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ADVISORY BOARD OF THE SUBJECT CENTRE FOR LANGUAGES, LINGUISTICS AND AREA STUDIES

MEETING ON 31 MAY 2002 IN CILT, LONDON

Present
Professor Richard Towell (Chair) (RT)
Janet Bartle (JB)
Professor Judith Bryce (JBry)
Alison Dickens (AD)
Professor Dick Ellis (RE)
Dr Hilary Foottit (HF)
Professor Marianne Howarth (MH)
Elspeth Jones (EJ)
Professor Michael Kelly (MK)
Dr Lid King (LK)
Terry Lamb (TL)
Dr Ralph Penny (RP)
Dr Paul Rowlett (PR)
Dr Roel Vismans (RV)
Vicky Wright (VW)
Professor Rosalind Marsh

Liz Ashurst  (Minutes Secretary) (EA) 





1.	Apologies for absence

Professor David Bickerton
Dr Keith Brown
Dawn Ebbrell
Professor Pandeli Glavanis
Professor Ulrike Meinhof
Professor Bertie O Corrain
Ray Satchell
Professor Anne Stevens
Professor David Walker
Ron White
Professor Rhys Williams
Derek Winslow
Ray Land
Professor Yusir Sulieman

2.	Minutes of the last meeting and matters arising

The minutes were accepted as being a true record of proceedings.

Mapping membership of the Advisory Board
RT noted that the Board had been in place for almost two years and that it was therefore time to renew the membership.  All members of the board would be invited to confirm whether they wished to continue to stand on the board for one more year.  It would be hoped that 50% of the board would be happy to stand down so that new members might be elected.  Those members standing down would be asked to seek a replacement from their constituency and should encourage under-represented groups to stand. August 02: All members of the board have been contacted and approximately 50% of members are happy to stand down.  They have been asked to liaise with appropriate subject associations to find a replacement. 

3.	Evaluation and review of the year
The board considered the executive summary of the evaluation report as well as the notes from the Management Group discussion of the report.  

Information flow and penetration into the subject communities
The following comments and suggestions were made to help raise awareness of the Subject Centre further.  

It was suggested that the notion of departmental correspondents/key contacts could be developed more.  These contacts could be paid a small honorarium or an event could be held especially for them.  It might be advisable to identify regions and have a representative from each region to help encourage the notion of regional collaboration.  It was noted, however, that neighbouring universities often view each other as rivals rather than partners.  

EJ suggested that Staff development coordinators in departments should be identified as the most obvious key contact.  VW stated that departments should be encouraged to include working with the Subject Centre as part of their learning and teaching strategies.  RE pointed out that the constituency members of this Subject Centre are not necessarily all located within one department; this was particularly the case for Area Studies.  It was agreed that staff could not be added to mailing lists without securing their permission.  

Posters advertising events would be created which could be downloaded from the web and placed on departmental notice boards.  It was important that hourly paid staff were aware of Subject Centre activity.  It was also suggested that the Secretaries of Subject Associations also be contacted so that stronger links with the associations could be forged.  Members of the board should provide EJA with the contact details of the Secretaries of Subject Associations.
Action: All board members  

RP stated that there was still some work to do in marketing the Subject Centre as a concept:  the strategy document produced by MK was a helpful description of the Subject Centre and its work.  MK noted that the Languages Box would help to raise the profile of the Subject Centre but the Subject Centre would also encourage the LTSN executive/Generic Centre to do more marketing of the network as a whole.  

HF encouraged the Subject Centre to distribute funding to the community as this would also have the effect of engaging staff.  The Subject Centre reported that funding from two projects due to begin in October 2002 would be made available for mini-projects.  

The evaluation report had stated that one interviewee felt that the Subject Centre had little to offer theoretical linguists.  PR, representing the Linguistics Association of Great Britain felt that this was not the case.  

