
Preparing for the REF 

Adrian Armstrong 

Queen Mary, University of  London 

a.armstrong@qmul.ac.uk 

 

mailto:a.armstrong@qmul.ac.uk


Issues to cover 

• Differences between REF and RAE 

• Timescales 

• Assessment criteria 

• What libraries can do 



REF v. RAE 1: Quality profiles 

• RAE 2008 French: % of  activity in categories 4*-1* + U 

– Outputs (publications): 75% 

– Environment (inc. PhD students, income etc): 20% 

– Esteem indicators (honours, editorial roles etc): 5% 

• REF 2014: % of  activity in categories 4*-1* + U 

– Outputs: 65% 

‘originality, significance and rigour’; max. 4 items / researcher 

– Environment: 15% - subsumes the ‘esteem’ category 

‘vitality and sustainability’; template + data 

– Impact: 20% - the big change to overall quality profiles 

i.e. ‘an effect on, change or benefit to the economy, society, culture, 
public policy or services, health, the environment or quality of  life, 
beyond academia’ (HEFCE, REF02.2011 Assessment Framework and 
Guidance on Submissions, § 140) 

‘reach and significance’; template + case studies 



REF v. RAE 2: overall parameters 

• Assessment structure: 
– Number of  panels reduced: 67>36 UOAs and sub-panels 

• Panel 28 Modern Languages and Linguistics; Panel 27 Area Studies 

– Criteria and weightings are more standardized 
• Quality profiles will be based on steps of  1%, not 5% as in RAE 2008 

• e.g. 17% at 4*, 40% at 3*, 30* at 2*, 12% at 1*, 1% unclassified 

– Additional assessors will be appointed to sub-panels 
• Unlike RAE 2008 (outputs referred to specialist advisers if  necessary) 

• Eligibility and career-related issues: 
– Staff  categories revised 

• Emeriti no longer count in ‘category C’ 

• ECR criteria and definitions have changed considerably since 2008 

– Fuller consideration of  equality and diversity 

• Funding implications: 
– Only 3* and 4* research attracts funding 



Timescales 
• 2011 

– Impact decisions (February) 

– Panel membership (February) 

– Guidance on submissions (July) 

– Draft panel criteria (July) 

• 2012 
– Final panel criteria and methods (January) 

– Submissions system tested 

• 2013 
– Submissions deadline (November) 

– Additional assessors recruited 

• 2014 
– Assessment conducted 

– Outcomes published (December) 



Assessment criteria 1 
• Criteria for starred levels (overall profiles + outputs): 

4*: ‘Quality that is world-leading in terms of  originality, significance and rigour’ 

3*: ‘Quality that is internationally excellent in terms of  originality, significance and 
rigour but which falls short of  the highest standards of  excellence’ 

2*: ‘Quality that is recognised internationally in terms of  originality, significance and 
rigour’ 

1*: ‘Quality that is recognised nationally in terms of  originality, significance and 
rigour’ 

U: ‘Quality that falls below the standard of  nationally recognised work. Or work 
which does not meet the published definition of  research for the purposes of  
this assessment’ 

• Criteria for starred levels (environment): 
4*: ‘An environment that is conducive to producing research of  world-leading quality, 

in terms of  its vitality and sustainability’ 

3* ‘internationally excellent’, 2* ‘internationally recognised’, 1* ‘nationally recognised’ 

• Criteria for starred levels (impact): 
4*: ‘Outstanding impacts in terms of  their reach and significance’ 

3* ‘very considerable’, 2* ‘considerable’, 1* ‘recognised but modest’ 



Assessment criteria 2: Panel D outputs  
In assessing work as being four star (quality that is world-leading in 
terms of  originality, significance and rigour), sub-panels will expect to 
see evidence of, or potential for, some of  the following types of  
characteristics across and possibly beyond its area/field: 

• a primary or essential point of  reference 

• of  profound influence 

• instrumental in developing new thinking, practices, paradigms, policies or 
audiences 

• a major expansion of  the range and the depth of  research and its application 

• outstandingly novel, innovative and/or creative 

(HEFCE, REF 01.2012 Panel criteria and working methods, § 80a) 

And so on, e.g. for 3*: 
• an important point of  reference 

• of  lasting influence 

• a catalyst for, or important contribution to, new thinking, practices, paradigms, 
policies or audiences 

• a significant expansion of  the range and the depth of  research and its 
application 

• significantly novel or innovative or creative 

(Ibid., § 80b) 



…ctd… 

2* (Ibid., § 80c): 

• a recognised point of  reference 

• of  some influence 

• an incremental and cumulative advance on thinking, practices, 
paradigms, policies or audiences 

• a useful contribution to the range or depth of  research and its 
application 

1* (Ibid., § 80d): 

• based on existing traditions of  thinking, methodology and/or 
creative practice 

• a useful contribution of  minor influence 

U (Ibid., § 80e): 

• below the quality threshold for one star; or 

• does not meet the definition of  research used for the REF 



What libraries can do 

• Institutions will all have their own assumptions, 
procedures, and infrastructures 

– Specifics would therefore be misleading at best 

– But some issues are likely to be broadly relevant 

• Environments ‘conducive to producing research…’: 

– Academics may need information on library holdings, to 
help complete ‘environment templates’ 

– They may, indeed, be keen to have items ordered in 
specific areas 

– So, receptivity to requests would be appreciated 

• Collating submitted outputs: 

– Possibility of  setting up an internet repository 


