a region? a city? – might be applicable too, but again they would be defined spatially rather than linguistically). All but two of the examples fit this: European Studies, American Studies, Australian Studies, South and Southeast Asian Studies, African Studies. However it is the first two examples that raise problems of overlap: Russian Studies and to a large extent Slavonic Studies are language-based entities, and, we suggest, belong under LRS rather than AS. 
· Introduction 1.2: ‘in others languages play a central, integrative function’: the word ‘integrative’ begs the question of AS/LRS overlap.
· Introduction 1.4: this § seems particularly successful in showing what is distinctive about AS 
· Defining principles 2.1: ‘national areas under titles such as German studies’: a problematic formulation cf. ‘Russian Studies’ in  § 1.1
· Defining principles 2.2: ‘the area itself’: on the whole a clear formula, differentiating from LRS
· Nature and extent 3.1: ‘in-depth studies of single countries or groups of countries […] multi-state regions […] Western Europe’: on the whole a clear formula, differentiating from LRS
· Nature and extent 3.3: ‘provide training in a language other than English…’: this is clear about the function of language-learning within an AS degree; however, it does not make clear that the acquisition of the language may be provided for within either a LRS department (for joint hons students who study AS + French, German etc) or within an institution-wide language programme (IWLP), in either case not within the borders of the AS department/section.
· Attainments 4.1: ‘geographical area’: this is admirably clear
· Teaching, learning and assessment 5.1: ‘the distinctive feature of area studies is, of course, “area” itself: this is not very clear
· Benchmark levels 5.1: ‘their area, whatever its specific physical, political or intellectual boudaries may be’: again very vague, not even clarifying the fact that the boundaries are spatial/geographical before they are any of these other things.
Specific comments on the subject benchmark statement

Q5
How well does the statement describe the nature of the subject?

Q6
To what extent are the attributes and capabilities that a graduate in the subject might be expected to demonstrate described adequately and appropriately?

Q7
What, if any, aspects of an appropriate statement have been omitted? Please give details.

Q8
What aspects, if any, of the statement appear to be superfluous? Please give details.

Q9
Is the threshold standard for the award in the subject defined suitably? If no, please elaborate.

Q10
Other comments.







