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Foreword 

Educational science research concerns studies of the conditions of knowledge 
formation and learning; basic questions in pedagogical practice and teachers' 
professional practice as well as questions concerning higher education and the 
pedagogical development in school and preschool. The research sheds light on 
the teaching and learning of different content, assessment and knowledge results, 
multimodal learning, inclusion and equity, new technologies in education, 
multilingualism and newcomers in the education system, as well as 
organizational and educational policy aspects. The research is conducted in 
several different scientific disciplines and thus contributes to knowledge 
development and strengthens the scientific basis for education. 

In the panels for educational sciences, researchers from several different 
disciplines work to jointly review and assess the scientific quality of applications 
that deal with learning, teaching and education, and contribute to knowledge 
development in the field. Research with a strong connection to preschool and 
school activities and development is an extremely valuable part of this research. 

The research project grants are important parts of the calls in educational 
sciences, but in recent years the Committee for Educational Sciences has 
introduced several different new forms of grants. This year, there are two new 
forms of grants, consolidator grant and grant for guest researchers in educational 
sciences. For the fifth year, a network grant is announced and for the third year, 
there is an announcement regarding exploratory workshop in educational 
sciences.  

Last year, the entire review work was carried out digitally. The experiences from 
2020 and 2021 were predominantly positive, but there were some problems with 
switching the entire review work to a digital format. However, based on the 
good experiences, we plan to carry out the review work digitally also during 
2022. The Committee for Educational Sciences will make a new assessment 
concerning the meeting format for 2023.  

The chair and reviewers of the panels in educational sciences carry out a very 
important task within the Swedish Research Council's assignment to support 
research of the highest scientific quality. We are grateful and happy that you 
have taken on this important mission. 

I warmly welcome you as a reviewer of this year's review period in educational 
sciences! 

Pernilla Nilsson 
Secretary General, Committee for Educational Sciences 
The Swedish Research Council 
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Introduction 

This handbook is written for reviewers who are members in the review panels 
UV-1, UV-2, UV-3 and UV-4 that evaluate applications for research project 
grants within educational sciences at the Swedish Research Council.  

The handbook is designed to reflect the review process step by step. The 
intention is to make it easier for you as a panel member to find the information 
you need for tasks to be carried out during each step. At the end of each section, 
there is a summary of the tasks to be carried out. Chapter 6 also has a summary 
in the form of a checklist of the various tasks you have during the different 
stages of the process. 

In this first section of the handbook, you will find information on some starting 
points and the principles that permeate the entire review work, as well as a brief 
description of the various roles used in the process. 

News for the call 2022 
As of 2022, the handling of ethics in the application and peer review has been 
revised and consists of two parts. See under general starting points and 
principles.  

General starting points and principles 
There are certain guidelines and principles which apply during all steps in the 
review work, and which are important for you to know about as a reviewer. 

Peer review 
The portal paragraph to the Swedish Research Council’s Instruction Ordinance 
establishes that “the Swedish Research Council shall give support to basic 
research of the highest scientific quality within all fields of science”. The 
fundamental principle for assessing scientific quality is the peer review of 
applications for research grants that is carried out by the various review panels 
within each subject area. In order to provide a basis for the scientific review, the 
board of the Research Council has formulated guidelines for peer review based 
on eight principles. You can take part of the guidelines for peer review. 

Conflict of interest 
A process involving peer review means that the evaluation of applications is 
carried out by researchers who are themselves part of the collective of 

Illustration of the steps in the review process 
Call and  

preparation Review Review panel  
meeting Final statement Decision and  

follow-up 

https://www.vr.se/download/18.12596ec416eba1fc8451336/1576832097891/Principles%20and%20guidelines%20for%20peer%20review%20at%20the%20Swedish%20Research%20Council.pdf
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researchers applying for grants. This creates a particular risk of conflicts of 
interest. In order to avoid any situation involving a conflict of interest, the 
Swedish Research Council has established strict internal guidelines. Part of the 
peer review handbook and the material that you must take part in consists of the 
Swedish Research Council's conflict of interest policy and guidelines for conflict 
of interest,  

Anyone who has a conflict of interest may not attend when the application is 
discussed and should not participate in the handling, assessment or discussion of 
the application or the applicant during any part of the process. In order to 
prevent the occurrence of conflict situations and to maintain public confidence, 
the Swedish Research Council has also made the standpoint that an application 
where a member is an applicant or a participating researcher should not be 
reviewed in the member's review panel. The same applies if a related party is an 
applicant (not participating researcher) on an application to the review panel. 

