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Process description for partial 
randomisation in Explore 2025 

Summary 

This report describes how Formas designed and implemented partial randomisation in Explore 
2025. The report includes an account of why partial randomisation is used for Explore explicitly, 
how the process was developed, and the outcomes of using the process in Explore 2025. 

The call Explore receives a very high volume of applications from a wide range of research fields, 
and many are of very high quality. In this situation, fine-grained ranking becomes hard to justify 
and explain, and decisions risk being driven by bias, irrelevant factors and uncontrolled chance 
rather than real differences in quality. Partial randomisation is used to make selection clearer, more 
transparent and fairer while keeping peer-review at the core of the process. 

The process replaces the review panel meeting with partial randomisation. For each review panel, 
applications are divided into three groups using an overall measure, called final quality score, built 
from standardised grades and reviewers’ priority values. 

Outstanding applications are awarded directly; non-competitive applications are rejected directly; 
and a randomisation pool of competitive, equivalent-quality applications is selected by weighted 
randomisation. To support legitimacy and Formas’ mandate, the randomisation also applies quotas 
by legal sex in line with application pressure within each review panel.  

The randomisation is carried out in R, at a minuted meeting, with the code, dataset and seed saved 
for auditability and reproducibility.  

Explore 2025 resulted in 2 percent direct awards, 21 percent entering randomisation, and 77 
percent direct rejections. Among applications in randomisation, 29 percent were awarded funding. 
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An introduction to partial randomisation 

Partial randomisation addresses challenges in the assessment process 

Partial randomisation uses chance for a subset of applications 

Partial randomisation is a method for selecting which applications receive funding in which a 
subset of applications is selected by chance—hence the term partial randomisation. 

Too many high-quality applications 

Partial randomisation has been developed as a way of addressing certain challenges that can arise in 
assessment processes. Often, this concerns calls that receive a large volume of high-quality 
applications. In such a situation, it may be impossible to identify relevant differences in quality in 
an impartial and transparent way. 

One of the limits of peer review is the inability to make absolute rankings when applicants are very similar. This 
happens in particular after a first peer reviewed selection or ranking of a short-list of proposals that will definitely 
be funded, and rejection of those proposals that will definitely not be funded. In between these extremes, there is a 
“grey zone” of applications that differ so little from each other that they can essentially be considered equal in 
quality, and peer reviewers have difficulties in selecting among them. 

— Bendiscioli & Garfinkel 2021, p. 5 

Applications from different research fields 

Challenges can also arise in calls that receive applications from very different research fields, 
disciplines and combinations of disciplines. The assessment of an application’s qualities must 
always be based on the research practice(s) on which the application is grounded. This means that 
two applications from different research practices will be assessed in different ways—even when 
the same assessment criteria have been used—and, consequently, that their respective qualities are 
not directly comparable. 

Limited expertise 

Another challenge that can arise in such calls is that the collective expertise of a review panel 
cannot cover all research fields and research practices equally. This creates a risk that the 
assessment of applications is influenced more by the presence of expertise than by the application’s 
actual qualities. 

Counteracting bias 

Partial randomisation has also been used for calls that aim to promote novelty and originality, or 
calls where it is observed that certain research questions, higher education institutions, or groups of 
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applicants are not funded to the extent desired due to biases. In such situations, the challenge is to 
reduce the risk that bias affects the outcome. In processes that require consensus, which is often 
the case in panel meetings, reviewers as a group tend to favour less risky and more conventional 
projects (Lane et al. 2021; Mackeprang Keldke et al. 2023). 

Traditional ways of addressing these challenges are not always sufficient 

For the assessment process to be impartial, transparent and to treat applicants and applications 
equally, these challenges must be addressed. The challenges can be mitigated through various 
forms of measures and support, such as broader recruitment of reviewers, reviewer training, 
requiring declarations of conflicts of interest, ensuring each application is read by multiple 
reviewers, having pre-defined scoring criteria and scoring matrices, and standardising scores 
and/or complementing them with relative scores. However, the challenges may in some cases be 
so extensive or of such a nature that such measures and support need to be complemented by 
additional actions—such as partial randomisation. 

Different funders use partial randomisation in different ways 

Fairer and more transparent assessment processes 

In an international context, partial randomisation is not new. There is a number of other research 
and innovation funders that have used partial randomisation for several years. Examples include 
the Swiss National Science Foundation (SNSF), the Research Council of Norway (RCN), the 
Volkswagen Foundation, the British Academy, and the Canadian New Frontiers in Research Fund. 
The most common reason funders use partial randomisation is to make assessment processes fairer 
and more transparent (Woods and Wilsdon 2021), but reasons also include decreasing the burden 
on reviewers and making assessment processes more efficient. 

Similarities and differences 

Partial randomisation can be implemented in many different ways depending on what you want to 
achieve and what the rest of the assessment process looks like (Shaw 2023; Feliciani et al. 2024). 
There are also legal, technical, procedural and other contextual facors that play a role in the process 
design. Most funders that use partial randomisation place it as a step after expert peer review, in 
order to retain peer review at the core of the assessment process. Beyond this, there are major 
differences. One key difference concern which applications are included in the randomisation pool.  

Table 1 provides a simplified overview of different approaches. All examples included in this 
overview use partial randomisation after peer review. 

Partial randomisation offered a tool to improve [funders’] selection procedures while maintaining the core 
mechanism for the necessary quality control: expert reviewers’ judgement. 

— Bendiscioli et al. 2022, p. 72, translation by Formas. 
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Lottery between applications close to the funding threshold 

Our first example is the Swiss National Science Foundation, SNSF, which uses partial 
randomisation as a method for selecting which applications close to the funding threshold should 
be funded (type 1 in Table 1). The SNSF uses Bayesian modelling to identify applications near the 
funding threshold and then sends these to a lottery (Heyard et al. 2022). In this approach, 
applications are not divided into different groups. Instead, partial randomisation is used as a 
tiebreaker where needed. This way of using partial randomisation requires that applications have 
been scored in a way that makes it possible to identify differences in quality in an impartial way. A 
useful indicator for this could be that the standard deviation of the grades is low or that there are 
not too many applications that are awarded the same grades or grading profile. This may, for 
example, apply to calls with fewer applications, higher success rates, less dispersion in scores, or 
where applications come from similar research fields. 

