Annex A

Review of research assessment: response form

Please complete and return as a Word attachment to an e-mail, to responses@ra-review.ac.uk.  The deadline for responses is 30 September 2003.


Response by (name of person or organisation)   THE RESEARCH AND TEACHING GROUP

Corporate response (representing the views of the group or organisation): 
YES

Private response (representing the views of one or more individuals): 

NO

Contact in case of queries:

Name: LILIAN WINKVIST

Tel:  023 8031 9810

e-mail: Lilian.Winkvist@solent.ac.uk

This is a response to the Roberts report on behalf of a group of colleagues, from a range of higher education institutions across the UK, who are interested in the role of research in higher education and its relationship to teaching and other activities.  A list of members of the group is attached.  The group wishes to respond to Recommendation 3 and Question 15.

Recommendation 1 (see paragraphs 113-116 of the review)

Any system of research assessment designed to identify the best research must be based upon the judgement of experts who may, if they choose, employ performance indicators to inform their judgement.
Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 1? Place a cross beside the appropriate answer:

Strongly agree



…

Agree





…

Neither agree nor disagree

…

Disagree




…

Strongly disagree



…

	Comments on recommendation 1:




Recommendation 2 (see paragraphs 117-126 of the review)

a. There should be a six-year cycle. 

b. There should be a light-touch ‘mid-point monitoring’. This would be designed only to highlight significant changes in the volume of activity in each unit.

c. The next assessment process should take place in 2007-8.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 2? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 2:




Recommendation 3 (see paragraphs 127-133 of the review)
a. There should be an institution-level assessment of research competences, undertaken approximately two years before the main assessment.

b. The competences to be assessed should be institutional research strategy, development of researchers, equal opportunities, and dissemination beyond the peer group.

c. An institution failing its assessment against any one of the competencies would be allowed to enter the next research assessment but would not receive funding on the basis of its performance in that assessment until it had demonstrated a satisfactory performance.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 3? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	YES
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	YES
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	YES
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 3:

Focussing on pedagogical research, the Research and Teaching Group stresses the importance of not underestimating the scale of what needs to be done.  The assessment will need to embrace:

-
institutional mission and culture:  management, planning, human resource 
management and reward systems;

-
the nature of the academic programme;

-
discipline or subject variations;

-
the motivation and workload of the typical student;

-
student level;

-
the motivation, interest and indeed participation in teaching of academic staff engaged 
in research;

-
the evaluation and assessment of the impact.  (Jenkins et al, 2003)

In essence, institutions will need to say how they manage research to ensure that teaching at both undergraduate and postgraduate levels benefits from staff involvement in research including:

-
research into teaching;

-
how any possible negative consequences – things like staff absences on 
sabbaticals - are minimised;

-
how effective synergies are developed between the institution’s research and teaching
and learning strategies.  

This might be a task that the new Teaching Academy could be asked to look at – ie it could consider what assessment should cover and how it should be made.


Recommendation 4 (see paragraphs 134-155 of the review)

a. There should, in principle, be a multi-track assessment enabling the intensiveness of the assessment activity (and potentially the degree of risk) to be proportionate to the likely benefit.

b. The least research intensive institutions should be considered separately from the remainder of the HE sector.

c. The form of the assessment of the least research intensive institutions would be a matter for the relevant funding council.

d. The less competitive work in the remainder of institutions should be assessed by proxy measures against a threshold standard. 
e. The most competitive work should be assessed using an expert review assessment similar to the old Research Assessment Exercise.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 4? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	

	Point d
	
	
	
	
	

	Point e
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 4:




Recommendation 5 (see paragraphs 156-171 of the review)

a. The output of the Research Quality Assessment should be a ‘quality profile’ indicating the quantum of ‘one star’, ‘two star’ and ‘three star’ research in each submission. It will not be the role of the assessment to reduce this profile to summary metrics or grades.
b. As a matter of principle, star ratings would not be given to named individuals, nor would the profile be published if the submission were sufficiently small that individual performance could be inferred from it.
c. Panels would be given guidelines on expected proportions of three star, two star and one star ratings. These proportions should normally be the same for each unit of assessment. If a panel awarded grades which were more or less generous than anticipated in the guidelines, these grades would have to be confirmed through moderation.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 5? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 5:




Recommendation 6 (see paragraphs 172-197 of the review)

a. There should be between 20 and 25 units of assessment panels supported by around 60 sub-panels. Panels and sub-panels should be supported by colleges of assessors with experience of working in designated multidisciplinary ‘thematic’ areas.
b. Each panel should have a chair and a moderator. The role of the moderator would be to ensure consistency of practice across the sub-panels within the unit of assessment.

c. Each panel should include a number of non-UK based researchers with experience of the UK research system.

d. The moderators of adjacent panels should meet in five or six ‘super-panels’ whose role would be to ensure consistency of practice between panels. These ‘super-panels’ should be chaired by senior moderators who would be individuals with extensive experience in research.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 6? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	

	Point d
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 6:




Recommendation 7 (see paragraphs 198-204 of the review)

a. The rule that each researcher may only submit up to four items of research output should be abolished. Research Quality Assessment panels should have the freedom to define their own limits on the number and/or size of research outputs associated with each researcher or group. 

b. Research Quality Assessment panels should ensure that their criteria statements enable them to guarantee that practice-based and applicable research are assessed according to criteria which reflect the characteristics of excellence in those types of research in those disciplines.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 7? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 7:




Recommendation 8 (see paragraphs 205-213 of the review)

a. The funding councils should work alongside the subject communities and the research councils to develop discipline-specific performance indicators.

b. Performance against these indicators should be calculated a year prior to the exercise, and institutions advised of their performance relative to other institutions. 

c. The weight placed upon these indicators as well as their nature should be allowed to vary between panels.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 8? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 8:




Recommendation 9 (see paragraphs 214-234 of the review)

a. Where an institution submits to Research Quality Assessment in a sub-unit of assessment all staff in that sub-unit should become ineligible for the Research Capacity Assessment, even if they are not included in the Research Quality Assessment submission.

b. The funding councils should establish and promote a facility for work to be submitted as the output of a group rather than an individual where appropriate. 

c. The funding councils should consider what measures could be taken to make joint submission more straightforward for institutions.

d. Where an institution submits a sub-unit of assessment for Research Quality Assessment, no fewer than 80% of the qualified staff contracted to undertake research within the sub-unit of assessment must be included in the submission.

e. All staff eligible to apply for grants from the research councils should be eligible for submission to Research Quality Assessment.

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 9? Please indicate your views using the grid below:

	
	Strongly agree
	Agree

	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	Point a
	
	
	
	
	

	Point b
	
	
	
	
	

	Point c
	
	
	
	
	

	Point d
	
	
	
	
	

	Point e
	
	
	
	
	


	Comments on recommendation 9:




Recommendation 10 (see paragraphs 235-238 of the review)

Each panel should consider a research strategy statement outlining the institution’s plans for research at unit level. 

Do you agree or disagree with recommendation 10? Place a cross beside the appropriate answer:

Strongly agree



…

Agree





…

Neither agree nor disagree

…

Disagree




…

Strongly disagree



…

	Comments on recommendation 10:




Question 11 Burden for institutions

The review proposals have been designed to make the burden of assessment proportionate with the possibility of financial reward. Do you agree that this has been achieved? Place a cross by the appropriate answer:

Strongly agree



…

Agree





…

Neither agree nor disagree

…

Disagree




…

Strongly disagree



…

	Comments on question 11 – burden for institutions:




Question 12 Value of research assessment

What value do you place on the research assessment if the financial reward is likely to be small? Place a cross by the appropriate answer:

High



…

Medium


…

Low



…

	Comments on question 12 – value of research assessment:




Question 13 Equality of opportunity for all groups of staff

The funding councils wish to promote equality of opportunity for all staff regardless of age, sexual orientation, political belief, disability, gender, race or religion and seek to ensure that its research assessment policies are compatible with this objective. How successful do you consider that the proposals of the research assessment review are in this respect? Place a cross by the appropriate answer:

Very successful




…

Successful





…

Neither successful nor unsuccessful

…

Unsuccessful




…

Very unsuccessful




…

	Comments on question 13 – equality of opportunity for all groups of staff:




Question 14 Overall approach of the review

Notwithstanding your views on any specific recommendations, and given the responses to the earlier ‘Invitation to contribute’, do you agree or disagree with the broad approach taken by the review to the question of research assessment? Place a cross by the appropriate answer:

Strongly agree



…

Agree





…

Neither agree nor disagree

…

Disagree




…

Strongly disagree



…

	Comments on question 14 – overall approach of the review:




Question 15 Further comments

	Question 15 – any further comments:

The Research and Teaching Group welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Robert report.  The group is pleased that for the first time it has been officially recognised that the issue of the link between research and teaching is not a straightforward issue.  

The RAE

The group feels that research and the current review of research should be seen in the context of the whole higher education system including the interactions between research and teaching.  The present funding and assessment of research (in particular the RAE) does not encourage effective synergies with the strategic goals of life-long learning and the creation of a learning society.  There is now strong research evidence that the present system is leading both to a downgrading of the role of teaching and to an increased separation between teaching and research.  (Drennan 2001, Jenkins 1995a and 1995b, J M Consulting 2000, McNay 1997, McNay 1998, Newby 2001, Rogers 1999)  In addition, the issue of whether the money invested in research represents good value for money has not been investigated.  The group also feels that equal reward for different but equally valuable work should be a key principle.

The Relationship between Research and Teaching

The value of linking teaching and research has long been seen as a key feature of the UK higher education system, although little attention has been given to actively promoting these links (Jenkins, Breen, Lindsay and Brew, 2003).  The continuing belief that the best research is big research is a negative point that comes out of the report.  It is important to bear in mind that there are different research traditions.  The link between research and teaching is often stronger in small scale, local projects which are owned by the students.  

