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High-scoring case studies in REF2014...

Articulated actual benetits to specific groups and evidenced their significance

and reach

68% of low-scoring cases did not articulate benefits and typically focused instead on pathway to impact
(compared to 16% of high scoring cases).

High-scoring impact case studies described on average 2.8 impacts, compared to an average of 1.8 impacts
described by low-scoring case studies. However, in the qualitative analysis, there were a similar number of

high-scoring case studies that were considered to have reached this score due to a clear focus on one single,
highly impressive impact, compared to those that were singled out for their impressive range of different impacts.
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F &;3”?% 20% of low-scoring cases gave grounds to doubt the quality of underpinning research (compared
¥ o to 2% of high-scoring cases).

Grounds for doubt and indications of quality were found in publication quality, funding sources,
narrative description of quality and contribution of the researcher to the underpinning research.

20%

Established links between research (cause) and impact

(effect) convincingly

Only 50% of low-scoring case studies clearly linked the underpinning research to claimed
impacts (compared to 97% of high-scoring cases).

Quantitative linguistic analysis (Reichard, 2017) showed high-scoring

| case studies were significantly more likely to include the phrase “led to”
linked to specific impacts, compared to low-scoring case studies which
were more likely to use the phrase “a range of” and the word
"improvement”, often linked to indicative lists of (rather than specific)
benefits or beneficiaries.
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Were easy to understand and well written - =
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53% of low-scoring impact case studies were considered easy to read for a

;gz non-specialist audience (compared to 73% high-scoring cases) R

73% Quantitative linguistic analysis (Reichard, 2017) showed high-scoring case v o |

;g;y/o studies were significantly different in their choice of words to the underpinning ROROR

73%(3 research they cited (e.g. more direct, plain language), compared to 30 53 53
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Scores for individual case studies in REF2014 were not made public, but based on the distribution of scores received
by some institutions (e.g. where all were given the same score based on publically available data from HEFCE), we
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identified 175 of the highest and lowest scoring case studies and analysed them using a combination of qualitative 30

thematic analysis and quantitative linguistic analysis. To achieve balance across all Main Panels, the sample included 20

85% of all known 4* case studies, supplemented by additional cases from Main Panel B where at least 85% of case

studies for a given institution scored 4* and the remaining cases scored 3* (n = 85). These were compared with a v I I

sample of case studies known to have scored either 1* or 2* (n = 90). Initial coding was conducted by 6 coders with
intercoder reliability (based on 5% sample) assessed at >90%, with subsequent thematic analysis conducted by two
of the coders. In this blog, we present preliminary findings based on the analysis of approximately half the data. High-scoring M Low-scoring
Analysis is ongoing and full results will be presented in a peer-reviewed paper later this year.
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