Three groups of applications – one of which goes to randomisation 

Our second example is the Volkswagen Foundation. They have used partial randomisation for the 
call Experiment! – Search of Bold research ideas, and the method is described in their own 
methodological review and in follow-up studies (Volkswagen Foundation 2017; Simon 2025). 
Here, expert peer review is carried out by a jury that divides the applications that pass an initial 
screening into three groups: (1) top rated applications, (2) applications of similar and fundable 
quality, and (3) not worthy of funding. Applications in group 1 are funded directly and applications 
in group 2 go to randomisation where some are selected for funding using chance. The last group 
is rejected without randomisation. This approach is sometimes referred to as partial randomisation 
with upper and lower thresholds (Shaw 2023). This type of partial randomisation is useful when 
applications are numerous and the success rate is low, when many applications are of similar 
quality and come from different areas, and/or when you see a need to mitigate the effects of bias 
on applications are funded. 

Two-step process with randomisation as step two 

The final example presented here is the British Academy, which uses partial randomisation for its 
call Small Research Grants (British Academy 2025; Leverhulme Trust 2023; British Academy 2026). 
Here, peer review is used to identify fundable projects. Applications are therefore divided into two 
groups. All applications that have been assessed as fundable are included in the randomisation 
pool, where chance selects which ones receive funding. The applications that are not assessed as 
fundable are rejected without randomisation. This type of partial randomisation suits calls where, 
for various reasons, you do not want or need to make a finer-grained assessment of application 
quality—for example, because the grants awarded are not very large. 
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Table 1. Examples of different ways of using partial randomisation. “Number of groups” refers to how many groups 
applications are divided into prior to randomisation. The table is inspired by Feliciani et al. 2024. 

Type No of groups 
created 

Which applications are 
randomised? 

Examples of funders 

1 0 Applications with the same score. - Swiss National Science Foundation 
- Research Council of Norway 

2 3 Fundable applications 
– except the very best. 

- Volkswagen Foundation 
- Austrian Science Fund 

3 2 All fundable applications - British Academy 
- New Frontiers in Research Fund 

4 1 All applications - n/a 
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Why do we use partial randomisation in Explore? 

Three main challenges 

Many applications of very high quality 

Since the call first opened in 2024, Explore has received around 1,100 applications a year. That is 
almost 50 percent more than the equivalent part of the previous Annual Open Call. And the 
applications we receive are consistently of very high quality. 

In Explore 2024 and 2025, almost 300 applications received an average grade of 6 (“Excellent”) or 
7 (“Outstanding”). That is just over a quarter of all applications in the call (Figure 1) and more than 
three times as many applications as we can fund, given the available budget for the call. More than 
half of the applications have an average grade of 5 (“Very good”). 

Even if we had only taken forward applications with an average grade of 6 or 7 to a review panel 
meeting – if we had used one – there would still have been so many applications, of such string 
qualities, that it would not have been possible to rank them in a factual and clear way. 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of average grades (1-7) in Explore 2025. The data for Explore 2024 are largely identical. 

A striking diversity of applications 

The applications submitted to Explore come from a wide range of research fields. This creates 
extra challenges for the possibility of assessing and comparing applications in a factual and 
consistent way. 

The diversity is clearly seen when analysing applications using the research subject codes that 
applicants must use to classify their project. These codes come from Statistics Sweden’s (SCB’s) 
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classification and are not chosen freely. The SCB classification has three levels of detail, where 
“research subject areas” are the highest level (SCB 2026). There are six broad research subject 
areas: natural sciences, engineering and technology, medical and health sciences, agricultural 
sciences and veterinary medicine, social sciences, and humanities and arts. These are then divided 
into 42 research subject groups, which are then divided into around 300 research subjects. 

Among the 1,024 applications under assessment in Explore 2025, there are 369 unique research 
subjects and 918 unique combinations of research subjects (Figure 2). This does not include 
variation within subject areas, theory and methods, study objects, or geographies. This means that 
the diversity of the application population is, most likely, even greater than what the research 
subject areas can show. 

Consequently, the applications that would have been discussed and compared in a review panel 
meeting, if we had used one, would not only have been very similar in quality—they would also 
have come from research fields that are so different that comparison is, in practice, impossible. 

 
Figure 2. The figure shows the number of times a research subject area is selected for applications under Explore 
2025. Ecology is the most common. 

Different reviewers read different applications 

Another factor that makes comparison across applications hard is that reviewers most likely hev 
ready only a small share of the applications that would need to be compared at a review panel 
meeting. This is partly because a call like Explore needs many reviewers to cover both the volume 
of applications and the range of expertise. Another reason is that reviewers read the applications 
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where they have the strongest expertise. Because the applications are so different from one 
another, they often need unique combinations of reviewers. 

If we assume that each reviewer receives a typical spread of applications in terms of quality, then 
each reviewer would have read about a quarter of the applications discussed at the review panel 
meeting—assuming we included all applications with an average score of 6 or 7. If, instead, we had 
included 1.5 times as many applications as can be funded, which is in line with Formas’ standard 
process, reviewers would on average have read two of the roughly 25 applications that would have 
been discussed at the review panel meeting. 

The challenge summarised 

Taken together, the large number of applications, the wide range of research fields, and the fact 
that many applications are of a very high quality create a situation where the outcome is at high risk 
of being driven more by irrelevant factors, different types of bias, and uncontrolled chance than by 
real differences in quality. In other words, it becomes too difficult for reviewers—and ultimately 
Formas—to explain clearly and impartially why one application should be funded instead of 
another. In this situation, partial randomisation can make the selection process clearer, more 
transparent and fairer, because all applications of equivalent quality have the same chance of being 
funded. 
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Developing a process for partial randomisation 

A challenge-driven approach 

Our work to develop a process for partial randomisation started in spring 2025 and finished in 
spring 2026. We used a challenge-driven approach, with analysis, prototyping and ongoing 
evaluation as key parts of the work. 

The process can be described through four stages that followed one another. In practice, the work 
was much more iterative, but to explain it clearly, we have had to simplify the story slightly. The 
four stages were: 

• Map the problems and opportunities in Explore – to understand what the problems are, how we can 
make sense of them, and what opportunities could arise if we change the assessment process. 

• Review legal and principled conditions – to find out whether partial randomisation is compatible with 
the Administrative Procedure Act and the principles for funding that Formas must follow. 

• Set design requirements and design parameters – to specify what requirements and qualities the partial 
randomisation process must meet, and to identify what choices are available in the process 
design. 

• Design the process through a set of design choices – to make deliberate design choices so the process 
meets the design requirements as well as possible. 

