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SLS Response to HEFCE Consultation on the Research Excellence Framework
The Society of Legal Scholars welcomes the opportunity to respond to the  Consultation by HEFCE on the Research Excellence Framework. The Society is a learned society whose members teach law in a University or similar institution or who are otherwise engaged in legal scholarship. Founded in 1909, and with over 2,700 members, it is the oldest as well as the largest learned society in the field. The great majority of members of the Society are legal academics in Universities, although members of the senior judiciary and members of the legal professions also participate regularly in its work. The Society's membership is drawn from all jurisdictions in the British Isles and also includes some affiliated members typically working in other common law systems. The Society is the principal representative body for legal academics in the UK as well as one of the larger learned societies in arts, humanities and social science.

Annex A 
Consultation response form for the Research Excellence Framework

1. Respondents should complete the form below.

2. Responses should be e-mailed to refconsultation@hefce.ac.uk by Thursday 14 February 2008. HEIs in Northern Ireland should send a copy of their response to research.branch@delni.gov.uk
3. Institutions wishing to express an interest in taking part in the pilot of the bibliometrics indicator should e-mail their details to refconsultation@hefce.ac.uk by Thursday 31 January 2008.

4. We will publish an analysis of responses to the consultation. Additionally, all responses may be disclosed on request, under the terms of the Freedom of Information Act. The Act gives a public right of access to any information held by a public authority, in this case HEFCE. This includes information provided in response to a consultation. We have a responsibility to decide whether any responses, including information about your identity, should be made public or treated as confidential. We can refuse to disclose information only in exceptional circumstances. This means responses to this consultation are unlikely to be treated as confidential except in very particular circumstances. Further information about the Act is available at www.informationcommissioner.gov.uk.
Respondent’s details

	Are you responding:

(Delete one)
	· On behalf of an organisation



	Name of responding organisation/individual
	……Society of Legal Scholars………………………………………………………………………

	Contact name
	…Professor Stephen Bailey…………………………………………………………………………

	Position within organisation (if applicable)
	…Hon Secretary…………………………………………………………………………

	Contact telephone number
	……0115 9515707………………………………………………………………………

	Contact e-mail address
	…Stephen.bailey@nottingham.ac.uk…………………………………………………………………………


Consultation questions 

(Boxes for responses can be expanded to the desired length.)
Consultation question 1a: Do you endorse our proposals for defining the broad group of science-based disciplines, and for dividing this into six main subject groups, in the context of our new approach to assessment and funding?
As Law clearly falls outside the group of science-based disciplines we have no comments on exactly where the line should be drawn or on the composition of the six broad groups. 
Consultation question 1b: Are there issues in relation to specific disciplines within this framework that we should consider? 

On the assumption that this question refers only to the science-based disciplines, we have no comments to make.
Consultation question 2a: Do you agree that bibliometric indicators produced on the basis that we propose can provide a robust quality indicator in the context of our framework? 

We remain firmly of the view that bibliometric indicators produced on the basis you propose (or indeed on any other conceivable basis) are wholly inappropriate for assessing the quality of research in Law. Reasons include the lack of international benchmarking for the majority of legal subjects that are tied to particular national jurisdictions; the wide variety of forms of output beyond journal articles in which high quality legal research is to be found; the lack of any consensus as to the ranking of law journals.
We cannot comment on the suitability of your approach for science-based subjects. We nevertheless observe that it is unclear what period of time will be specified as the period within which publications must appear if they are to be assessed and how many publications can be put forward for assessment. This is crucial if the workability of the new arrangements is to be assessed. 

The bibliometric approach attaches greater weight to the extent of citation of older work rather than the quality of more recent work (under the peer review system); it is not obvious that this is the right approach given that the purpose of the exercise is to drive funding for the future. 
Consultation question 2b: Are there particular issues of significance needing to be resolved that we have not highlighted?

The suggestion in para 35 that it might be possible to assess work published by staff employed in the HEI “at the time of publication” seems unworkable given the difficulties of establishing exact publication dates.
Consultation question 3a: What are the key issues that we should consider in developing light touch peer review for the non science-based disciplines?

That bibliometrics will provide no helpful information. Research student numbers and research income are helpful to the extent used in the current methodology, but not to any greater extent.
That Law is a distinct and already diverse subject area with a very large number of research active academics and must continue to have the equivalent of the current Law sub-panel.
In order for there to be a lighter touch we suggest that the collection of information about esteem indicators be discontinued, as this is of limited if any practical value, and that the RA5 narrative be drastically shortened to reduce the time spend crafting it and then reading it. Other suggestions for a lighter touch may come forward after completion of RAE 2008.

Consultation question 3b: What are the main options for the form and conduct of this review? 
The preferred option is to retain the current approach so far as is possible.
Consultation question 4: Is there additional quantitative information that we should use in the assessment and funding framework to capture user value or the quality of applied research, or other key aspects of research excellence? Please be specific in terms of what the information is, what essential element of research it casts light on, how it may be found or collected, and where and how it might be used within the framework. 

No
Consultation question 5: Are our proposals for the role of expert panels workable within the framework? Are there other key issues on which we might take their advice? 

We cannot comment on their role as regards Science based subjects, and their role as regards the others is as yet unclear.
Consultation question 6: Are there significant implications for the burden on the sector of implementing our new framework that we have not identified? What more can we do to minimise the burden as we introduce the new arrangements? 

While it is acknowledged that the new arrangements must minimise undesirable and unwanted effects on behaviours, it is not clear that potential effects have been properly thought through.
Consultation question 7: Do you consider that the proposals in this document are likely to have any negative impact on equal opportunities? What issues will we need to pay particular attention to? 

None of which we are aware affecting non-science based subjects. 
Consultation question 8: Do you have any other comments about our proposals, which are not covered by the above questions?

The introduction of different mechanisms for assessment of science-based and other subjects may have differential impacts on the careers of academics in the respective groups. The adoption of large groupings for science based subjects may have implications for the management of departments within such groups in HEIs. Nevertheless, we welcome the recognition that it would be wholly wrong to apply the approach proposed for science to subjects such as Law.
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