Typical review process

Partial randomisation

Distributed peer review

Al for remit checking

Al to identify low probability of
success

o

25 50 75
Percentage of respondents

100

N = 3441

. Strongly in favour
. Moderately in favour
" slightly in favour
Neither in favour or against
_ Slightly against
. Moderately against
. Strongly against



Scientific production in the era of large
I a n g u a g e m Od e I S https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adw3000

—— LLM-assisted —— non-LLM-assisted /~ 95% confidence interval

0.6

Signal loss
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3 productivity
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Model collapse

30 Human

Iteration 1

® Iteration 3

® Iteration5
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Guo et al (2024), Figure 4 https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2024.findings-naacl.228
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DPR experiments at The Volkswagen &
Foundation

e Applicants review other applications submitted for the same funding call

e “Open Up” programme - interdisciplinary projects, focus on innovation in the Humanities
and Social Sciences

e Parallel implementation of DPR and established panel review process

e Additional funding provided: funding recommendations from both panel review and DPR

e Mixed methods evaluation: quantitative analysis of data from submissions and surveys of
applicants, and qualitative interviews with a sample of applicants and other stakeholders

e Rich datasets to gain insight into dynamics of grant peer review e.g.:

Comparisons between review processes
Reviewer uncertainty

Consistency between reviewers

Stability of funding decision

Attitudes of actors

\EXXR
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First DPR experiment DPR 2.0 6

2024 ‘Open Up’ call

Experiment repeated in 2025

Minor changes to the call and
procedure

‘Live’ funding experiment

Wide interest in and

dissemination of results: Evaluation extended

: - Interviews with other funders
- RoRI working paper

- RoRI insights guide Comparison across years

: New outputs!
- Journal article P

-  Maetascience 25, ICSSI

These slides:
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Distributed Peer Review and Panel Review Process - B2
Parallel Processes

Panel review process

Proposals
recommended for
funding

Internal shortlisting

70 shortlisted in
both years

Review by
panellists

Panel discussion

140 reviews

Proposals submitted
2024:140
2025:161

DPR

Reviewer : . Proposals
. Peer review Proposal rankin P
assignment 9 or 10 reviews per Byt .p q o recommended for
: y trimmed mean .
4 or 5 reviews per proposal funding

applicant



Distributed Peer Review and Panel Review Process -

Parallel Processes

Panel review process

70 shortlisted in
both years

Internal shortlisting

Proposals
recommended for
funding

Review by
panellists

Panel discussion

140 reviews

Proposals submitted
2024:140
2025:161

DPR

Reviewer
assignment

4 or 5 reviews per
applicant

N

Per proposal: overall score, scores for each criteria & comment
(DPR only), scientific evaluation questions

Four funding criteria; exploratory nature & novelty, added value
of the constellation (multi-perspective approach), originality,
scientific quality

el

Peer review Proposal ranking Proposals
. . recommended for
9 or 10 reviews per By trimmed mean o
proposal unding

5



18 proposals funded in each year

Panel review process

Internal shortlisting

70 shortlisted in both
years

Review by panellists

Panel discussion

140 reviews

Proposals submitted
2024: 140
2025:161

15% increase in
submissions

DPR

Reviewer assignment
2024: 323 reviewers
2025: 379 reviewers

Peer review Proposal ranking
2024: 1387 reviews

2025:1607 reviews

By trimmed mean

2024:11
2025:9

Proposals recommended
for funding

Proposals selected by both
processes
2024:3
2025:1

Proposals recommended
for funding

2024:10
2025:10



Data collected at multiple timepoints: application, B2
on review, funding decision

e 4 |4 (AT

A A A

1 1 1

I I

! I

! I

! I

! A I 1 I

| 1 1 1 1 :
appication DPR and panel reviews Funding decision Post-funding
Applicant Review survey announced decision
expectations survey Applicant feedback survey iSr;[taelisihe?/!/ier
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Panel selected proposals are found across the 53
full range of DPR scores

2025
5 -

il
i

=N
:‘
—

il

f. UMWMMWW%MWMMM

Panel & DPR funded = DPR funded = Panel funded - Not funded
= (n=1) (n=9) (n=8) ~ (n=143)



Trimmed mean with 95% ClI

Overlap was lower in 2025, but consistent with the B2

same level of agreement as 2024

N w S (¢, (@] ~ (o]

2024
il H iw
1 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
Rank

Panel & DPR funded DPR funded Panel funded Not funded
= (n=3) = (n=7) = (n=8) = (n=122)

Trimmed mean with 95% CI

2025

| W%%%

1 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 161

Rank
= Panel & DPR funded N DPR funded = Panel funded Not funded
(n=1) (n=9) (n=8) (n=143)




