Research Review Exercise (RRE) Humanities RRE Guidance for Reviewers
Research Review Exercise Review Timeline
1. Reviewer allocation by 24th November
2. 8th December 2025 to 24th April 2026: Output Review Period
3. 27th April to late May 2026: Reconciliation of grades and finalising grades and comments
4. Early June 2026: Reporting to RSG and HRSC
5. w/c 15th June 2026: Results publication to authors via the Pure review module

Guidance for reviewing outputs
Review Platform: Detailed guidance on how to record your review in Pure is available here.   You can also watch a short video guide of how to complete your review.
Accepting Reviews: Your Departmental Lead has assigned you as reviewer for the outputs listed.  Please only decline a review if there is a considerable conflict of interest, such as being a co-author on the output.
Tracking Reviews: You can use the dashboard (see Pure guide) to track progress with your reviews.

Criteria
This brief guidance document draws from the REF2021 Guidance on Submissions and Panel Criteria to summarise what we need from reviewers.
The REF2021 criteria define three areas for assessing the quality level of an output: originality, significance and rigour.
Originality is the extent to which the output makes an important and innovative contribution to understanding and knowledge in the field. Research outputs that demonstrate originality may do one or more of the following: 
· produce and interpret new empirical findings or new material; 
· engage with new and/or complex problems; develop innovative research methods, methodologies and analytical techniques; 
· show imaginative and creative scope; provide new arguments and/or new forms of expression, formal innovations, interpretations and/or insights; 
· collect and engage with novel types of data; and/or advance theory or the analysis of doctrine, policy or practice, and new forms of expression.
· 
Significance is the extent to which the work has influenced, or has the capacity to influence, knowledge and scholarly thought, or the development and understanding of policy and/or practice. 
Rigour is the extent to which the work demonstrates intellectual coherence and integrity, and adopts robust and appropriate concepts, analyses, sources, theories and/or methodologies.
Grading of outputs:
	4+ 
	4 
	4- 
	3+ 
	3 
	3- 
	2+ 
	2 
	2- 
	1+ 
	1 
	1- 
	0 (ungraded) 

	Quality that is world-leading in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 
	Quality that is internationally excellent in terms of originality, significance and rigour but which falls short of the highest standards of excellence. 
	Quality that is recognised internationally in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 
	Quality that is recognised nationally in terms of originality, significance and rigour. 
	Quality that falls below the standard of nationally recognised work. Or work which does not meet the published definition of research for the purposes of this assessment. 


Notes on the criteria and definitions of the starred levels:
· World-leading’ quality denotes an absolute standard of quality in each unit of assessment. 
· ‘World-leading’, ‘internationally’ and ‘nationally’ in this context refer to quality standards. They do not refer to the nature or geographical scope of particular subjects, nor to the locus of research nor its place of dissemination. For example, research which is focused within one part of the UK might be of ‘world-leading’ standard. Equally, work with an international focus might not be of ‘world-leading, internationally excellent or internationally recognised’ standard. 

Examples of Reviewer Comments 
	(4*) This article is a significant original contribution to conceptual and methodological debates in both International Relations Theory and International Security. The article outlines a new conceptual framework for understanding the role played by metaphors in thinking about international politics and international security. The article demonstrates that the network metaphor provides a partial understanding of international politics that gives rise to distinctive forms of violence. This poses serious questions about the methodological usefulness of the network metaphor. The article proposes an alternate methodological concept to replace network thinking. Published in a top 10 ranked journal, the article makes a distinctive intervention into current international politics thinking.

	(4*) This is the first critical and original study of the relationship between Mussolini and Hitler, leaders of the world's most powerful and significant fascist regimes that were allied in the Axis. The book, the subject of eight years of research in German, Italian, and British archives, proposes an original interpretation of this relationship that governs conventional top-down political histories and recent accounts of generic fascism. Instead, the book places the leaders' relationship in the context of the social and cultural history of politics, more specifically, the cultural history of diplomacy. The book is a rigorous, systematic contribution to the relationship between culture and politics and adds to the international literature on fascism in Italy and Germany, but also on authoritarian leadership more generally.

	(4*) This co-authored book is the outcome of an ESRC grant project on which I was co-investigator, and which is a major UK empirically-based study into shared living across the lifecourse. Its contribution to the literature comes from its combination of cases and contexts (looking at both intentional shared living and those who are forced to share due to current austerity, e.g. lodging or taking a lodger), and it has an original approach which focuses upon the everyday practices and realities of sharing with non-kin. I have contributed to both the research on which the book is based, its main arguments, and have written 2 of the chapters (on time, and the conclusion), as well as work on the ideology chapter, therefore significantly contributing to the final text.

	(3*) The paper - reporting as it does a substantial dataset of 217 participants in a significantly novel comparative analysis of committed actors for biodiversity and committed actors for social and other non-biodiversity causes - constitutes a significant expansion of the research on motivations for committed action for biodiversity. Its contribution to policy is important insofar as it highlights the limitations of the economic discourses that currently dominate environmental valuation. 

	(3*) This article features an innovative methodology combining survey data with qualitative data collected using time diaries over 3 months where participants explained their experiences of online and civic community engagement in their own words. The analysis of these data sources allowed us to provide an in-depth account of how online tools are used to supplement existing forms of civic and political engagement in the community. We sought to contribute to the literature by providing evidence of the existence of nuanced and indirect mechanisms linking internet use and processes of civic engagement. The approach in prior research has often been to try and identify THE direct effect. This piece supports the need for a more sophisticated and complex understanding of the repertoire of tools and spheres that citizens exploit and merge when they engage politically.

	(3*) This article provides a detailed analysis of the political sociology of the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change through an analysis of the social networks that lie behind processes of author selection and socialisation into IPCC norms. It goes significantly beyond existing literature on this field in part because of the depth of the statistical and social network analysis and the combination of this with use of an author survey to connect author experiences to the specific patterns we identified. We demonstrate the dominance of specific research institutions in both training authors and coordinating research that contributes to IPCC reports and show that the boundary between research on climate policy and the IPCC's evaluation of that research is much more blurred than official rhetoric suggests.



NB: Comments should NOT be along the lines of:
· This arises from a funded research project so it must be good
· This book has been nominated for a prize
· Published in an internationally recognised journal
· A summary of what the paper is about