Problems and opportunities 

As previously explained, the most common reason funders use partial randomisation is to make 
assessment processes more transparent and fairer. This may include reducing the risk that different 
types of bias affect the outcome—for example, bias linked to applicants’ career stage, choice of 
research topic, or affiliation. It can also mean giving niche, high-novelty, or underrepresented 
research areas a better chance of being funded. Other reasons include using reviewers’ time more 
efficiently or make a funding selection for applications that are so similar in quality that they cannot 
be ranked impartially. But what are the problems and opportunities specifically in Explore? 

Many very strong applications – from a wide range of research fields 

As mentioned above, Explore is characterised by a large number of applications from a wide range 
of research fields (Figure 2), with a high share of very strong applications (Figure 1). Taken 
together, this creates a situation where there is a high risk that the outcome is driven more by 
irrelevant factors, bias and uncontrolled chance than by real differences in quality. 

Broaden reviewer recruitment and use reviewers’ time more efficiently 

Today, most reviewers in Explore are based in Europe, with a clear concentration in the United 
Kingdom and Northern Ireland (Figure 3). Many of the applications submitted to Explore do 
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focus on Swedish or European challenges—but far from all do. Explore also aims to fund high-
novelty research of the highest scientific quality, with the potential to contribute to long-term 
sustainable development. To fund that kind of research, we need reviewers working at the research 
frontier. 

 

 
Figure 3. Reviewers in Explore 2025 come from 22 countries in total. 

 

Many funders worldwide are finding it increasingly difficult to recruit reviewers (Fridén and 
Schofield 2023; Langfeldt 2025; Sims Gould et al. 2025;). This increases the risk that the reviewer 
pool is not renewed in a fit-for-purpose way. Consequently, the risk increases that some reviewers 
are overused and end up having too much influence over which projects get funded. There are 
several reasons why recruiting reviewers has become harder. Common reasons include rising 
volumes of applications and publications, limited time among qualified researchers, and so-called 
“reviewer fatigue” (Belém de Oliveira Neto 2024; Phuljhele 2024) – especially among researchers 
in the Global North (Mehmani and Ghildiyal 2024). Another related challenge is recruiting 
reviewers in new fields, because expertise may exist at only one or a small number of organisations, 
and sometimes in regions that do not share European time zones – which poses a challenge for 
organising review panel meetings. 

Partial randomisation is not, by itself, a solution to these challenges. But if partial randomisation 
can replace the review panel meeting, it creates opportunities to recruit reviewers from around the 
world, because we are no longer constrained by specific time zones. This in turn makes it easier to 
find reviewers in new fields, and to broaden recruitment overall. 
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Given the growing difficulty of recruiting reviewers, it is also becoming even more important to 
use reviewers’ time – and expertise – efficiently. In Formas’ assessment process, only the reviewers 
who have been assigned to, and reviewed, an application can discuss it at the review panel meeting. 
This means reviewers spend much of the meeting sitting idle but still need to attend. 

If partial randomisation replaces the review panel meeting, we can use some of that time for a 
more substantial and interactive training, where reviewers do practice reviews before the individual 
review. This could both make better use of reviewers’ time and bring forward the learning that 
usually happens during the review panel meeting—so it happens before the individual review, 
when it has the potential to affect how applications are assessed. Such learning could for example 
include discussions about how to apply the assessment criteria consistently when judging 
applications from different fields, or clarifications about the Swedish research context. 

Reduce the risk that bias affects the outcome 

At present, we do not have analyses showing that bias linked to gender, career stage, choice of 
topic, level of novelty, or institution affects which applications are funded through the review panel 
meeting. In the absence of data, it is sensible to assume that what applies in general also applies to 
Formas - which means we must assume that bias affects outcomes in our processes too. However, 
we can and should produce such data so we can evaluate how partial randomisation affects the 
influence of bias. 

Summary and analysis of problems and opportunities 

In summary, we identified several problems and opportunities that partial randomisation could 
address, depending on how such a process is designed. 

• Hard to separate between very strong applications of equivalent quality in a factual way. 

• Need to broaden reviewer recruitment. 

• Reviewers’ time and expertise are not used efficiently. 

• Risk that bias affects the outcome in the review panel meeting. 

To get more guidance for the development process, we analysed how these problems and 
opportunities affect the principles for funding that Formas must follow (Formas 2023). Table 2 
summarises the analysis. The principle most negatively affected is impartiality, followed by fitness for 
purpose. The problems with the biggest negative impact are Hard to separate, impartially, between very 
strong applications of equivalent quality and Risk that bias affects the outcome in the review panel meeting. 
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Table 2. The problems identified in Explore affect the principles for Formas’ funding activities in different ways. 

Principles for 
funding 
activities 

 

Hard to separate very 
strong applications 
impartially 

 

Reviewers’ time and 
expertise are not used 
efficiently 

 

A homogeneous group of 
reviewers 

 

Risk that bias affects the 
outcome at the panel 
meeting 

 

Assessment by 
experts 

 

Not affected. Some negative impact, 
because much of reviewers’ 
time is spent passively in a 
panel meeting. 

Some negative impact. The 
panel meeting format can limit 
recruitment and therefore 
make it harder to match the 
right expert competence. 

Major negative impact, 
because bias can affect which 
applications are raised, how 
they are discussed and how 
consensus is formed. 

Openness and 
transparency 

 

Some negative impact, 
because it becomes hard to 
give transparent reasons for 
fine-grained ranking when 
applications are very similar in 
quality. 

Not affected. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Some negative impact, 
because it is hard to show and 
explain how bias may have 
affected the discussion and 
outcome. 

Impartiality 

 

Major negative impact, 
because the ranking has to be 
decided between applications 
that are, in practice, equivalent 
in quality. This increases the 
scope for arbitrary judgement 
and unconscious bias in the 
decision. 

Not affected. The issue is 
mainly about efficiency, not 
equal treatment. 

  

 

Not affected. 

 

Major negative impact. Bias 
means applications and 
applicants risk being assessed 
differently based on irrelevant 
factors, which goes against the 
requirement for impartiality 
and equal treatment. 

Fitness for 
purpose 

 

Some negative impact, 
because panel meetings tend 
to become longer without 
increasing quality. 

Some negative impact, 
because resources are spent 
on panel time that does not 
add value in proportion to the 
decision. 

 

Some negative impact, 
because the diversity of 
applications needs to be 
reflected in a diversity of 
reviewers. 

Some negative impact, 
because panel time can be 
taken up by discussions where 
bias drives the focus rather 
than real differences in quality. 
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Confidentiality 
and secrecy 

 

Not affected. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Not affected. 