Panel selected proposals are found across the
full range of DPR scores

2025
Funded -
Discussed
Shortlisted -
Not shortlisted |||““
Funded Discussed Shortlisted Not shortlisted
(n=9) (n=19) (n=42) (n=91)

Stage of panel process

Panel & DPR funded Panel funded __ DPR funded Not funded
(n=1) (n=8) (n=9) (n=143)



Not shortlisted

More DPR funded proposals were shortlisted in 53
the panel process in 2024

2024 2025

Funded- Funded-
Discussed Discussed
ShortlistedH »|| Shortlisted -

Not shortlisted - ||||||‘

Funded Discussed Shortlisted Not shortlisted Funded Discussed Shortlisted Not shortlisted
(n=11) (n=31) (n=28) (n=70) (n=9) (n=19) (n=42) (n=91)
Stage of panel process Stage of panel process
_ Panel & DPR funded Panel funded __ DPR funded Not funded ~ Panel & DPR funded Panel funded __ DPR funded Not funded

(n=3) (n=8) (n=7) (n=122) (n=1) (n=8) (n=9) (n=143)



Exploratory nature and novelty

Added value of the
constellation/
multi-perspective approach

Originality

Scientific quality

0.0

2024

0.2

m]

0.4

2025
VAY
e
VAY
_——
VA
—_——
VA
—
00 0.2 04

Estimate
2024: DPR R?= 0.93 Panel R?= 0.94 2025: DPR R?= 0.90 Panel R*=0.85



DPR funded proposals spanned slightly more

unique disciplines
2024

Social Sciences

Social and cultural anthropology etc Ii
History .
Art history, music, theeatre and media I7
studies

Literary Studies
Philosophy
Psychology .
Linguistics . ;
Educational Research I
Computer Science .
Natural Sciences l
Geography I
Ancient Cultures I
Jurisprudence
Theology
Life Sciences
Economics
Neurosciences
Construction, Engineering and Architecture
Medicine
Mechanical & Industrial engineering

Geophysics & Geodesy

0 20

No. proposals

Panel & DPR funded [l DPR funded

40

Panel funded

Not funded

60

Social Sciences

Philosophy

Art History, Music, Theatre & Media Studies
Social & Cultural Anthropology

History

Literary Studies

Computer Science

Psychology

Linguistics

Educational Research

Ancient Cultures

Jurisprudence

Geography

Economics

Construction Engineering & Architecture
Theology

Agriculture, Forestry & Veterinary Medicine
Zoology

Plant Sciences

Mathematics

Water Research

Medicine

Fluid Mechanics, Technical Thermodynamics &
Thermal Energy Engineering

Atmospheric Science, Oceanography and Climate
Research

2025

20 40
No. proposals

Panel & DPR funded [l DPR funded Panel funded

60

Not funded




Expectationsand
experience of DPR:
What do stakeholders

think?



Applicant expectations were consistently fairly 5
positive

Applicant characteristics were similar in both years:

e ~ 47% identified as female
e ~ 35% first generation university student
e Working in research for, on average, 14.5 years

Before participation:
e Over 73% believed DPR was fair

e Over 76% thought it would identify appropriate reviewers

e Around 85% believed it was suitable to assess their proposal

e Over 72% believed it would select the best proposals

e Over 68% thought DPR would select more adventurous proposals

e Less than 50% expected DPR and panel to select similar set of proposals



Feedback was also fairly positive 55

Optional feedback surveys:

- 127 applicants (39.3%) in 2024 Attitude towards future DPR

. . Very positive
- 9l applicants (24%) in 2025 yp e ——|
Somewhat
positive
. . Neutral e - - - - - - --------------
Over 63% of review comments considered ==
Somewhat
constructive negative NG
Very negative o1
Most funded respondents positive about taking part 0O 10 20 30 40 50
Percentage of responses

in DPR in future

B 2024 2025
(2024 = 82.8%, 2025 = 94.5%)

Many unfunded respondents also positive
(2024 =59.6%, 2025 = 71.7%)



Feedback commments and
stakeholder interviews revealed
benefits & disadvantages

Benefits

More efficient and can shorten time to
decision.

More (diverse) feedback

Addresses issues of reviewer recruitment
Educational

Enjoyable/interesting process

Fairer/more democratic

Disadvantages
Increased burden for applicants
Gaming

No opportunity for
discussion/clarification

Reviewers lack experience or expertise



&expertise



Minor differences in review comments according to &

career stage

Automated analysis of review
comments from 2024 and 2025

Content categories and sentiment per
sentence

E.g. ‘Does the sentence address the
feasibility of the proposed research
project?’