As a panel member, you are obliged as applicable to report any conflict of 
interest in relation to the applications you will be reviewing. In the event of any 
doubt, please confer with the chair and the Research Council personnel. 
Ultimately, the responsibility rests with the Research Council. Where a conflict 
of interest exists, another reviewer will be appointed. The members of the 
committee of educational sciences, the secretary general and the Swedish 
Research Council personnel also report any conflict of interest. 

Gender equality 
The Swedish Research Council shall promote gender equality within its area of 
activities. For this reason, the Research Council’s board has decided on a gender 
equality strategy. You can take part of the gender equality strategy. One of the 
operational goals for the gender equality strategy is to “ensure that women and 
men have the same success rates and receive the same average grant amount, 
taking into account the nature of the research and the type of grant”. Against this 
background, before adopting its proposal for allocation of grants, review panels 
shall take into account the gender equality goal and work out the success rate in 
its proposal, as well as considering and if necessary commenting on the 
outcome. 

Sex and gender perspectives 
As of 2018, a new task is included in the Swedish Research Council's instruction 
from the government that we must work to ensure that gender and gender 
perspectives are included in the research we fund, when applicable. How gender 
and gender perspectives are handled in research, when relevant, is included in 
the assessment of the scientific quality of the applications. 

Handling of ethical considerations in the application and review 
The Swedish Research Council requires that research conducted with our 
support follows good research practice and that it complies with applicable law 
in Sweden. When the applicant (PI) and the administrating organisation sign the 
terms for an awarded grant, they confirm their responsibility for this, for 

https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/how-applications-are-assessed/how-we-avoid-conflicts-of-interest.html
https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/how-applications-are-assessed/how-we-avoid-conflicts-of-interest.html
https://www.vr.se/download/18.781fb755163605b8cd29c9ea/1529480566477/Strategy_Gender_Equality_SRC_2014.pdf
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example that the necessary permits and approvals will be available when the 
research begins. 

As of 2022, the handling of ethics in the application and peer review has been 
revised and consists of two parts. 

• In the section on legal and formal requirements in the application, 
applicants are asked to describe the requirements for the research and how 
these are handled. In the peer review, this part is connected to a guiding 
question under the feasibility criterion. As a rule, the Swedish Research 
Council does not need necessary permits and approvals to be handed in, but 
requires that they are in place before the research begins. In the application, 
we expect the applicant to be able to explain what applies to the proposed 
research, i.e. whether it is subject to requirements such as permits or similar, 
and how to obtain these. If parts of the research will take place elsewhere 
than in Sweden, the applicant should be able to describe how it affects any 
requirements for permits and approvals. 

• The section on ethical considerations is reflective and the applicant is asked 
to give an account of ethical issues and/or problems that the research may 
raise. In the peer review, this part links to a guiding question under the 
criterion of the scientific quality of the project. To help, the applicant has 
some exemplary questions, see call text. 

Deviations in the application 
If you, as a reviewer think that an application deviates from the Swedish 
Research Council's guidelines in a way that is not clearly covered by the 
scientific review work, you should notify us of this as soon as possible. Continue 
with the review task without the impact of this as long as we do not notify 
otherwise.  

Confidentiality 
Throughout the review process, applications and the review of applications shall 
be treated confidentially. You must not spread the documents that you have 
access to in your work as a member, and you must delete them after the 
assignment has been completed. Nor shall any third parties be informed of what 
was discussed at the meeting, or of the views of any other reviewers in the 
ongoing review process. All communications between applicants and the 
Swedish Research Council concerning the review process or the grounds on 
which decisions are made shall be carried out via the Research Council’s 
research officer responsible. 

