AUPHF Response to DFES Consultation document on proposals for Research Assessment (Metrics) in the post-2008 period
1.Which, if any, of the RAE 2008 panels might adopt a greater or wholly metrics-based approach? Answer:

STEM subjects lend themselves to a metrics approach. In the 

Arts and Humanities, peer review is an essential element in any 

proper assessment; our emphasis is therefore upon the term 'greater' 

rather than 'wholly'  in the question, as it relates to the post-2008 period. As regards 2008 itself, AUPHF considers it inappropriate to alter the givens and parameters of assessment at this late stage. 

2. Have we identified all the important metrics?  Bearing in mind the need to avoid increasing the overall burden of data collection on institutions, are there other indicators that we should consider? Answer:

The criteria all seem to be in the documentation. We should stress here that output is considered more important than input; this in our 

view is the true measure of research quality. And by output we mean essentially publications. Metrics applied to esteem indicators, for example, or research income will tend, in the first case to favour established scholars, and in the second reward twice (the income plus the reward for income). The 'basket' would need to be carefully elaborated. A related issue is the question of the problematic nature of citations indexes in the Arts and Humanities: citation being not necessarily a measure of quality. Moreover, these stress predominantly North American and English language outputs. Any model would need to address this for languages and area studies particularly.

3. Which of the alternative models described in this chapter do you consider to be the most suitable for STEM subjects? Are there alternative models or refinements of these models that you would want to propose? Answer:

 

Assessment should involve the full range of assessment 

procedures. Moreover, we consider as very important the use of 

subject specialists in the elaboration and in the appraisal of 

assessment procedures. Such will maintain the status of and respect for assessment nationally and internationally

4. What, in your view, would be an appropriate and workable basis for assessing and funding research in non-STEM subjects? Answer:

Before  the adoption of any approach, there should be an appraisal of how metrics impacts upon research, and particularly research in languages other than English. We would advocate the modelling and appraisal of any new method before consideration for adoption. RAE 2008 already uses metrics. The additional and thoroughgoing use of peer review enhances the whole process.

5. What are the possible undesirable behavioral consequences of the different models and how might the effects be mitigated? Answer:

The current status quo (RAE 2008) is highly regarded, although AUPHF would welcome streamlining and simplification, and the development of these; and that any 'basket of metrics' should incorporate these points. 2008 can act as a good and normative baseline, and should inform any development of metrics modeled in this context. See also Professor Hantrais' input into this discussion in the French context on cww.cner.gouv.fr. We should also note that RAE 2001 stressed the crucial issue of major variation in lengths of outputs in the Arts and Humanities, and that most often, the writing is itself the output, and its quality not necessarily related to volume.

6. In principle, do you believe that a metrics-based approach for assessment or funding can be used across all institutions? Answer:

In principle, same appraisal of subject areas can and should be standard across institutions, on condition that questions such as size, and other factors informing RAE 2008 panels are also borne in mind. Currently, in our area and related areas, between 70-80% of appraisal is based on quality of publication. This is laudable. We should stress that league tables for journals is contentious although perhaps possible. This is not the case for books, where, for example, publisher is a very inaccurate measure.

7. Should the funding bodies receive and consider institutions' research plans as part of the assessment process? Answer:

The consideration of plans by research funding bodies and assessment panels is in principle welcome, but not a sole measure nor substitute for quality assessment (and is arguably incompatible with metrics). Plans are informative, and help and encourage institutions, by definition, in planning. Plans are not, however, outcomes.

8. How important do you feel it is for there to continue to be an independent assessment of UK higher education research quality for benchmarking purposes? Are there other ways in which this could be accomplished? Answer:

With the increased use and appraisal of reports, plans, activity, and outputs, individual institutions should have some mechanism [albeit involving effort] to seek reassessment. 'Standing panels' [rotating] should be seriously considered. The key is that assessment of research quality in the UK should be independent. It is worth stressing that Arts and Humanities [and even Soc Sci] funding remains limited.