  

 

Integrity and 
ethics 

 

Some negative impact, 
because it becomes difficult to 
phrase an objective and 
impartial judgement. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Some negative impact, 
because bias can lead to 
irrelevant judgements and 
uneven treatment of 
applicants. 

Gender 
equality, 
equality and 
diversity 

 

Some negative impact, 
because small quality 
differences can give more 
room for unconscious bias in 
the ranking. 

 

Not affected. 

 

Some negative impact. A 
homogeneous group of 
reviewers is likely to have a 
more limited understanding of 
different strengths and 
circumstances than a more 
diverse group. 

Major negative impact, 
because bias can disadvantage 
certain groups in discussion 
and prioritisation. 
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Legal and principled conditions 

Legal assessment in relation to the Administrative Procedure Act 

The legal assessment showed that partial randomisation (drawing lots) can be compatible with the 
requirements of administrative law, but only under certain and clear conditions. The starting point 
is the basic principles of legality, equal treatment, objectivity and impartiality, including Chapter 1, 
Section 9 of the Instrument of Government and the Administrative Procedure Act (2017:900). 
Section 5 of the Act states that the authority’s work must be characterised by objectivity, 
impartiality and proportionality. Under Section 9, cases must be handled as simply, quickly and 
cost-effectively as possible without compromising legal certainty, and under Section 23 the 
authority is responsible for ensuring the case is investigated to the extent required. The assessment 
also notes that drawing lots is not generally regulated in the Administrative Procedure Act, but that 
it does occur in sector-specific legislation (for example, the Higher Education Ordinance when 
selecting between identical merit scores) and that, in practice, it has been accepted as a last resort 
for separating options that are equal in all relevant respects. 

A key conclusion is that drawing lots should only be used after an objective assessment has been 
carried out against criteria that were set in advance, and only to distinguish between applications 
that have been judged to be equivalent in relevant respects. To maintain legal certainty, 
transparency and the possibility of later checks, the procedure needs to be predictable and well 
documented, including how the randomisation pool is defined and how the randomisation is 
carried out. The assessment therefore stresses requirements for traceability and registration of the 
supporting documents and results, so that the procedure can be checked and reproduced. 

Overall, partial randomisation is assessed as being a lawful element in the selection process, 
provided it is used as a transparent and fair final step between applications of equivalent quality, 
and within the framework of the core principles of administrative law. 

Partial randomisation in relation to the principles for the funding process 

We then analysed whether partial randomisation can be compatible with the principles for funding 
activities (Formas 2023). The overall conclusion is that partial randomisation can be compatible 
with these principles – depending on how the process is designed. Peer-review must remain the basis 
for selection. All applications that pass the eligibility check must be peer-reviewed against criteria 
that are set and communicated in advance, and reviewers’ scores and priority scores must 
determine how applications are processed and which applications can be awarded funding. For 
openness and transparency, partial randomisation makes it possible to explain the process even more 
clearly than usual, but this requires that the randomisation process is documented and registered so 
it can be followed up and checked afterwards. For impartiality, the assessment finds that the process 
itself does not need to deviate from Formas’ standard conflict-of-interest procedures: reviewers 
can still be trained on conflicts of interest and how to handle them, conflicts can be documented 
continuously, and conflict-of-interest records can be registered. In terms of fitness for purpose, partial 
randomisation can be fully compatible with the call’s aims, application pressure and budget. If the 
review panel meeting is replaced, time and resource use may also decrease. Confidentiality and secrecy 
is not considered to be affected compared with standard processes. Under integrity and ethics, partial 
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randomisation has the potential to further reduce the risk that bias and uncontrolled chance affect 
the outcome. The principle of gender equality, equality and diversity is also considered to be achievable; 
partial randomisation may instead reduce the risk that partiality or bias affects the outcome. 

Design requirements and design parameters 

Design requirements 

Based on the mapping of problems and the review of legal and principled conditions, we then 
defined a set of design requirements. The design requirements tell us—and others—what the 
partial randomisation should achieve, and which qualities are important to retain or achieve 
through the process. The design requirements are as follows: 

1. Peer-review must remain at the core of the assessment process. 
2. Applications that are equivalent in quality must be handled in the same way. 
3. The process must be transparent and possible to reproduce afterwards. 
4. The influence of irrelevant factors such as bias and “noise” must be reduced. 
5. Reviewers’ time and expertise must be used efficiently. 
6. It must be possible to recruit reviewers from around the world. 
7. The process must be designed so reviewers and applicants see it as legitimate. 

Design parameters 

The next step was to identify design parameters – in other words, the “levers” you can adjust when 
designing the partial randomisation process. We found several parameters in the literature on 
partial randomisation (for example Shaw 2023; van der Meer et al. 2024; Woods and Wilsdon 2021; 
Feliciani et al. 2024). We also drew on interviews with other funders that use partial randomisation 
and our own knowledge about how to design assessment processes. 

The main design parameters can be described as the following questions: 

• Should randomisation be partial or full? 

• At what point in the assessment process is randomisation used, and does it supplement or 
replace a step? 

• How is the grey zone defined and delimited – that is, the applications that will be randomised? 
Are thresholds used, and if so, upper, lower or both? 

• Should the randomisation be weighted or unweighted – and if weighted, what weighting scheme 
should be used? 

• Should the outcome be governed by additional rules beyond probabilities – for example, 
quotas? 

• How should the randomisation be carried out in practice? Should it be done physically or 
digitally, and in what way? 

• How do we ensure transparency, auditability, clarity and legitimacy? 
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Design choices 

This section describes the design choices we made when developing the partial randomisation 
process, and how they help meet the design requirements. A single design choice can support 
several design requirements, and a single design requirement can be strengthened by several design 
choices. 

The design choices operate at different levels. At the highest level, they are strategic choices—for 
example, whether to use partial or full randomisation, or whether to randomise physically (for 
example with a lottery drum) or digitally. At the most detailed level, they include choices such as 
which values we use to decide which applications go to randomisation—and how we calculate 
those values. 

In the development work, we made a total of seven strategic choices: 

• Partial randomisation, not full randomisation. 

• Partial randomisation replaces the panel meeting. 

• The randomisation pool is defined using both upper and lower thresholds. 

• We do a weighted randomisation. 

• Gender is handled through quotas based on application pressure. 

• Randomisation is done in R at a meeting. 

• Transparency and clarity through proactive communication. 