Prisma 
All the review work is carried out in the web-based system Prisma. In order to 
carry out the review work in Prisma, you must register as a user in the system – 
further information on this is available in Prisma’s User Manual. If you have any 
questions concerning the system and cannot find the answer in Prisma’s user 
manual, please contact the research officer responsible. 

https://www.vr.se/english/applying-for-funding/calls/2021-11-17-research-project-grant-within-educational-sciences.html
https://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/create-an-account.html
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Roles in the review process 

Chair and vice chair 
The role of the chair is to lead and coordinate the work of the panel, and to 
ensure in collaboration with the Swedish Research Council personnel that rules 
and policies are complied with. The chair allocates applications between 
reviewers, and is responsible for identifying any need for external reviewers. 
The chair is also responsible for ensuring the final statements issued by the 
review panel reflect the panel’s discussion and assessments. The chair does not 
review any applications her-/himself, but shall read all the applications reviewed 
by the panel. The chair also participates in the chair review meeting together 
with the chairs of the other three review panels. There, a weighed assessment is 
made of the applications that are prioritised by the panels and a proposal for a 
decision to the committee is produced. 

The vice chair is appointed by the panel chair in consultation with the Research 
Council personnel. The vice chair’s task is to stand in for the chair of the review 
panel in situations where she or he cannot or should not take part, such as when 
the chair has a conflict of interest. 

Panel member 
The tasks of panel members are to review, grade and rank the applications 
received by the review panel. The review panel shall also discuss applications 
during the review panel meeting, and give feedback to applicants whose 
applications have been discussed. 

Observer 
An observer may be appointed to a review panel by the Committee for 
Educational Sciences. The observer acts as a link to the committee and fills an 
important role, together with the Swedish Research Council personnel, in 
upholding the quality of the review process. The purpose of members of the 
committee participating as observers in the panels is for the committee to have 
full insight into the implementation of the process and insight prior to planning 
the following year's review process. Observers may provide clarifications when 
interpreting the committee directives for the process and provide feedback to the 
secretary general after each review period, but they do not themselves take part 
in the review process. 

Swedish Research Council personnel 
In addition to their roles as administrators for the review panel, the research 
officer and senior research officer also have the task of ensuring that the rules 
and procedure established for the process are complied with, and to pass on the 
intentions of the committee for the review. The Swedish Research Council 
personnel does not participate in the review work. 
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Secretary General 
The Secretary General has overall responsibility for the review process and for 
questions of a scientific nature. The Secretary General is also the person who 
deals with any complaints following the grant decision. 
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1 Call and preparations 

The first period covers everything that occurs before panel members start the 
reviewing. The panel members are recruited, the call is formulated and 
published, the review panel meeting is planned, etc. Once the call has closed, the 
applications are checked and allocated to the various review panels, and the 
chair of each panel then allocates the applications to the members of the panel. 
The allocation of applications is finalised at a digital conference that that place 
May 11, 2022 where all reviewers participate. At the conference the reviewers 
are also informed about the review process.   

Creating an account in Prisma 
During this step, you as a panel member must log into Prisma (or create an 
account if you do not already have one), and ensure that the account and 
personal data is correct. You must also decide whether or not you want to 
receive remuneration for your review work. There are detailed instructions for 
how to do this in Prisma’s User Manual. 

Allocation of applications to review panels 
Once the call has closed, the applications are allocated to the review panels. 
Usually, each application is allocated to the group the applicant has listed as the 
first choice. However, if the chair considers that an application should be 
reviewed by another panel due to its topic it might be moved. A move to another 
panel can also occur due to a conflict of interest.  

Reporting any conflict of interest 
Once the applications allocated to your review panel have become available in 
Prisma, you must report any conflict of interest as soon as possible. This is done 
in Prisma. Only when all panel members have reported any conflict of interest 
can the chair allocate applications to individual members. It is a good idea to 
communicate to the chair or the Swedish Research Council personnel if any 
doubt arises, or on issues of conflict of interest or competency to review. If you 
discover later on in the process that you have a conflict of interest, this must also 
be reported to the chair and the research officer responsible. 

Call and 
preparation Review Review panel 

meeting Final statement Decision and 
follow-up 

http://prismasupport.research.se/user-manual/reviewer/remuneration.html
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Allocation of applications to reviewers 
Each application is allocated to at least three reviewers, of which one is given 
the role of rapporteur. The rapporteur is the reviewer who is responsible for 
presenting the application for discussion at the meeting, and for summarising the 
review panel’s final statement following the meeting. 

