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Seminar overview

Quick review of Seminar 1 3 types of evidence; contextualization of reach

Analysis of top scoring case studies
Music, Psychology, Clinical Medicine, Earth Sciences and Law

Good enough evidence

Writing style

Advisory checklist for authors

Questions



Summary of seminar 1

• The Purpose, Structure and Rules

• Authors must think like a reviewer

Authors and internal reviewers must be clear about

• Contribution – the golden thread

• Reach – the proportion of each beneficiary population that has felt the benefit

• Significance – the level of benefit that has been felt

Three types of evidence

• As an author

• As a reviewer

Logic models can facilitate this shared view



The genre's purpose...

Describe the impact(s) 

that the quality research (min 2*) 

has contributed to 

in enough detail and 

with enough evidence 

to allow the reviewer 

to award it the highest possible 
star rating. 

Title

Summary

Underpinning research 

Details of impact

Sources to corroborate



Review process

Check simple 
rules

Is the research 
characteristic of 
the Unit of 
Assessment?

Judge the 
research quality

Judge the level 
of the 
contribution of 
the research to 
the impact

Judge the rigor 
and robustness 
of the reach 
and significance 
evidence

Assign overall 
rating

Hygiene rules

More complex assessments



Analysing Impact Case Studies
The evidence and the writing style



Chosen case studies: all 4*

Unit of Assessment Titles

Music Curating new expressions of Mali’s musical heritage: Trio De Kali and the Kronos Quartet

Psychology The impact of hope-based research on practitioners, offenders, patients and their carers

Psychology New clinical approaches for the effective diagnosis and treatment of obsessive-
compulsive and related disorders

Clinical Medicine Transforming the diagnostic pathway for men at risk of prostate cancer by the 
introduction of magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)

Earth Sciences Transforming Government assessments of flood risk and resilience through improved 
understanding of uncertainties in flood risk modelling.

Law Dealing with the Past in Northern Ireland



Malian musical heritage: good practice

Summary focuses on impact not research

Indicators of quality: hygiene rules

Engagement with beneficiaries within the 
research



Mali musical heritage: good practice
Research outputs referenced in Details of impact

Clear statement of beneficiary groups: hinting at 
contextualisation

Clear statement of impact types



Mali musical heritage: good practice

Simple but varied 
evidence types: liberally 

referenced in the 
Details of impact 

section

Majority of page limit 
for Details of Impact



Mali musical heritage: possible improvements

No details about the workshop: attendees / 
purpose

Text hints at lots of quartets, but only 4 
mentioned. Were the 15 performances by 
different quartets? 640 downloads – all by 

quartets?



Mali musical heritage: possible improvements

Some reach figures and a few testimonial quotes: 
two from the performers and two from audience 
members. Quite weak evidence to back-up this 

claim. Could any audience survey work have 
been done?



Mali musical heritage: possible improvements

Final para is about impact 
on the Mali players but 
listed under impact on 

cultural producers.

Not clear how the written 
research outputs contribute 
to the impact: no references 
in Details section (to any of 

the outputs)



Hope-based research: good practice

Title and Summary are impact focused

Some cross referencing to research to show 
contribution

Inclusion of quotes and indicating seniority



Hope-based research: good practice

Quotes from all parties in the intervention programme

Awards used as indicators of impact: previously 
judged/assessed by other independent mechanism



Hope-based research: improvements

Headings in Details of Impact aren’t about impact: activities

Contextualise more: 4 hospitals out of how many 
(mentions 5 later)? Paediatric cancer: 180 cases per 
year; helped 700. Could it have helped 900 by the end 
of the census period?

How many practitioners? Any way of knowing how 
many people they have worked with?



Hope-based research: improvements

Can benefit? The reviewer is looking for 
evidence that is has

Impact census period, in RAE2020, started 1st October 
2013. How many of the 408 participated after that 
date?

No quote from this testimonial? Why?



Hope-based research: improvements

Nothing explicit 
that demonstrates 
research is 2 star or 

higher

Training and 
consultation section 
– lots of space but 

little value.

Evidence mostly 
post-hoc



Treat for obsessive-compulsive: good practice

Details section starts with Research to Impact 
pathway

Clearly stating when the impact occurred

Lots of examples of direct causal links 
between research and impact: this is just 2 

examples

A peer-reviewed published study used as impact evidence

Underpinning research has some immediate contextualisation



Treat for obsessive-compulsive: improvements

The summary doesn’t say where 
the guidelines were change

This seems to suggest the research has only 
affected their own Centre – none of the 

other 3. But the 120 could be referrals from 
the others. Ideally this should be clear. 

This section on training / CPD only has a 
small amount of reach evidence (that is not 

contextualised) and no significance 
evidence



Treat for obsessive-compulsive: improvements

No indicators for research 
quality

Most evidence is 
contribution focused e.g. 

manifestos, treatment 
guidelines, etc. No usage 

figures given and significance 
evidence is sparse

Most presented evidence is 
about reach. 



Prostate cancer: good practice
Title and summary work well together. 