Prevalence per comment and on
average

Minor variation in comment
content/sentiment; small effects

2024

Track record

Suggestion 100%
Negative
3
Positive
Method !
Proposal

Early career
0-8 yrs

——

Mid-late career
13-19 yrs

Relevance, originality,
topicality

Suitability

Feasibility

Applicant

Applicant quantity

Early-mid career
9-12 yrs

Late career
20 -52yrs

2025

Track record
Suggestion

Negative

Positive

Method

Proposal

Early career
2-8 yrs

——

Mid-late career
14-19 yrs

Relevance, originality,
topicality

Suitability

Feasibility

Applicant

Applicant quantity

Early-mid career
9-13 yrs

Late career
20 -55yrs



Minimal differences according to disciplinary RS

alighment

Alignment between applicant
disciplinary expertise and proposal
under review:

2024: within/ outside of discipline

2025: disciplinary closeness
(less close/close/closest)

Minimal differences in
content/sentiment of comments or
scores awarded according to
disciplinary alignment

2024

Track record

Relevance, originality,

Suggestion

topicality
50%

Negative Suitability
Positive Feasibility
Method Applicant

Proposal Applicant quantity

Out of discipline =—e— Within discipline

2025

Track record
Relevance, originality,

S i
vggestion topicality

50%
Negative Suitability

Positive Feasibility
Method Applicant
Proposal Applicant quantity
——e— |ess close Close =——e— Closest



Minimal differences according to disciplinary

alighment

Alignment between applicant
disciplinary expertise and proposal
under review

2024: within/ outside of discipline

2025: disciplinary closeness
(less close/close/closest)

Minimal differences in

9

8

content/sentiment of comments or

scores awarded according to
disciplinary alignment

Within discipline
n=940

Outside of discipline
n=447

0o

Less close
n=508

Close
n=787

Closest
n=312




Minimal differences according to previous

reviewing experience

60% of applicants had previous
experience of funding peer review

No significant difference in average
scores awarded; the most experienced
applicant-reviewers tended to award
slightly higher scores

Minimal differences in comment
content and sentiment

—_—

—

0o

Peer review of funding
applications and member
of a funding panel

1 1
1 1
I
I
1
|
I
1
I
I
II II I
1 I
4 5 6 1 2 3

4 5 6

Distribution of scores awarded according to review experience

No funding peer review
experience

1
1
1 2 3 4 5 6 1

Peer review of funding
applications

2 3
Score awarded

0

Track record G : Group mean
: 00% Relevance, originality,
Suggestion 1 o
topicality
Negative o Suitability
Positive " Feasibility
Method Applicant
Proposal Applicant quantity
No funding peer review Peer review of funding
experience (n=665) applications (n=608) -
Peer review of funding These Slldes-
applications and member .
ol i s bit.ly/tomstafford

(n=311)
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Findings so far...

Many findings consistent across both years; others only partially consistent

Some overlap between DPR and panel decisions but also divergence in processes and
selected proposals

DPR increases the total time spent reviewing but this is distributed more equally between
more people

Modest stability of funding decisions, potentially due to inter-reviewer variability; trimming
helps

No evidence that less experienced or more disciplinary distant reviewers are ‘worse’
reviewers

Suggested benefits: faster time to decision, ‘democratisation’ of funding evaluation

Common concerns: applicant workload, ‘gaming’, reviewer expertise



Conclusions

Comparison between two processes is challenging; conventional
system seen as ‘tried and tested’
o Avoid considering familiar systems as normative; recognise
both have trade-offs

Implications for peer review more widely:
o Reflects the different functions of peer review
o From the ‘wisdom of the gatekeeper’ to the ‘wisdom of the
(expert) crowd’

These slides:
bit.ly/tomstafford



http://bit.ly/tomstafford
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RoRI Working Paper No. 17

Applicants as
Reviewers: Evaluating
the Risks, Benefits, and

APPLICANTS AS
REVIEWERS: A GUIDE
TO DISTRIBUTED

Research Integrity and Peer Review

PEER REVIEW Potential of Distributed

Peer Review for Grant
Funding Allocations

RESEARCH | Article in Press

Applicants as reviewers: a mixed methods evaluation
of the risks, benefits, and potential of distributed peer

Anna Butters®, Melanie Benson Marshall*, Stephen Pinfield, Tom . f f d " o

Stafford, Alexander Bondarenko, Barbara Neubauer, Robert review ror grant un Ing allocations
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Still to come!

Upcoming reports/papers:
e RoRI Working Paper II: DPR at the Volkswagen Foundation
e DPR as an insight into peer review

e Automated analysis of review comments

Next:
e Comprehensive overview of DPR
o  When, why and how (not) to use

o Informed by the Volkswagen Foundation experiments
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THEFUTURE OF

PEER

REVIEW

A system-wide perspective

The Future of Peer Review:
A system-wide perspective
Stephen Pinfield, Ludo Waltman, Peter Kolarz, https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.fig
Kathleen Gregory, André Brasil share.32685351
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Thank you

Tom Stafford
t.stafford@researchonresearch.org
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