Planning and preparation ahead of the review panel 
meeting 
The evaluation group meeting is held over the digital platform Zoom. You can 
download the Zoom Desktop client to your computer 
(https://zoom.us/download) even before the meeting. You will receive a link to 
the meeting via email along with the agenda a few days before the meeting. 
 
Make sure you have a computer with a computer camera (built-in or external) 
and a microphone, plus access to a stable network connection. We strongly 
recommend that you use a headset with a microphone, as this provides the best 
sound both for yourself and for other participants. If you do not have access to 
one, you may buy one at our expense, however at a maximum cost of 50 EUR or 
equivalent. If you are able to use a large screen in addition to your laptop, we 
recommend that you do so. 

Summary of your tasks 
 State account information in Prisma. 
 Assess your conditions to participate in a digital panel meeting. 
 Report any conflict of interest. 
 Participate at the conference on May 11.  

https://zoom.us/download


 12 

 

2 Review 

The review period lasts from the time you get access to the applications to be 
reviewed by you in Prisma, until approximately 10-14 days before the review 
panel meeting. During this period, you shall read the applications allocated to 
you, write evaluations (assessment or preliminary statement), grade and rank the 
applications reviewed by you. Preliminary statements are written by the 
rapporteur. The other reviewers write shorter assessments. Thereafter, Prisma is 
closed for editing, at the same time as the system opens for reading, so that you 
can prepare for the discussions held at the review panel meeting by reading the 
assessments by the other reviewers. This is important as the review panel as a 
group is responsible for the grades and rankings of the panel. During this stage, a 
first sifting of the applications is also carried out. 

Individual review 
Each application shall be reviewed and graded by at least three members of the 
review panel; one rapporteur and two further reviewers. For the applications 
where you are the rapporteur, you shall write a preliminary statement, which 
shall consist of a numerical grade and detailed written comments on all 
evaluation criteria where strengths and weaknesses of the project are pointed 
out. In the role as reviewer, you shall write an assessment, which shall also 
consist of a numerical grade and written comments, but here the comments do 
not have to be as detailed. This work shall be carried out in Prisma. The 
assessment you provide will support the discussion during the review panel 
meeting, and support the rapporteur in writing the final statement after the 
meeting. It is therefore a good practice to point out the strengths and weaknesses 
your assessment is based on. The chair reads all applications but does not review 
any applications.  

Please consider the following in your assessment: 

• Your assessment shall be based on the subject content of the application. 
Information that is not relevant to the assessment shall not be used. 
Examples of information that is irrelevant are things you think you know 
even though it is not in the application, various types of rumours such as lack 
of research ethics or assumptions that someone else wrote the application. 

• Information about the applicant shall not be shared outside of the review 
panel during the review process. Sometimes questions arise as to whether it 
is acceptable to consult with a colleague during the review work. As long as 
the application is not shared and questions are limited to specific topics, you 

Call and 
preparation Review Review panel 

meeting Final statement Decision and 
follow-up 
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may as a reviewer consult with colleagues on particular parts of the content 
of a research plan, but this should be limited and practiced exceptionally. 

• You must contact the Swedish Research Council immediately if you suspect 
any deviation from ethical guidelines or good research practice. Continue 
with the review task without the impact of this as long as we do not notify 
otherwise. The Swedish Research Council will ensure that the matter is 
further investigated.  

Evaluation criteria and grading scales 
The assessment of the scientific quality of the applications is made based on four 
basic criteria (Scientific quality of the project, Novelty and originality, Merits of 
the applicant, and Feasibility). The purpose of using several criteria is to achieve 
a multi-faceted assessment. The criteria are evaluated against a seven or three 
point grading scale (as detailed below) and are intended to reflect the 
application’s “quality profile”. 

Please note that the grading scale is an ordinal scale, where it is not possible to 
specify distances between the different values. 

It is part of the assessment of the scientific quality to assess how sex and gender 
perspectives are handled in research, when relevant. The applicant must state 
whether a sex and gender perspective is relevant in the research (Yes or No) and 
in what way it will be applied in that case, or justify why he or she chooses not 
to include it. Sex and gender perspectives in research can concern anything from 
including and analysing both women and men in the study material (sex 
perspective) to applying a problematising and reflecting attitude to how gender 
affiliations are created and understood (gender perspective). Please note that sex 
and gender perspectives in research content should not be confused with gender 
distribution in research teams or gender equality in assessing research 
applications. The Committee for Educational Sciences has decided that an 
evaluation of how sex and gender perspectives are handled in the research 
should be evaluated in relation to the assessment of scientific quality. A guiding 
question on the theme has been formulated to support the assessment.   