Design choice 1. Partial randomisation, not full randomisation 

The first design choice was to use partial randomisation. In many ways, this choice can seem so 
obvious that it is easy to forget to describe it as a deliberate choice and explain why. We chose 
partial randomisation over full randomisation because it lets us keep peer-review at the core of the 
assessment process (Design requirement 1) and treat applications of equivalent quality in the same way 
(Design requirement 2). Research on how applicants view randomisation as part of funding processes 
also suggests that partial randomisation is seen as the more legitimate option (Design requirement 7). 

Design choice 2. Partial randomisation replaces the panel meeting 

We chose to let partial randomisation replace the panel meeting. This is because the panel meeting is 
the step in the assessment process where the need for fine-grained ranking is greatest, and where 
the problems created by very many strong applications from a wide range of research fields have 
the biggest consequences. By replacing the panel meeting, we reduce the scope for bias and other 
irrelevant factors to affect the process (Design requirement 4). Replacing the panel meeting also 
means we no longer need to limit how many applications can get a real chance of being funded, 
which increases equal treatment of applications of equivalent quality (Design requirement 2). When we 
replace the panel meeting, we can also use reviewers’ time and expertise more efficiently (Design 
requirement 5) and recruit reviewers globally without being constrained by time zones (Design 
requirement 6). 
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Design choice 3: Upper and lower thresholds produce three groups of applications 

We chose to define the grey zone—that is, the applications that will be randomised—using upper 
and lower thresholds. To set thresholds, we need to transform the data from reviewers’ assessments 
into a single overall value for each application. We call this value the application’s final quality score. 
Below, you can read how we calculate the final quality score. 

In Explore 2025, each application is reviewed by three reviewers. Reviewers give scores for four 
assessment criteria, on a scale from 1 to 7, where 7 is the highest score. A scoring matrix explains 
what is required to achieve each score. In Explore, reviewers must also assign a priority to each 
application. The priority is based on how competitive the reviewer considers the application to be 
compared with other applications they have reviewed in the call. A three-point scale is used for 
priority: 

• Priority 1 means the reviewer considers the application to be one of the best they have read and 
that it should be prioritised for funding. We recommended that reviewers assign priority 1 to no 
more than 20% of the applications they review. 

• Priority 2 means the reviewer considers the application to be very strong and that it should be 
prioritised if there is still room in the call’s budget. As with priority 1, reviewers were 
recommended to assign priority 2 to no more than 20% of the applications. 

• Priority 3 means the reviewer considers the application not strong enough to compete for 
funding in the call. 

By setting thresholds based on data from reviewers’ assessments, we can keep peer-review at the 
core of the assessment process (Design requirement 1). It also strengthens our ability to treat 
applications of equivalent quality in the same way (Design requirement 2). We also think that upper 
and lower thresholds help the process feel legitimate (Design requirement 7), because this approach 
can be used to mirror Formas’ standard process. 

Partial randomisation with upper and lower thresholds means that the applications in a review 
panel are divided into three groups before randomisation: 

• Outstanding applications. These are awarded funding directly. 

• Competitive applications of equivalent quality. These go to randomisation. 

• Non-competitive applications. These are rejected directly. 

How we calculate the final quality score 

To divide applications into groups before randomisation, we use a value we call the final quality 
score. The final quality score combines an application’s scores and priority values, and it is calculated 
in a way that takes appropriate account of how informative the underlying values are, as well as 
uncertainty in the assessment. 

To take appropriate account of uncertainties in the assessment, we use the standardised score and 
round it to create groups of equivalent scores. The group with the best scores is given the value 1, 
the next-best group is given the value 2, and so on. Because priority has strong explanatory power, 
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we multiply each application’s three priority values to create a priority product. We then multiply 
the grade group value by the priority product to calculate the final quality score (Figure 4).  

Appendix A provides a detailed explanation of why and how we standardise scores. Appendix B 
explains how we create score groups and why we do this by rounding the standardised scores. 
Appendix C explains why we use the product of the priority values, rather than the sum or the 
mean. 

 

 
Figure 4. The final quality score combines the grade group value and the priority product. 

The final quality score has the advantage that it lets us keep peer-review as the core of the 
assessment process (Design requirement 1) and lets us treat applications of equivalent quality in the 
same way (Design requirement 2). A disadvantage of using the final quality score is that it requires 
several processing steps to produce. The more steps there are, the harder it becomes to follow and 
understand the process, which creates challenges for transparency (Design requirement 3). If the 
process is hard to understand, the risk also increases that it will not be seen as legitimate (Design 
requirement 7). 

How we set the thresholds 

The next step, after deciding how the final quality score is calculated, was to set the upper and 
lower thresholds. That is, we need to decide what final quality score is required for an application 
to go directly to funding (the upper threshold), and what final quality score means an application 
goes directly to rejection (the lower threshold). Between these thresholds is the so-called grey zone 
of applications that go to randomisation. 

We chose to set the thresholds so that they mirror Formas’ standard process as far as possible. In 
Formas’ standard process, a shortlist is created once the individual review is completed. The 
shortlist contains the most qualified applications, all of which should have a real chance of being 
funded. The lower threshold is therefore set to capture the applications that would have ended up 
on the shortlist, if a panel-meeting process had been used. 

For Explore 2025, this lower threshold was set at a final quality score of 24 (Table 3). This 
corresponds, for example, to a priority product of 8 and a grade group value of 3. A priority 
product of 8 means all three reviewers assigned a priority value of 2—that is, recommended 
funding if there is still room in the budget. A grade group value of 3 means the application’s 
standardised score placed it in the third-best grade group in the review panel. 

Applications with a final quality score greater than 24 are not considered competitive enough to 
make the “shortlist” in Explore and therefore go directly to rejection. 

Grade 
group 
value

Priority 
product

Final 
quality 
score
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The upper threshold is set to reflect the applications that, in a panel meeting, reviewers would 
barely see a need to discuss because they are so outstanding that they should clearly be funded. 

For Explore 2025, this upper threshold was set at a final quality score of 2. This corresponds to a 
priority product of 1 and a grade group value of 2, or vice versa. Only 2 percent of applications in 
Explore 2025 reached a final quality score of 1 or 2. 
Table 3. The groups are defined by thresholds that state what quality is required for an application to fall into a 
particular group. 

Group Description Threshold Handling 

Outstanding 
applications 

Applications where reviewers 
agree that the proposal has 
outstanding qualities. 

≤ 2 Awarded 
directly. 

Excellent and 
competitive 
applications 

Competitive applications of 
equivalent quality. 

≤ 24 but no more than 
30% of the applications 
in the review panel 

Awarded or 
rejected 
through 
randomisation. 

Non-competitive 
applications 

Applications that are not strong 
enough to compete for funding. 

>24. Rejected 
directly. 