Staffing
There were very positive comments about the Subject Centre team in the evaluation report.  LK had noted that the team worked effectively even though the management structure was relatively complex and staff were working in distributed centres.  MHK reported that arrangements had been made for the transfer of responsibility for the website from Hull to Southampton.  Southampton had made three appointments which were to be shared with the School of Modern Languages.  RV noted that the Hull team would lose one member of staff in the transfer.  

Resources
LK noted that the LTSN had suggested in the evaluation report that the Subject Centre would provide a comprehensive resource and information base of good practice in as many departments as possible.  Although the work of the two LTSN funded projects was aiming to gather such resources, it would be a huge task to endeavour to make it comprehensive.  

Generic Centre
EJ noted that the Subject Centre and the Generic Centre were not exploiting each other’s expertise to the full.  MK noted that Subject Centre had probably not had sufficient dialogue with the generic centre and stated that the Management Group had agreed that the Subject Centre would contact the Generic Centre will suggestions of possible areas that it might usefully address.  
Action: SC team

The Board considered the end of year review spreadsheet.  A range of activity had taken place for which the Subject Centre should be congratulated.

4.	Plans for next year
The board considered the Strategy statement for 2002-3 produced by MK which was a rewording of the document produced in May 2001.  The document was commended as being a clear summary of what the Subject Centre aims to achieve and it was suggested that it could become the basis of publicity material to be sent out to the community.  

The discussion document on next year’s activity was considered, certain aspects of it being discussed in more detail. 
 
Community languages
TL asked if community languages were to feature in Subject Centre activity next year.  MK noted that in principle they should form a part of the programme but that community languages as yet do not have a strong footprint in academic programmes in HE.  It was agreed that the Subject Centre might wish to be involved in the raising of the status of community languages being advocated by the Community Languages Advisory Group. 

It was agreed that the Subject Centre should raise with the Generic Centre the issue that some HEIs were discounting an A level qualification in a community language as a qualification for entrance.  This had strong connections with the government’s widening participation agenda.

Government priorities
RT noted that the Subject Centre had the difficult task of working to support its communities whilst also having to show that it was responding to the government’s agenda.  HF stated, however that the Subject Centre would have an important role to play in helping departments respond to the government’s widening participation agenda and how departments might increase the number of applications from socio economic groups 4 and 5.  It was also noted that many language and area studies departments would have to think about the programmes they were offering in the current climate of falling applications and that the grouping of Languages, Linguistics and Area Studies in one subject centre may be helpful.  It was agreed that the Subject Centre should consider how it might facilitate discussion of policy issues.  

Pedagogic Research Project
Dawn Ebbrell had presented the Pedagogic Research project proposal to the Advisory Group on Research at Cilt who had requested that the project might fund one mini-project on teacher training.  It was agreed that DE should contact the LTSN executive to establish whether this was permissable as HEFCE do not fund initial teacher training.  Since the TTA in England do not fund pedagogic research, there was a danger that this area of work would not be eligible for funding from any source.  
Action DE
Securing dissemination project
VW reported that the focus of this project was on the less widely used less taught languages.  It was pointed out that Russian, Chinese, Japanese and Arabic are some of the languages in particular need of support.  

Lingua Project
AD reported that the bid for Lingua funding was to help increase awareness and use of resources centres. 

It was agreed that the range and number of projects should have considerable impact.  

5.	Policy issues
The board considered the LTSN response to HEFCE’s strategic questions.  It was agreed that it was difficult to interpret the document easily.  Although the government were in favour of greater interaction and collaboration between sectors, they had not defined how this might be achieved.  MK and TL reported on the work of the national languages steering group.  MK noted that although the national languages strategy might not be all that they would hope, it was encouraging that ministers were giving some time to produce a languages strategy.   

6.	Any other business
RT commented that the small Subject Centre team had achieved a great deal in the two years since it had been established and that the Subject Centre was now very much part of the landscape.

7.	Date of the next meeting
The next meeting has been scheduled for Tuesday 21 January 2003 at 12.30.