With regard to the assessment of the applicant's merits, only the "research 
active" years should be taken into account when assessing the scope of the 
scientific production, which means that e.g. time for parental leave, leave due to 
illness or other similar circumstances shall be deducted. 

For each criterion, there are guiding questions to support your assessment of the 
application. The guiding questions for the different criteria (in Swedish and 
English) are also visible in Prisma that you use when you make your individual 
assessment.  

Scientific quality of the proposed research (1–7) 
Guiding questions: 
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• Is the proposed project clear, well-justified and established within the 
national and international research frontier?  

• To what level of quality are the research summary, problem definition, and 
design implemented/described? 

• In what way are the choices of theory, data/material, analysis method, 
infrastructure, equipment and field work suitable for answering the 
questions?  

• Are the ethical considerations for the proposed project properly described 
and addressed? Does the applicant adequately consider the 
risk/value/suffering for humans, animals, nature and/or society when 
relevant? 

• How are issues relating to sex and gender perspectives justified and handled 
in the research plan? 
 

Novelty and originality (1–7) 
Guiding questions: 

• In what ways does the project have the potential to generate new 
fundamental questions, new knowledge and new focuses for research?  

• Does the project show signs of innovative application of existing 
methods/technologies in new areas?  

• Does the project show signs of use of new technologies, methods and ways 
of analysing data? 

Merits of the applicant (1–7) 
The assessment relates to both the project leader and the participating 
researchers who carry out the majority of the scientific work.  

Guiding questions: 

• Does the applicant and the participating researchers have the academic 
qualifications and merits required to carry out the proposed project?  

• In what way does the project team have the relevant expertise to carry out all 
the parts of the proposed project?  

• Publication merits – how do the most relevant and important publications 
relate to the project applied for? 

Feasibility (1–3) 
Guiding questions: 

• Is the project practically and technically feasible? Is the time plan realistic? 
• Does the project have access to personnel, infrastructure and other necessary 

resources?  
• Is the project budget realistic in relation to the project’s purpose and design? 
• Does the applicant adequately consider relevant legal and formal 

requirements for the proposed research, such as ethical permits and 
guidelines? 
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Please observe that it is important that the project budget in relation to the aim 
and design of the project is weighed into the assessment of Feasibility.  

Overall grade (1–7) 
The above subsidiary criteria are weighed together into an overall grade (1-7). 
Normally, the scientific quality of the application should be given the most 
weight in the overall assessment. The criteria novelty and originality and merits 
may only in exceptional cases outweigh weaknesses in scientific quality, and 
then only minor weaknesses. It is a prerequisite for being awarded a grant within 
educational science that the proposal is feasible, and that the applicant has a 
solid and relevant competence for the purpose. 

Scientific quality of the project, Novelty and originality and Merits of 
the applicants  
A seven-grade scale is used to evaluate the criteria the scientific quality of the 
project, novelty and originality and the merits of the applicant: 

Grade Definition 

7 Outstanding 
Exceptionally strong application with negligible weaknesses 

6 Excellent 
Very strong application with negligible weaknesses 

5 Very good to excellent 
Very strong application with minor weaknesses 

4 Very good 
Strong application with minor weaknesses 

3 Good 
Some strengths, but also moderate weaknesses 

2 Weak 
A few strengths, but also at least one major weakness or several minor 
weaknesses 

1 Poor 
Very few strengths, and numerous major weaknesses 

Feasibility 
The criterion is evaluated on a three-grade scale:  

Grade Definition 

3 Feasible 

2 Partly feasible 



 16 

 

1 Not feasible 

For all criteria, you can in exceptional cases also mark “Insufficient”, if you 
consider that the application lacks sufficient information to allow a reasonable 
evaluation to be made of the criterion. 

External reviewers 
The chair of a panel may request an advisory opinion from one of the other 
panels, from an external reviewer or from another council or committee within 
the Swedish Research Council. 

