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Your responses

Generic questions

1a
Overall draft panel criteria and working methods
The generic and four main panel statements achieve an appropriate balance between consistency across the exercise and allowing for justifiable differences between the four main panels. 

Neither agree or disagree
1b
Are there particular aspects of the criteria and working methods that should be more consistent across all the main panels? Are there differences between the disciplines that justify further differentiation between the main panel criteria? Where referring to particular main panels, please state which one(s).

The University Council of Modern Languages (UCML) represents a broad range of subject associations working across different languages, cultures, areas of study and disciplines. The colleagues represented by UCML will submit their research outputs to Panel C and Panel D. Therefore the comments and views summarised below will specifically address the working methods of these main panels and their sub-panels.


While UCML welcomes the commitment to increase consistency across main panels and sub-panels, the numerous subject associations we represent have expressed some concerns that the streamlining of sub-panels may lead to a more thinly-spread representation of expertise.

UCML sees with concern the shrinkage by almost two-thirds in the number of relevant panellists as in, for instance, Panel D UOA 28 (from 66 in RAE 2008 to the current 24). Our constituency has expressed considerable apprehension about the role of assessors and the nature of their collaboration. UCML requires further clarification and reassurance that adequate numbers with appropriate expertise will be appointed, that they will be properly integrated into sub-panels – especially where, as has been suggested in some disciplines, they might be appointed simultaneously to sub-panels in both main panels C and D, and that outputs will receive a comparable degree of peer scrutiny, at the level of the discipline and the field, as they did in RAE 2008.

During RAE 2008, concerns were voiced quite early in the assessment process about divergent interpretations of criteria within and across main panels, and this led to substantial subsequent criticism. While recognising that full norm-referencing would be inappropriate, UCML would ask that, during REF 2014, monitoring takes place to guarantee comparability and consistency, and to ensure that grades being entered do not diverge further than the differences between disciplines might justify.

Other issues that have been brought to the UCML attention regard the issue of multiple submissions. Our constituency feels that very similar submissions may be submitted to UoA25 (Panel C), UoA28 and UoA29 (Panel D); for this reason, it is essential that these be treated equitably.

Some subject associations have noted with disquiet that, while language is central to education, language research is not explicitly recognised by Panel C UoA25. Panel D UoA 27 does not make any mention of the significance of language in area studies research. As it stands, it appears to suggest that it is possible to do excellent research in, say, Japanese Studies without knowing Japanese. UCML would welcome a more carefully worded statement on this particular issue.

Members have highlighted that discrepancies across Main Panels C and D, currently too great to ensure comparability, should be robustly addressed. For instance:

Members working in the field of applied linguistics have noted that while Panel D is explicit about the use for cross-referral and recognizes the need to seek the appropriate assessment expertise for given outputs, Panel C states that cross-referral and the appointment of additional assessors will be the exception. We welcome Panel D’s recognition of such need.

Several members feel that the criteria developed for the assessment of outputs in Panel D seem to be more appropriate overall.

On the issue of co-authored outputs, UCML feels that the recommendations from panel C and D are not analogous. While Panel C expresses a preference for co-authored pieces to be submitted only once, within the overall submission of a HEI, Panel D seems more lenient and welcomes statements declaring the exact contribution of each author to the output.

While Panel D allows the submission of a reserve item, were the researcher to submit an output as a double-weighted item, Panel C does not allow such nomination, so that where double weighting is disallowed, the submission would be penalised and considered unclassified. These differences do not seem to UCML to be justified by the different profile of main panels C and D, and should be addressed before criteria are finalised.

2a
Individual staff circumstances
The proposals for determining the number of outputs that may be reduced without penalty, for staff with a range of individual circumstances, are appropriate (Part 1, Tables 2 and 3). 

Strongly disagree
2b
Please comment on these proposals. Respondents are also invited to comment specifically on:

· whether Tables 2 and 3 are set at appropriate levels

· the proposed options for taking account of pregnancy and maternity (Part 1, paragraph 62)

· whether a consistent approach across the exercise is appropriate, or whether there are any specific differences in the nature of research that justify differences in the approach between UOAs or main panels.

If commenting in respect of particular panels or disciplines, please state which.

UCML feels that the proposals relating to reduced number of outputs for ECRs and research-active staff on part-time contracts are acceptable.

The great majority of the subject associations represented by UCML strongly object to the treatment of maternity leave detailed in paragraphs 52-60 and consider the proposal detailed in paragraph 62 more equitable and less discriminatory against researchers (whether women or men) who have had a period of parental or adoption leave during the current REF cycle, the shortest to date.

