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In each metric (teaching  
on my course, assessment 
and feedback, academic 
support, non-continuation, 
graduate employment or 
further study and highly 
skilled employment or 
further study), institutions 
were given a �ag if they 
performed signi�cantly well 
or badly (in a statistical 
sense) compared with a 
benchmark value.

An institution could have 
achieved one of �ve different 
�ags in each metric: ++ (if they 
performed particularly well 
against the benchmark), 
+ (if they performed well), 
= (if there was no statistically
signi�cant difference from the
benchmark), � (if they per-
formed badly against the
benchmark) and � � (if they
performed particularly badly).

Times Higher Education 
counted the number of times 
an institution achieved a �ag 
in each category (six being  
the maximum) and then  
sorted the �nal table  
according to TEF award,  
then �ag performance and 
�nally by average Z-score 
across the six metrics.  
A Z-score is a numerical  
value that expresses how  
far the institution deviated 
from the benchmark in a  
particular  metric.

Who were the movers?
Thanks to work by THE data 
scientist Billy Wong, the  
analysis also means it is easy 
to identify which institutions 
would have been given an  
initial TEF assessment, based  
on the core metrics, that  
was different from the �nal 
outcome.

According to the of�cial  
TEF guidance document, “when 
looking at the delivery mode  
in which providers teach the 
most students”,  an institution 
“with three or more positive 
�ags (either + or ++) and no 
negative �ags (either � or � �) 
should be considered initially 
as Gold” while an institution 
“with two or more negative 
�ags should be considered ini-


