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The known…
• Protection of £4.7bn ‘ringfenced’ research budget in real terms until 

2020 (reaching £5.1bn by 2020/21);

• Gap between flat cash and real terms bridged by £1.5bn from ODA 
budget in DfID (between 16/17 and 20/21) 

• This extra £1.5bn will be spent through a new Global Challenges 
Fund, run by RCUK, and rising from £100m to ~£450m by 20/21;

• Doubling of Newton Fund for collaboration with target countries;

• Capital investment will total £6.9bn between 15/16 & 20/21;

• Maintenance of dual support funding system;

• Demise of HEFCE; 

• ‘Acceptance’ of Nurse Review recommendations;

• RCUK will transform into Research UK, with further consolidation of 
staff/functions and some new powers;

• Next REF to take place ‘by 2021’;

• Innovate UK budget maintained in cash terms.



The unknown…
• White paper detail and timing of an HE Bill

• How far can creation of RUK advance before legislation? Shadow 
CEO? New strategy and funding instruments?

• How exactly will the Global Challenges Fund operate?

• Topslice of RC budgets for RUK cross-cutting priorities? (3%? 5%?)

• Creation of Ministerial Committee for ‘strategic oversight’? 
(BIS/Javid lukewarm?)

• Will QR/REF move to RUK? How will separation and integrity of dual 
support be maintained if under one roof?

• Relationship of Innovate UK to RUK;

• Future shape of REF: role of metrics, impact, reduction of burden;

• Brexit & future of UK participation in H2020, ERC etc...





http://www.hefce.ac.uk/rsrch/metrics/

http://www.responsiblemetrics.org





“I can announce today that I 
have asked HEFCE to 
undertake a review of the 
role of metrics in research 
assessment and 
management. The review 
will consider the robustness 
of metrics across different 
disciplines and assess their 
potential contribution to the 
development of research 
excellence and impact…”

David Willetts, Minister for 
Universities & Science, 
Speech to UUK, 3 April 2014







An explosion of new platforms, tools, metrics and indicators
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…but concerns over additional burden of altmetrics, new 
incentives for gaming, irresponsible metrics & narcissism.ac.uk





The Metric Tide:

headline findings



Peer review, despite 
its flaws and 
limitations, continues 
to command 
widespread support 
across disciplines. 
Metrics should 
support, not supplant 
expert judgement. 



Inappropriate 
indicators create 
perverse incentives. 
There is legitimate 
concern that some 
quantitative indicators 
can be gamed, or can 
lead to unintended 
consequences.



Indicators can only 
meet their potential if 
they are underpinned 
by an open and 
interoperable data 
infrastructure. 



Our correlation 
analysis of the 
REF2014 results at 
output-by-author level 
has shown that 
individual metrics 
cannot provide a like-
for-like replacement 
for REF peer review. 



Within the REF, it is 
not currently feasible 
to replace narrative 
impact case studies
with metrics.



Responsible metrics

Responsible metrics can be understood in terms of:

• Robustness: basing metrics on the best possible 
data in terms of accuracy and scope;

• Humility: recognizing that quantitative evaluation 
should support – but not supplant – qualitative, 
expert assessment;

• Transparency: keeping data collection and 
analytical processes open and transparent, so that 
those being evaluated can test and verify the 
results;

• Diversity: accounting for variation by field, using a 
variety of indicators to reflect and support a 
plurality of research & researcher career paths;

• Reflexivity: recognizing the potential & systemic 
effects of indicators and updating them in 
response.



At an institutional 
level, HEI leaders 
should develop a clear 
statement of 
principles on their 
approach to research 
management and 
assessment, including 
the role of indicators. 



Research managers, 
librarians, information 
professionals & 
administrators should 
champion the use of 
responsible metrics in 
their institutions. 



HR managers and 
recruitment or 
promotion panels in 
HEIs should be explicit 
about the criteria used 
for academic 
appointment and 
promotion decisions. 



http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/impactofsocialsciences/hefcemetrics-review/





Concerns over a metric-based REF
• Coverage & robustness – esp across AHSS – but in any field, we 

need to preserve a role for judgement alongside measurement;

• Impact definitely cannot be measured using metrics (cf Kings/Digital 
Science report);

• Equality and diversity considerations e.g. gender & citation, ECRs;

• Cost savings are exaggerated; HEIs would still manage research (& 
most likely purchase additional analytical services);

• Timing implications of a radical rule-change to REF 2021 & need for 
piloting and testing;

• REF has evolved to be about much more than allocation of QR –
what of those wider purposes do we value and want to preserve, 
and what are we happy to discard?





The five purposes of the REF
1) Allocation: "our HE funding bodies use the assessment outcomes to inform the 
selective allocation of their grant for research to the institutions which they fund;

2) Accountability: "The assessment provides accountability for public investment in 
research and produces evidence of the benefits of this investment.”

3) Benchmarking: "The assessment outcomes provide benchmarking information and 
establish reputational yardsticks, for use within the higher education (HE) sector and 
for public information."

4) Influencing research cultures and behaviours. Initially the RAE incentivized (and 
improved) productivity. But in the recent cycle, it has been the biggest driver of a 
shift towards valuing impact. Given the reach of the REF into all corners of 
HE/research, it’s the most efficient and effective way of introducing changes of this 
kind. 

5) Performance management within HEIs - this is the most controversial purpose, 
but there’s no denying the fact that across the university system, the REF is now used 
as a de facto management framework for research activities.
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An emerging consensus on REF202122?



Forum for Responsible 
Metrics: 

work now underway (led 
by HEFCE) to bring 
together key players to 
work on metric & data 
standards, transparency 
& interoperability – with 
a particular focus on the 
next REF.



European 
Commission review 
getting underway on: 

‘Next-generation 
altmetrics:
responsible metrics & 
evaluation for open 
science’

Focused on post-
H2020 framework



Responsible Metrics Initiative

A networked initiative with a core group of leading players that 
combines:

1) Novel research: deepening the way we think about, design and use 
metrics and indicators, and their systemic, institutional and individual 
effects 

2) Institutional piloting and testing of new approaches by a core group 
of HEIs e.g. in use of responsible metrics for HEI strategy and planning, 
and in specific areas like HR/recruitment/promotion

3) Policy & advocacy: here in the UK, but also internationally where
there’s huge interest in these debates
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