HEFCE needs to consider that, across the HE sector, the average period of paid maternity leave is 5 months. Paragraph 62’s proposal is fairer, insofar as it takes into account the fact that some parents (e.g. single parents, those whose partners are unwaged, those who are not eligible for full state/institutional support) may not be able to take more than the bare minimum of fully-paid maternity/parental leave but will be affected in terms of their research productivity. UCML would therefore be in favour of the suggestion put forward in paragraph 62.

UCML feels that the time spans shown in table 3, by which additional reduction of outputs for ‘additional complex circumstances’ can be allowed, are too steep. UCML urges HEFCE to consider that the average period of paid leave granted for serious ill-health in general across HEI does not exceed 6 months.

Main panel C criteria and working methods

C3a
Main panel criteria and working methods
The main panel statement achieves an appropriate balance between consistency and allowing for discipline-based differences between the sub-panels. 

Neither agree or disagree
C3b
Please comment on the balance between consistency and allowing for discipline-based differences between the sub-panels within this main panel. Please state the UOA(s) on which you are commenting.

UCML does not have substantial concerns about consistency within Main Panel C, but we voice the membership’s concerns about some lack of consistency across Main Panel C and Main Panel D. 

C4a
Submissions and units of assessment (Section 1)
Do the UOA descriptor and boundary statements provide a clear and appropriate description of the disciplines covered by the UOAs? Please include any suggestions for refining the descriptors and state which UOA(s) you are commenting on.

Some UCML members feel that some descriptors of sub-panel 25 (Panel C) should be more inclusive of the following areas of linguistic research: literacy, children’s early language acquisition and subsequent linguistic development, classroom discourse and its role in learning, multilingualism, the learning and teaching of English and of second/ foreign languages.

C4b
Please comment on the main panel’s criteria in relation to multiple submissions in its UOAs.

UCML welcomes that Panel D expects that multiple submissions may be requested in the cases of UoAs 27 and 28 and we regret that the same expectation is disallowed in Panel C.

C5a
Assessment criteria: outputs (Section 2)
Overall, the main panel criteria relating to outputs are clear and appropriate.

Agree
C5b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 2, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

UCML members feel that the criteria outlined by Panel D are clearer and more appropriate than those specified in Panel C. 

C6a
Assessment criteria: impact (Section 3)
Overall, the main panel’s criteria relating to impact are appropriate and helpful to institutions in preparing submissions. 

Neither agree or disagree
C6b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 3, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

A large proportion of UCML members voiced concern over the fact that Panel C criteria could acknowledge educational impact on public discourse more explicitly. UCML is happy to support the request to refine Panel C criteria more clearly so as to acknowledge the difficulty in demonstrating any consistent impact of policy-related research on policy decisions, strategies and operations. Explicit mention should be given to influence exerted in public debate as opposed to policy decision.

C7a
Assessment criteria: environment (Section 4)
Overall, the main panel criteria relating to environment are clear and appropriate.

Agree
C7b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 4, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

In general, the UCML membership finds these criteria appropriate for both Panel C and Panel D. Some members have, however, noted that some allowance should be made for postgraduate students’ recruitment. Currently studentships are restricted by the block grant system and some minority languages may attract ‘a committed, but recurrently small, number of PGs’.

C8a
Working methods (Section 5)
Overall, the working methods of the main panel and its sub-panels are clear and appropriate.

Neither agree or disagree
C8b
Please comment on the working methods, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

UCML notes that, while the majority of its membership finds the working methods appropriate, a large proportion of members who conduct research in applied linguistics are concerned with the inconsistencies between Panel C and Panel D, and that submissions in applied linguistics may be treated differently depending on the UoA receiving them. From this perspective, UCML is happy to reiterate that we believe the practices of Main Panel D to be more equitable and appropriate in the domains of outputs which are multi-authored, over-lapping, or double-weighted.

Main panel D criteria and working methods

D3a
Main panel criteria and working methods
The main panel statement achieves an appropriate balance between consistency and allowing for discipline-based differences between the sub-panels. 

Neither agree or disagree
D3b
Please comment on the balance between consistency and allowing for discipline-based differences between the sub-panels within this main panel. Please state the UOA(s) on which you are commenting.

UCML does not have substantial concerns about consistency within Main Panel C, but we voice the membership’s concerns about some lack of consistency across Main Panel C and Main Panel D. 

UCML praises Panel D’s commitment by all sub-panels to cross-referrals and to the appointments of field and sub-field specific assessors. UCML feels that number of assessors should not be limited and their judgement fully integrated.