Implicit Conceptions of Research in the Roberts Report

The group feels that the Roberts report and the White Paper refer to research and dissemination as if these were done by separate people, where some conducted research whilst others were responsible for dissemination and knowledge transfer.  This is an outmoded, “production line” model.

The group would like to point out that the report does not appear to take what Lewis Elton (2000) has called the ‘unintended’ consequences of the RAE into account – in particular the neglect of teaching and attention to teaching quality. The attempt at rigour will certainly have unintended deleterious consequences, both in cost and in collegiality and it is unwise to make rigour an immovable constraint.  Similarly, the insistence on competition will have unintended deleterious consequences, certainly in collegiality and probably in research quality.  In the past, rigour in the RAE has been associated with reliability and not with validity.  The insistence that rigour must be maintained implies that there will be no increase in validity.  The constraints which are at present put on change to the RAE are likely to result in a system that will still have most of the faults of previous systems.  Only when it is accepted that we are dealing with an optimisation problem, in which nothing must initially be kept fixed, and that an exercise such as the RAE will always be imperfect, may it be possible to devise a system that is reasonably fair, reasonably inexpensive and reasonably without unintended consequences.  

The Roberts Report and Pedagogic Research

The Group feels that the key issue of (discipline based) ‘practitioner’ pedagogic research has been overlooked.  There is also a need to address the status of and capacity for subject-based pedagogical research.  HEFCE’s director of Teaching and Learning has stated that “the prospects for an enriched as well as an expanded university sector depend on a cultural shift that values practitioner research” and collaborative links between specialist education researchers and discipline based staff (Beaty and Cousin, 2002: 24)  As highlighted by Mantz Yorke (Yorke, 2000) there is now a widespread perception of the importance of discipline based practitioner research to improving teaching quality and the overall effectiveness of HE.  There is also a perception that such research would not ‘count’ with many discipline based panels (Yorke, 2000).  In a number of public and private statements HEFCE officials have stated that they would review how pedagogic research was treated in the 2001 RAE and it is important that this is not forgotten (Yorke, 2003).  Much of the Government’s and the Funding Council’s current proposals are designed to promote ‘high quality and cost effective teaching’ and strategically to achieve this in part through the creation of the new Academy and Centres for Excellence in Teaching.  If these are to have any significant impact they will have to demonstrate to the broad mass of academic staff that they value the role of discipline based research/scholarship for all staff and institutions and that they value discipline based pedagogic research.  Indeed, paradoxically, the Centres for Excellence promise significant funding for pedagogic research, but the Roberts Report proposals will in effect result in such research not being valued.

Recommendations

The group would like to make the following recommendations:

1. The review needs to be tightly linked to the overall review of higher education.

2. ‘Excellence in research’ needs to include communication, dissemination and involvement with (undergraduate and postgraduate) students

3. Excellence in research needs to be a feature of all disciplines.  All disciplines need high level research to develop knowledge useful to society and to ensure a vibrant intellectual community which then ‘communicates’ that research to students, other end-users and the wider society.

4. Funding arrangements need to ensure that all institutions are funded for research.  We recognise that research selectivity will mean that high level research will be highly concentrated in selected institutions and departments.  However, “carefully focused research is a legitimate part of the mission of all HEIs: or to put the point in reverse – there is no thing such as a ‘teaching only’ university” (Watson, 2002: 69).

5. Funding arrangements should, where appropriate, encourage the involvement of undergraduate and postgraduate students in (staff directed) research projects.

6. The funding arrangements need to ensure that all staff are enabled to be scholars in their discipline and in the teaching of their discipline.

7. Funding arrangements need to encourage the promotion of pedagogic research.
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	University of Warwick
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	Oxford Brookes University

	Dr Roger Brown (Convenor)
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	Tim Brown
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	Professor Grainne Conole
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	City University

	Professor Rosemary Deem
	University of Bristol
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	Professor Lewis Elton
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	Dr David Gosling
	Open University

	Professor Mick Healey
	Gloucestershire University

	Professor Alan Jenkins
	Oxford Brookes University

	Dr Brenda Johnston
	University of Southampton
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	Dr Lisa Lucas
	University of Bristol

	Professor Ian McNay
	University of Greenwich

	Professor Andrew Pollard
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	Professor Stephen Rowland
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	Professor Malcolm Tight
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	Dr Keith Trigwell
	Oxford University
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	University of Southampton

	Lilian Winkvist (Secretary)
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	Dr Barbara Zamorski
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� This consultation question reflects an edited version of recommendation 5. The recommendation in the review report also states that  ’the funding councils should provide institutions with details of the relative value, in funding terms, of one star, two star, and three star research, and of research fundable through the Research Capacity Assessment in advance of the assessment. These ratios might vary between disciplines.’ In the event that the review recommendations are accepted, each funding council will develop its own policies for reflecting the assessment results in funding, taking proper account of Sir Gareth’s recommendation.
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