Design choice 4: Weighted randomisation 

Because we set the thresholds so that the grey zone mirrors the shortlist, the grey zone includes 
applications with a relatively wide spread in final quality score – from 3 to 24. 

To ensure that applications of equivalent quality are handled in the same way (Design requirement 2), 
we use a weighted randomisation where applications with a lower (better) final quality score have a 
higher probability of being selected. 

For the process to be transparent (Design requirement 3), which in turn strengthens legitimacy (Design 
requirement 7), the weighting model needs to be as clear and simple as possible. We therefore chose 
a relatively straightforward weighting model. It starts from the highest final quality score in the 
randomisation pool for a review panel and assigns a higher weight to applications with a lower final 
quality score. The weight is calculated by dividing the highest final quality score in the pool by the 
application’s final quality score – for example, 24/4 = 6 (see Table 4 for a more examples). This 
means the difference in weight is smaller between two applications with similar final quality scores 
than between applications whose final quality scores differ a lot. 

The weight is then adjusted for frequency, so that the number of applications with a given final 
quality score does not outweigh the quality-based weighting. We use a simple normalisation where 
the adjustment value is set to 1 divided by the number of applications with that final quality score. 
For example, if there are seven applications with the same final quality score, the adjustment value 
is set to 1/7. More examples are provided in Table 4. 
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The final weight used in the randomisation can be expressed using the following formula: 

 

Table 4. Examples of adjusted weights. 

Final quality 
score 
 

Weight 
 

Number 
 

Adjusted weight per application 
 

4 6,0 (=24/4) 4 1,50 (=6,0/4) 

6 4,0 (=24/6) 3 1,33 (=4,0/3) 

8 3,0 7 0,42 

12 2,0 5 0,40 

16 1,5 4 0,37 

18 1,3 4 0,33 

24 1,0 9 0,11 

Design choice 5: Gender quotas based on application pressure 

Formas has a mandate to promote gender equality in the allocation of research funding. To avoid 
the risk that chance produces a very skewed outcome between genders within a review panel, we 
have chosen to apply quotas based on the main applicant’s gender (based on their legal sex). This 
reduces the risk that a skewed outcome undermines legitimacy (Design requirement 7). 

In practice, we do this at the randomisation stage. We first decide how many applications will be 
selected through randomisation in that review panel. We then split those places between female 
and male applicants (legal sex) in proportion to the application pressure in the review panel. 

Before deciding on this approach, we checked the applications in the randomisation pool. We 
found no systematic differences in quality between applications with female versus male main 
applicants (legal sex). We also found that there are enough applications in each group to allocate 
places in line with the application pressure. 



 

 
23 (37) 

 

 
 
Formas – Forskningsrådet för miljö, areella näringar och samhällsbyggande 
Organisationsnummer: Drottninggatan 89 registrator@formas.se Tel:  08 775 40 00 
202100-5232 Box 1206 111 82 Stockholm formas.se Fax: 08 775 40 10 
 

Design choice 6: Randomisation in R at a minuted meeting 

To ensure the process is transparent (Design requirement 3) and can be reproduced afterwards, the 
randomisation is carried out in R, a software environment. Each review panel is randomised 
separately. The code used for the randomisation has been tested and quality-assured by experts in 
programming and reproducibility. 

The randomisation is carried out at a minuted meeting, with observers present. This set-up makes 
it possible to follow the process in real time, ask questions, and ensure it can be reproduced 
afterwards. The minutes are registered to the call. The code, dataset and seed are also saved and 
registered to the call, together with a report from R. 

Figure 5 shows a screenshot of the interface used for the randomisation. In the interface, an Excel 
file is uploaded containing the information needed to randomise the applications in the review 
panel: reference number, the main applicant’s legal sex, priority product, grade group, and final 
quality score. The weight is calculated by the randomisation code. The number of applications to 
be funded is entered manually, both as a total for the review panel and split between female and 
male applicants (legal sex). 

 

 
Figure 5. Screenshot from randomisation of a review panel, produced for testing and demonstration purposes. 
“Urvalspool” refers to the randomisation pool – that is, the applications that, based on their final quality score, were 
included in randomisation. The top two rows in the “Beviljade” (meaning “Awarded”) table are occupied by two 
applications with final quality scores that mean they are awarded directly. The reserve list is drawn in the same 
process as the awarded projects. 
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The randomisation meeting was attended by the Explore call management team, together with the 
head of division at Formas responsible for Explore, the senior research officers responsible for the 
review panels, and three observers. For Explore 2025, three members of Formas’ Scientific 
Council attended as observers. 

Ahead of the meeting, participants were given a briefing pack that describes, for each review panel: 
application pressure (overall and by legal sex), the number of projects that can be funded, how 
applications are distributed across direct award/randomisation/direct rejection, and how many 
projects will be funded through randomisation (overall and by legal sex). 

Design choice 7: Transparency and clarity through proactive communication 

To make it as clear as possible for applicants in Explore how their application was assessed, we 
identified and delivered a range of communication activities. 

When decisions are announced, applicants receive a decision in Prisma together with a standard 
statement and average scores. The statement also says which outcome group the application fell 
into: direct award, award through randomisation, rejection through randomisation, or direct 
rejection. 

Because the average scores are not used to sort applications into groups, we also send an email 
with information on the standardised score, grade group, priority value, and final quality score. The 
email also includes a short description of the process. 

On the call webpage, we publish a list of the projects awarded funding and some overarching 
statistics. We also publish a process description (this document) and a list of the reviewers in each 
review panel. 

To make the code available and enable reproducibility, we publish the code, seed and an 
anonymised dataset on Zenodo (doi: 10.5281/zenodo.19589423). This information is also 
registered to the call. 
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Outcomes from partial randomisation in Explore 
2025 

This section describes the outcomes from the partial randomisation in Explore 2025. It focuses on 
how many applications ended up in each group before randomisation, and how many applications 
received each outcome: awarded directly, awarded through randomisation, rejected through 
randomisation, or rejected directly. 

Most applications did not proceed to randomisation 

In Explore 2025, 1,024 applications went all the way through to a decision. Of these, 20 
applications (2 percent) passed the threshold for direct award (Figure 6). A total of 220 applications 
(21 percent) were assessed as strong and competitive and went to randomisation, and 784 
applications (77 percent) were rejected directly. 

 
Figure 6. Distribution of applications in Explore 2025 across groups before randomisation. 