D4a
Submissions and units of assessment (Section 1)
Do the UOA descriptor and boundary statements provide a clear and appropriate description of the disciplines covered by the UOAs? Please include any suggestions for refining the descriptors and state which UOA(s) you are commenting on.

Some members feel that Panel D’s UoAs should further refine certain descriptors, and make the following specific suggestions:
Give a separate mention to Phonetics within sub-panel 28. 

It might also help to specify that ‘regions [….] where Slavonic languages […] were or are used’ include all republics of the former Soviet Union; the same might be said to apply to African countries where French is/was widely spoken. Members would welcome more coordination with the descriptor for Area Studies, where the wording is slightly different in relation to these areas.

Some members have noted that that the requirement detailed in paragraph 70 for ‘a short abstract for research outputs that are in a language other than English’ is waived for outputs submitted to UOA 28: should it not also be waived for UOA 27 (Area Studies)? Beyond the field of translation theory itself, some associations would also like to see explicit mention of the status of translations (with or without annotations).

UCML feels that UoA 29 has a more developed description of English literary and cultural studies than of English linguistic studies. We would like to see this descriptor modified so as to encompass and reflect more clearly the contemporary concerns of English language research e.g. with variation and change, and with the spread, nature and status of English(es) around the world.

D4b
Please comment on the main panel’s criteria in relation to multiple submissions in its UOAs.

UCML welcomes that Panel D expects that multiple submissions may be requested in the cases of UoAs 27 and 28 and we regret that the same expectation is disallowed in Panel C.

D5a
Assessment criteria: outputs (Section 2)
Overall, the main panel criteria relating to outputs are clear and appropriate.

Agree
D5b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 2, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

UCML members feel that the criteria outlined by Panel D are clearer and more appropriate than those specified in Panel C. UCML also notes that the definition provided for 4* outputs in Panel D is somewhat problematic. While paragraph 49 refers to 4* as being ‘realistic and attainable’ the level definition refers to ‘the highest attainable standards’.

In listing types of outputs no mention is made of grammars, dictionaries, creative translations, and critical editions. It might be useful to make clear that these outputs can be submitted to the extent that they contain original research.

D6a
Assessment criteria: impact (Section 3)
Overall, the main panel’s criteria relating to impact are appropriate and helpful to institutions in preparing submissions. 

Neither agree or disagree
D6b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 3, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

The UCML constituency remains concerned about the lack of clear impact guidance, especially in UOA 28, 29 and 30. There is little indication that the current guidance will be able to conceptualise ‘cultural value’ beyond the fiscal measure. UCML laments the fact that the recently published case studies do not have an accompanying commentary on how specific elements would be assessed.

Some members find paragraph 73 overblown and unclear. The ample use made of ‘academy’ should be avoided and replaced with HEIs, or something more concrete along these lines. There are obvious discrepancies that should be urgently rectified in paragraph 75 where the list of possible impact includes ‘influencing the design of curriculum and syllabi in [...] other HEIs’. This is in open contradiction to the statement where impact is defined as a measurable influence ‘beyond’ the academy.

Further clarity is required in the wording of paragraph 77, where while acknowledging that ‘all potential records of evidence may not be available’, it insists that ‘claims in the narrative must be corroborated’.

In general and to conclude, the UCML membership has unanimously asked for more clarification on how to identify the quality of underpinning research (a minimum of 2*) which might or might not have been submitted to previous RAEs.

D7a
Assessment criteria: environment (Section 4)
Overall, the main panel criteria relating to environment are clear and appropriate.

Agree
D7b
Please comment on the criteria in Section 4, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

In general, the UCML membership finds these criteria appropriate for both Panel C and Panel D. Some members have, however, noted that some allowance should be made for postgraduate students’ recruitment. Currently studentships are restricted by the block grant system and some minority languages may attract ‘a committed, but recurrently small, number of PGs’.

D8a
Working methods (Section 5)
Overall, the working methods of the main panel and its sub-panels are clear and appropriate.

Neither agree or disagree
D8b
Please comment on the working methods, in particular on where further clarification is required or where refinements could be made.

UCML notes that, while the majority of its membership finds the working methods appropriate, a large proportion of members who conduct research in applied linguistics are concerned with the inconsistencies between Panel C and Panel D, and that submissions in applied linguistics may be treated differently depending on the UoA receiving them. From this perspective, UCML is happy to reiterate that we believe the practices of Main Panel D to be more equitable and appropriate in the domains of outputs which are multi-authored, over-lapping, or double-weighted.