Summary describes the reach and 
significance of some impacts but…

Clear problem statement at the start of the 
underpinning research.

Uses own research to extrapolate to the 
impact after the rollout of the new pathway 

but…



Prostate cancer: good practice

There are 7 large scale 
studies post-rollout that 
are used as evidence for 
the majority of claimed 
patient related impacts



Prostate cancer: improvements

Title activity not impact 
focused

No indicators to help 
research quality assessment

No attempt to estimate the 
additional GVA for the 
companies mentioned

Most of the early claims for 
impact are based on 

estimates from the research 
findings: could anything have 

been done to check this in 
the real clinical population?



Flood risk: good practice
Summary describes reach and significance

Clear statement of the problem in reach 
and significance

Every impact claimed has a heading in the 
Details and everyone links back to some of 

the listed research



Flood risk: good practice

Used wining of a prize that judged impact 
as evidence of the impact: ‘dear reviewer 

someone else has done your work for you’

Most evidence sources have an additional 
statement about what they are 

corroborating

Regularly weaves in quotes from the 
evidence for both 

reach/significance/contribution justification



Flood risk: good practice

Includes proxies for 
research quality

Use of LSE press 
release on changes to 
Government practice

All evidence used from 
the public domain: Gov
publications / reports 

etc. 



Flood risk: improvements

Summary claims whole UK impact but all evidence 
relates to England. This policy area is actually 

devolved to the 4 nations that make up the UK, so 
this claim has no evidence to back it up



Northern Ireland: good practice

The best summary of all the examples. Refs 
significance and reach. Breaks down the impact 

and includes pathway information. 

Clear problem statement with clear scale that 
contextualises the reach

A suite of indicators of quality for all the 
Underpinning Research



Northern Ireland: good practice

Every impact claim has a link to the Underpinning 
research

Clearly within Census Period

Contextualised percentages



Northern Ireland: good practice

Evidence is all independent and 
covers whole impact census 

period. Much of it comes from 
high profile sources e.g. Minister 
of State, well known figures from 
the various parties representing 
the different communities, etc

Media activities: all outlets are 
listed with their consumption 

data (e.g. listeners, readers, etc)



Northern Ireland: minor improvements

Short statement on delay. Ideally the state of the 
legislation at the end of the census period should 

be clear. This is quite hard to decipher in the 
Details section



Evidence types
• Digital Science analysed evidence used in all REF2014 case studies (Loach 

et al.)
• 8 broad evidence types:
1. Testimonials
2. Reports
3. Article
4. Media
5. Activity
6. IP
7. Award
8. Legal



These case studies had

Evidence 
type

Mali Hope OCD Prostate Flood NI

Testimonial 9 7 1 1 1 2

Report 1 13 2 3 4

Article 8

Media 6 4 3

Activity 1

Award 2 1 1

Legal 1 6



Good enough evidence

Individual evidence tends to be simple e.g. 
testimonials, reports in the public domain, media, etc

All establish the credibility of the source

Usage of the evidence to triangulate argument to reduce uncertainty in claim of impact. 

One case study had lots evidence from peer-reviewed academic publications

Tends to be collected as time passes; rather than post 
hoc

Needs good data management practices to collect / store / categorise

All three evidence types present in all Some had more reach / pathway evidence than significance.



Writing style

None require subject expertise: easy to read

Logical and structured
Good use of headings / bold / cross-references

Reduce reader workload

Hit the genre’s purpose and the 
sub-elements

Majority forget some of the simple hygiene rules

Focus of majority of text explaining the impact 
/ evidence



Writer checklist



Impact 
claims

• What impact claims am I trying to make?

• Who was involved in the pathway?

• Who or what is the beneficiary and how did they/it benefit?

• What is the ranking (biggest to smallest in terms of reach / significance) of those impact claims?

Evidence

• Does every impact claim have an array of evidence; reach, significance and level of contribution?

• Is the evidence of the appropriate rigour for the system the research was intended to change / discipline area?

• Is any of testimonial evidence just someone’s opinion? Can those opinions be justified with quant/qual evidence?

Structure

• Is my assessment of the ranking of my impact claims obvious in how I have written the case study?

• Is the contribution of the research obvious to every impact claim?

• Have I got enough room to explain all the impact claims, especially the smaller ones? Spend too long describing the research?

• Have I used too much room to explain the research and justify its quality?

Reviewer

• Does the text help the reviewer to assess the hygiene rules quickly and efficiently?

• Are the impact claims clearly laid out in the Summary and then in the Details section?

• Is it easy to read and understand or will a reviewer have to put extra effort in?



Summary

• The best way to learn to write ICS
• Read that genre: at least 10 different case studies, note their good points and 

areas to improve

• Practice implementing those good points and avoiding the mistakes

• In making your author choices (grammar, words, structure, content, 
etc) always be guided by the genre’s purpose and the reviewer’s 
needs.

• Don’t get too hung up on the evaluation of impact question

• But do collect simple evidence routinely and use that array of 
evidence wisely to reduce a reviewer’s doubt in the impact claim



Questions
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