Distribution across outcomes 

The assessment process with partial randomisation means that each application can receive one of 
four outcomes: awarded directly, awarded through randomisation, rejected through randomisation, 
or rejected directly. Of the 220 applications that went to randomisation, 65 were awarded funding 
(Figure 7). This means the average success rate among applications that went to randomisation was 
29 percent. 

20; 2%

220; 21%

784; 77%

Directly awarded Randomisation Directly rejected
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Figure 8. Distribution of applications in Explore 2025 across the four outcome groups. 

Looking across the eight review panels in Explore 2025, the outcomes are fairly similar overall, 
with some variation (Figure 9). The differences mainly relate to the share of applications rejected 
through randomisation. This reflects both the share of applications that were included in the 
randomisation pool and the number of applications awarded directly. 

 
Figure 9. The eight review panels in Explore 2025 show some variation in how applications are distributed across 
outcomes. 
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Appendix A. Why do we standardise grades? 

Standardised grades make comparisons easier 

In Formas’ calls, applications are assessed by several reviewers. All reviewers receive the same 
instructions on how to grade applications. Even so, reviewers tend to use the grading scale in 
different ways: they may spread their grades differently and use different parts of the scale. 

To adjust for these differences, Formas uses standardised grades. In practice, standardisation 
captures whether a reviewer has graded an application higher or lower than the other applications 
they reviewed in the call. This means different reviewers’ assessments can be compared in a more 
consistent way. 

Standardised grades describe grades in relative terms 

Put simply, a standardised score shows how far above or below each reviewer’s average score a 
particular score is. If the standardised score is positive, it means the reviewer has ranked the 
application as better than average (see Table A.2). The higher the value, the higher the reviewer has 
ranked the application. If the standardised score is 0, the application is of exactly average quality. If 
the reviewer instead judges the application as below average, the value becomes negative. The 
lower the value, the lower the reviewer has ranked the application. This also applies to the average 
standardised score, which combines the standardised scores from all reviewers into a single value 
(Table A.5). 

How we calculate standardised grades 

Step 1: Standardise all grades from each reviewer 

For each reviewer, we calculate the reviewer’s average grade and the standard deviation of their 
grades, based on all applications the reviewer assessed in the call (Table A.1). Standard deviation is 
a statistical measure of how much values vary around an average. Technically, a value of +1 means 
a grade is one standard deviation above the reviewer’s average. The dataset includes all grades a 
reviewer has given in a call. If a reviewer assesses 20 applications against four criteria, the standard 
deviation will be based on 80 values. 
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Table A.1. Example of reviewers’ average grades and standard deviations, based on all applications the reviewer 
assessed. 

Reviewer Reviewer’s average grade Reviewer’s standard deviation 

Anna A  5,45  1,32  

Benny B  4,71  0,88  

Conny C  5,90  1,03  

 

When the reviewer’s average score and standard deviation have been calculated, the next step is to 
produce a standardised value for all scores the reviewer has given. This is done by taking the 
original score for a criterion minus the reviewer’s average score, and then dividing the result by the 
reviewer’s standard deviation. 

Summarised as a formula, it looks like this: 

 

𝑧𝑧 =
𝑥𝑥 −  µ
𝜎𝜎  

• z is the standardised grade 

• x is the original grade 

• μ is the average of all grades the reviewer has given 

• σ is the standard deviation of all grades the reviewer has given 

 

Table A.2 provides an example calculation for the reviewer Anna A and for an application where 
she gave the original grades (x) of 5, 3, 5 and 4 for the criteria. Table A.1 shows that Anna A’s 
average grade across all reviewed applications (μ) is 5.45 and her standard deviation (σ) is 1.32. 

For criterion 1, Anna’s standardised grade (z), is therefore = (5–5,45) / 1,32 = -0,34. In other 
words, Anna’s grade for criterion 1 is slightly lower than her average grade for this criterion. 

 

Table A.2. Example of how the standardised grade for each criterion is calculated. 

 Original grade Standardisation Standardised grade 

Criterion 1 5 z = (5–5,45) / 1,32 = -0,34 -0,34 

Criterion 2 3 z = (3–5,45) / 1,32 = -1,86 -1,86 

Criterion 3 5 z = (5–5,45) / 1,32 = -0,34 -0,34 

Criterion 4 4 z = (4–5,45) / 1,32 = -1,10 -1,10 
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We repeat this for all grades given by all reviewers until every grade has been converted into a 
standardised grade. Table A.3 shows an example of what the standardised grades can look like for 
an application assessed by four reviewers. 

Note that the standardised grades are expressed on a different scale from the original grades. This 
means they cannot be combined with, or compared to, the original grades. 
Table A.3. Example of standardised grades for reviewers across criteria, produced by applying the formula. 

Case no. Reviewer Standardised grades for criteria 1–4 

     1    2    3    4 

2030–12345  Anna A  -0,34  -1,86  -0,34  -1,10  

2030–12345  Benny B  1,46  -0,80  0,33  0,33  

2030–12345   Conny C  -0,87  -0,87  0,10  1,07  

2030–12345  Donna D  1,37  1,37  0,68  1,37  

… …         

Step 2: Calculate an average standardised grade for each reviewer 

In the next step, we calculate an average standardised grade for each reviewer, based on the 
standardised grades for each criterion (Table A.4). 

Table A.4. The average standardised grade from a reviewer is calculated by adding the standardised values for each 
criterion and then dividing the total by the number of criteria. The reviewer’s average standardised grade is shown 
in the rightmost column. 

Case no. Reviewer Standardised grades for criteria 1–4 Average 
standardised 
grade    1    2    3    4 

2030–12345  Anna A  -0,34  -1,86  -0,34  -1,10  -0,91 

2030–12345  Benny B  1,46  -0,80  0,33  0,33  0,33 

2030–12345   Conny C  -0,87  -0,87  0,10  1,07  -0,14 

2030–12345  Donna D  1,37  1,37  0,68  1,37  1,20 

… …          

Step 3: Calculate an average standardised grade across all reviewers 

Once the average standardised grades have been calculated for all reviewers for an application, we 
combine these into an average standardised grade across all reviewers (Table A.5). 
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Table A.5. The average standardised grade from each reviewer for an application is combined into the average 
standardised grade across all reviewers. The average standardised grade for an application is the mean of the 
reviewers’ average standardised grades, in this case (−0.91 + 0.33 − 0.14 + 1.20) / 4 = 0.12. 

