Response of the Association of Hispanists of Great Britain and Ireland
to the
Joint fundi ng bodies’ review of research assessment

Three particul ar overarching concerns of the Associations’ nenbers are

the disciplinary basis of the RAE and its negative effects upon
interdisciplinarity and nultidisciplinarity (point 6)

the need to consider whether targeted help is required or
desirable to
enabl e new subj ects and new fields to develop. (10 (c))

the inplication that utility may be a criteria for excellence at
t he expense
of quality (8).

Per haps nore than the ot her Mddern Languages--thensel ves enphatically
i nter-

nmul tidisciplinary, and nulti-regional in their focus, as well as being
in a

process of radical change--those working in “lberian and Latin American
Languages” have now staked their future on breaking out of separate

di sciplinary routines and subject terrains, as the panel’s Overview
Report

made cl ear. The conposition of the 2001 panel worked tolerably well as
a way

of recognizing this, but such a systemis going to be strained beyond
its

limts with the likelihood in the next RAE of submi ssions by
specialists in

phot ography in contenporary Mexico, architecture and planning in

Cat al oni a,

Basque cul tural anthropol ogy, seventeenth-century theatre audi ences,

t he

Brazilian novel, terrorismin Peru (and so on), all drawi ng on severa
di sciplinary paradigns as they tie their work to national or |oca
speci fics.

This mcro-representational |ist serves also to nake the point that new
fields

are rapidly being devel oped in “Hispanisni, Portuguese Studies, Latin
Aneri can

Cul tural Studies, and studies of “Portuguese-speaking” Africa and Asia,
and we

woul d very nmuch wel cone nechani sns for identifying fields (and teans
and

i ndividuals) at risk fromdrifting into an unfunded no-person’s | and
bet ween

di sciplinary “units”. However, one fundanental problemis that there
are not

enough core funding or PG awards avail able to sustain established areas
of

di sciplines far |l ess new ones. Wil st RAE should support and recognise
t he

devel opnent of new disciplines they should not autonatically be

privil eged.

On the issue of “utility”, we would not wish utility to be a central
issue in



determ ni ng what “excellence” in research mght be: “utility” is

per haps nore

appropriately to be tested against the conposite output of teaching,
skills

trai ning, scholarship, and research together

Concer ni ng Approaches to assessnent
Group 1. Expert review
our views are that:

a. assessnments should be a conbi nati on of prospective and
retrospective

b. assessors shoul d consider the same objective data as in RAE2001
C. assessnents should be nade at the |level of groups or departnents
d. we can see no alternative to organising the assessnent around

subj ects or

thematic areas

e. strengths: gives the fullest picture and nbst neasured judgenent;
weaknesses: is |abour intensive

Concerning Group 2: Algorithm

our views are as follows:

We do not believe that it is, in principle, acceptable to assess
research

entirely on the basis of netrics in this area of the Arts, Humanities
and

Soci al Sciences. If funding were tied to the avail able netrics one of
t he

effects would be to encourage the production of repetitive, unoriginal
and

verbose itens best thought of as “outputs” than as works of schol arship
and

deep research

Concerning Goup 3: Sel f-assessnent
our views are that:

a. data that institutions mght be required to include in their

sel f-assessnents woul d match cl osely those nmade avail abl e for RAE2001
b. t he assessnments shoul d be a conbination of prospective and
retrospective

C. criteria should match cl osely those used for RAE2001 and shoul d
be the sane

in each institution and each subject

d. credible validation of institutions’ own assessment of their own
wor k m ght

be achi eved through a sel ective and graduated audit

e this approach woul d be nore burdensone than expert review,
as TQA and its

intricately introduced “light touch” successor have shown

f. strengths: allows a decentralisation of costs and effort;
weaknesses:

nmerely shifts cost and effort, at best; the dangers of gender bias in



institutionally inplemented systens of self-assessnent; the additiona
bur den
(including the need for elaborate training at institutional |evel)

Concerning Group 4: Historical ratings
our views are as foll ows:

We do not believe it |Is acceptable to enploy a systemthat effectively
acknow edges that the distribution of research strength is likely to
change

very slowy. As outlined in our introductory remarks, this is a set of
di sciplines characterised by very rapid change. the likely effects upon
behavi our of such an approach would be elitismand disciplinary
sclerosis at

one end, stagnation and decline at the other

Concerning Group 5: Crosscutting thenes,

Since many of these questions will be addressed by our respective
institutions

at Faculty level, where we also have an input, we restrict ourselves to
a few

i ssues only.

18 (a). Yes, we believe that there is scope for the funding councils to
wor k

wi th other fundi ng agenci es--the AHRB, for exanple, could provide
anonyni zed

data on the quality and quantity of applications and outcones by groups
or

departments as well as statistics on anpunts awarded; fundi ng agenci es
could

provide statistical information on conpletion rates of postgraduates,
range

and amounts of awards made; in both cases a burden would be lifted from
institutions, currently required to nmarshal this presunably already
known

dat a.

18(c) While the general thrust of the present RAE criteria for
nmeasuring

excell ence are to be retained, there are aspects of research activity
whi ch

require clarification. This is particularly true of translation work
and the

generation of teaching materials where it is often the methodol ogy on
whi ch

the publication rests which contains the research conponent.

18 (d). We feel that a fair distribution of funds should certainly

i ncl ude

strategi c judgenents on the inportance of subject areas to the UK, in
t he

context of not only the historical funding inbalance between the non-
soci al



sci ences and other areas but also failings in national and governnent al
perceptions of the inportance of the cultural and Iinguistic conpetence
to

nati onal wealth and well -bei ng. An i nportant question not addressed
inthis

section is howw |l the exercise be used to discrimnate between the

di fferent

subj ect pots and their sizes.

18 (g). Yes, each subject or group of cognate subjects should be
assessed in

t he sane way. However, if the nunber of groups assessed is to be
severely

curtailed it will be inportant for the criteria and their operation to
be

agreed across cognate boundaries and inplenented in the sane manner
within

conponent parts of cognate groupings.
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