As at 19/9/05

Association of University Professors and Heads of French

 Response to RAE2008 criteria for sub-panels (September 2005)

Main panel M

1 How far do you agree that the criteria established by the sub-panels in the remit of the main panel reflect an appropriate degree of consistency, given the units of assessment they cover?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: absence of complete uniformity across the sub-panels perfectly acceptable, although divergences (e.g. on weightings differences, elements constitutive of research environment) invite clarification. Some sub-panels seem to have formulated more transparent guidelines than others and the main panel may wish to address this. Clarification on weighting differences between panels M and L would be welcome.

2 How far do you agree that the main panel’s proposed working methods for the assessment phase of the RAE 2008 will ensure an appropriate degree of consistency between the sub-panels in its remit?

Strongly agree

Agree 

Disagree(
Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: The working methods of the main panel should ensure that there is an appropriate degree of consistency between the sub-panels. There may be areas lacking clarity in the working methods of the sub-panel criteria, which may introduce inequalities during the assessment phase if the methodology is applied differently across sub-panels.  These include the following:

a. The use of specialist advisers, how they will be chosen, when, how they will be used.

b. The working methods with respect to examining outputs, e.g. the level of detail of the examination, the number of outputs to be examined and the use of second reading.

c. The long lists of examples of indicators of esteem with no guidance on which should be emphasised by departments in their submissions. Further clarification on the assessment of esteem indicators would be welcome.

3 General comments on the main panel criteria and working methods.

History and European Studies guidelines contain elements we would like to see across the board (and see above for differences between panels L and M). Examples include role and status of monographs, elements constitutive of research environment, place of research students, conditions informing outputs of new staff, conditions informing output submissions, mechanisms informing evaluations and grading. Will ‘unclassified’ have a formal ranking for panel M?

UOA 52: French

1 How far you do you agree that the descriptor provided by the sub-panel describes the main subject areas of the UoA?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: No comment except that clarification sought on cognateness of language panels. Comparison with History and European Studies panel would be helpful here (e.g. role and status of monographs, elements constitutive of research environment, place of research students, conditions informing outputs of new staff, conditions informing output submissions, mechanisms informing evaluations and grading).

2 How far do you agree that the sub-panel’s proposed weightings for research outputs, research environment and research esteem are appropriate to the UoA? 

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: The proposed weightings are considered appropriate, although a move to an 80/15/5 division would command considerable support. There was little enthusiasm for increasing EI at all, several arguments for reducing RE (see below), universal agreement with maintaining or even increasing the weighting of outputs. It has not been made apparent in the criteria why the environment component is regarded as so much more significant than esteem.

3 How far do you agree that the sub-panel’s range of indicators for excellence is appropriate for the UoA in assessing the submitted research outputs?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: General satisfaction. Perhaps somewhat greater clarification on range of descriptors: ‘excellent’, ‘high’, etc, and as to how subjective and impressionistic terms can be used uniformly, consistently and objectively. More clarification sought on how indicators will apply to each of the outputs, e.g. scholarly editions, edited works, articles, etc.

4 How far do you agree that the sub-panel’s range of indicators for excellence is appropriate for the UoA in assessing the research environment component of the submission?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: Clarification sought on a range of issues here. How objective can/will assessment of RE be? Will fair account be taken of the RE of, say, a French UoA that is part of a wider RE in its institution (e.g. School of Modern Languages)? Exactly how will this be appraised? Will RE in a larger UoA not inevitably be more developed than in a smaller? What constitutes large and small? Is there a cut off point in terms of outputs/members of staff? Are there three (structure, staff-students, strategy (22)), or five (research income, research student(ships)) sub-sections to the French UoA? How/why do these differ between language panels and others (e.g. European Studies)? How is research income to be appraised? Is there a relation between, for example large grants and (several) smaller ones spread between grant holders? Is there an anticipated correspondence between grant and size of UoA? Clarification on role of RE as evidence of future – post 2008 – plans, and as confirmation of progress from RAE 2001 would be welcome. Is there a method for establishing the profile of an RE? Clarification on how a smaller UoA will enjoy proportionate assessment with a larger one welcome. Should RE influence submission to, say, French or ES? Are there rules for appraising research income in terms of whether it is for group or for individual research projects? Is the emphasis upon securing awards or upon their outcomes?

5 How far do you agree that the sub-panel’s range of indicators for excellence is appropriate for the UoA in assessing evidence of research esteem within a submission?

Strongly agree

Agree 

Disagree√

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: An extensive list of eligible indicators of esteem is provided (30) but departments are asked to concentrate on the most significant indicators rather than to produce an exhaustive list (31).  It would be helpful if the sub-panel could give more detailed guidance on the criteria departments should use in choosing the most significant indicators for submission. Also, clarification sought on the methods that sub-panels will use to assess the academic age of researchers (31).  Whilst there will be a field available for departments to provide year of entry into the profession in RA1, this is not mandatory and it may be inappropriate to use actual age or date of commencement at the institution as an indicator of academic age.

6 How far do you agree that the sub-panel has identified appropriate criteria for assessing the vitality and sustainability of the research described in each submission, including its criteria for assessing the contribution of researchers at different career stages?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: Allowing for differences between established and early career researchers seems fair and justified, although some of the latter are highly research active. Would such outputs be appraised differently? What constitutes early career, and indeed career ‘stages’? Clarification also sought on output submissions of less than four. How will a workable definition of such circumstances be arrived at? (38). Are there degrees of maternity, sick etc leave, as it were? And what are the criteria for such assessment – how will, say, the third and/or fourth non-output be calibrated? What constitutes a senior management commitment? Clarification sought on dangers for submitting lower output for senior management submissions. And what are the mechanisms for appraising outputs that meet such special considerations, and yet still offer four outputs? Clarification on how these would be distinguished from the former. 

7 If relevant in this UoA, how far do you agree that the sub-panel’s criteria and working methods are appropriate for identifying and assessing applied research equitably alongside other forms of research?

 Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: None

8 If relevant in this UoA, how far do you agree that the sub-panel’s criteria and working methods are appropriate for identifying and assessing practice-based or practice-led research equitably alongside other forms of research?

Strongly agree

Agree √

Disagree

Strongly disagree

Don’t know 

Comment: None

9 General comments on any other aspect of the sub-panel’s criteria and working methods.

Section 14 of UoA 52’s statement reads: ‘Each cited output will contribute in equal measure to determining the overall quality profile of the submission. No relative weighting will be applied to different forms of output.’ This is the issue where clarification is sought most widely. There is sympathy with the view that both, say, an article and a book could merit a 4*, but there was also a consensus that the intellectual significance and sheer intensiveness of research involved in a high-quality self-authored monograph remains the gold standard in our area (with exceptions for ground breaking/paradigm shifting outputs of other kinds) The idea, for example, that in normal circumstances an article equals a book could have a major and negative impact upon the direction taken by research in the future. There are other sub-panels where a single author monograph counts as two outputs. Clarification (and parity) sought here. We would also welcome clarification on the range of significance given to all outputs, given that in our area, it is often the case that scholarly editions, dictionaries, literary translations and other inputs involving intensive research effort are held in high esteem by peers. We draw attention here to other panels’ treatment of major monographs, and seek guidance on possible criteria for using exceptional monograph as two outputs (cf. ES sub-panel (65)).

Other issues
Clarification requested on: 

Exactly what kinds of penalty will be imposed, and precisely how they will impact on the overall profile, on submissions that include staff with fewer than four outputs.

Criteria for the selection of the 25% second reading

Clarification on how scoring will be translated into funding. UoAs need this information to prepare their submissions.

End