Case no. Reviewer Average standardised grade 
from each reviewer 

Average standardised grade 
across all reviewers 

2030–12345  Anna A  -0,91 

   0,12  
2030–12345  Benny B  0,33 

2030–12345  Conny C  -0,14 

2030–12345  Donna D  1,20 

 

It is possible to convert standardised grades back to the usual 1–7 grading scale, but that would 
mean applications are spread across the full 1–7 range based on how good their standardised 
grades are. The application with the lowest standardised grade would then get a grade of 1—even if 
reviewers’ original judgement was closer to a 3. 

Standard deviation of standardised grades 

The standard deviation of standardised grades shows disagreement 

When you standardise scores, the standard deviation usually decreases. But it does not disappear 
completely. And in some cases, it can still be relatively high. 

For the standard deviation of the original scores, it is impossible to know whether a high standard 
deviation reflects disagreement between reviewers – or whether it is the result of reviewers using 
the scoring scale differently. When we standardise grades, we remove the part of the uncertainty 
that comes from different use of the scoring scale. This means that a high standard deviation in the 
standardised scores indicates that reviewers do not agree about the application’s qualities. In other 
words, the standard deviation of the standardised scores is an effective way of identifying 
disagreement between reviewers. 
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Appendix B. Why do we calculate the grade group 
value by rounding the average standardised grade? 

We round to take appropriate account of the standard deviation 

To create the grade groups, we round the average standardised grade to the nearest 0.25. By 
creating groups through rounding (also called bandwidths), we can take appropriate account of, on 
the one hand, the average standardised grade and, on the other, the standard deviation – which for 
the standardised grades is, in many cases, still relatively high (Table B.1). This in turn helps us 
ensure that peer-review remains at the core of the review process (Design requirement 1) and that 
applications of equivalent quality are handled in the same way (Design requirement 2). It is easy to 
forget that the standard deviations are also an output of peer-review. 

Table B.1. Three quarters of the applications in Explore 2025 have a standard deviation of the standardised grades 
that indicates moderate to low agreement among reviewers. 

Standard deviation 
 

Agreement 
 

Frequency 
 

0,0 – 0,3 Very high 
 

0,1 % 

0,3 – 0,6 High 
 

17 % 

0,6 – 0,9 Moderate 
 

63 % 

> 1,0 Low 
 

19 % 

We analysed three different methods for creating grade groups 

Before deciding to use rounding – and to round to 0.25 in particular – we analysed three different 
methods for creating grade groups. 

Method 1: Equivalent applications are those with the same standardised grade 

The first method starts entirely from the standardised grade and defines equivalent applications as 
applications with the same standardised grade. However, the standard deviations are too large for 
this method to be convincing (Figure B.1). This is true regardless of how many decimals are used, 
and for all review panels. 
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Figure B.1. Example analysis of the relationship between standardised grade and standard deviation. Test data. 

Method 2: Create groups based on each application’s standard deviation 

The second method we analysed for creating groups based on the standardised grade was to let 
each application’s own standard deviation determine which other applications it should be grouped 
with. However, the standard deviations overlap too much for this to be workable in practice. In 
other words, wherever you would draw the line, it will cut through the standard deviations of other 
applications. This is also the case if you use 0.5 or 0.25 standard deviations as the bandwidth 
(Figure B.2 and Figure B.3). 

 
Figure B.2. Example analysis using a bandwidth of 0.5 standard deviations. Test data. 



 

 
35 (37) 

 

 
 
Formas – Forskningsrådet för miljö, areella näringar och samhällsbyggande 
Organisationsnummer: Drottninggatan 89 registrator@formas.se Tel:  08 775 40 00 
202100-5232 Box 1206 111 82 Stockholm formas.se Fax: 08 775 40 10 
 

 
Figure B.3. Example analysis using a bandwidth of 0.25 standard deviations. Test data. 

Method 3: Fixed bandwidth through rounding 

The third method – which is the method we used – use a fixed bandwidth. This means that 
applications’ average standardised grades are rounded to pre-defined intervals, for example 0.5, 
0.25 or 0.1. The narrower the bandwidth, the fewer applications end up in the same group. When 
choosing a bandwidth of 0.25 – that is, rounding applications to the nearest 0.25 – we departed 
from analyses of how the average standardised grades co-vary with the priority value and how the 
bandwidth relates to the standard deviation. 

Based on these analyses, our conclusion is that a fixed-bandwidth method and an interval of 0.25 
provides the best balance between the average standardised grades and their standard deviations. 
This, in turn, is what best allows us to keep peer-review at the core of the process (Design 
requirement 1) and to treat equivalent applications in the same way (Design requirement 2). 

Table B.2 shows how applications are distributed across grade groups when you use a fixed 
bandwidth of 0.25. If we had instead used a bandwidth of 0.5, the applications would have been 
collected into larger and fewer groups. Likewise, a smaller bandwidth would have created more – 
and smaller – groups. 
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Table B.2. Example of how applications in a review panel can be distributed across grade groups using a fixed 
bandwidth of 0.25. Rank starts from the position of the first application in the group and corresponds to the grade 
group value. Example data. 

Grade 
group 

Rounded 
average 
grade 

Average 
standardised 
grade 

Number of 
applications in 
the group 

Grade 
group value 

Rank included 

1 1,25 1,13–1,37 2 1  1–2 

2 1,00 0,88–1,12 4 2  3–6 

3 0,75 0,63–0,87 12 3 7–18 

4 0,50 0,38–0,62 14 4 19–32 

5 0,25 0,13–0,37 19 5 33–51 

6 0,00 -0,12–0,12 28 6 52–79 

7 -0,25 -0,37– -0,13 35 7 80–114 

8 -0,50 -0,62– -0,38 27 8 115–141 

(…) (…) (…) (…) (…) (…) 
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Appendix C. Why do we use the product of the 
priority values? 

The priority product has strong explanatory power 

The decision to use the product of the priority values is based on analyses of data from Explore 
2024. These analyses show that the priority value has very strong explanatory power when it comes 
to which applications made it to the shortlist and which were awarded funding. 

Multiplying the priority values strengthens differences between applications more than adding 
them together or using the average (Table C.1). This is particularly relevant given the purpose of 
the priority values being to help us identify applications that are more competitive than others. 
Table C.1. Using the product of the priority values strengthens differences compared with using the sum or the 
mean. In this example, three reviewers have reviewed and assigned a priority for each application. 

Priority values 

 

Product 

 

Sum 

 

Mean 

 

1,1,1 1 3 1 

1,1,2 2 4 1,3 

1,2,2 4 5 1,7 

1,1,3 3 5 1,7 

1,2,3 6 6 2 

1,3,3 9 7 2,3 

2,2,3 12 7 2,3 

(…) (…) (…) (…) 
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