External review is mandatory when the applicant is a member of the Swedish 
Research Council's decision-making body (at least two external reviews are 
required before a decision is made). External reviewers can also be recruited in 
the event of a conflict of interest within the panel to prove that a completely 
independent review leads to approximately the same result in the assessment, 
and when the scientific content of the application is such that the panel's overall 
competence is not sufficient for a full assessment. 

An external examiner must make the same kind of assessment of the application 
as the review panel (and provide written comments and grades). The main 
principle is that the panel is fully responsible for the assessment of an 
application and the proposed decision. External reviewers do not replace the 
absence of reviewers within the panel (at least three). 

Requests for an external reviewer must be made to the chair and responsible 
research officer as soon as possible, but no later than 11 May. If additional needs 
arise later in the process, the chair must contact the responsible research officer 
as soon as possible. 

Sifting 
In order to have the opportunity to discuss the applications judged as having a 
reasonable chance of being awarded a grant, the Committee for Educational 
Sciences has decided on a sifting process, where the applications judged not 
suitable for financing are screened out before the review panel meeting. 

A sifting proposal is prepared by the senior research officer together with the 
chair prior to the review meeting. It is proposed that all applications that have 
received the overall grade 4 or lower from all reviewers prior to the meeting are 
screened. The sifting proposal also includes proposals for sub-grades for these 
applications. 

The proposed list of applications to be screened out, including the suggested 
grades for the screened out applications, shall be made available to all panel 
members on the bulletin board in Prisma ahead of the meeting. As a panel 
member, you always have the opportunity to ask for an application to be brought 
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up for discussion at the meeting, even if it has been proposed that it is screened 
out ahead of the meeting. Applications that have external reviewers due to lack 
of subject or methodological competence are not sifted. Applications with 
external reviewers due to an applicant being a member of any of the decision 
making bodies within the Research Council are sifted as other applications. 

Preparations for the evaluation group meeting 
In preparation for the joint discussion at the review meeting, all members must 
take note of all applications (at least all the fact sheets), proposals for statements, 
assessments and the reviews of any external reviewers. Those who have 
reviewed an application should be particularly prepared for the discussion. 

The chair of the panel has a coordinating role in the assessment and does not 
review the applications. However, prior to the meeting, the chair reads all 
applications, proposals for statements, assessments and the reviews of any 
external reviewers. 

Summary of your tasks 
Task Completed 

□ Grade and write detailed comments (preliminary statement) on 
all applications for which you are the rapporteur. 

Before deadline 

□ Grade and write comments (assessment) on all applications for 
which you are a reviewer. 

Before deadline 

□ Prepare for the meeting by reading the other panel members’ 
comments, including any external assessments, and by preparing 
a short presentation of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
applications where you are the rapporteur.  

Before the meeting  

□ Check the list of the screened-out applications on the bulletin 
board in Prisma to determine whether any of the screened-out 
applications should be brought up for discussion at the meeting. 

Before the meeting  

□ Please contact the Swedish Research Council personnel and the 
chair if you discover during the review that you do, after all, 
have a conflict of interest with any of the applications you are to 
review, or if you discover any problem with an application. 

As soon as 
possible 

□ Contact the Scientific Research Council immediately if you 
suspect that there may be deviations from ethical guidelines or 
good research practice, or if you suspect scientific misconduct. 

As soon as 
possible 
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3 Review panel meeting 

At the review panel meeting, the applications are reported on and discussed, 
using the grading done by you and the other panel members ahead of the 
meeting as the starting point. The review panel shall then work out a joint grade 
for the subsidiary criteria of each application, and an overall grade for scientific 
quality. The panel will then jointly prioritise and mutually rank the 
approximately 20 percent of applications that are judged to have the highest 
scientific quality. During the review panel meeting, panel members are also 
encouraged to provide feedback on the review process. 

One week before the review meeting, a preparatory-meeting is held with the 
chair, vice-chair, observer and the Swedish Research Council's staff. The 
meeting is an opportunity to review the structure of the review meeting, 
principles for ranking, grade calibration, and to discuss other issues of principle. 

Screened-out applications 
At the start of the meeting, panel members have the opportunity to bring up 
applications that have been screened out, so that they are included among those 
discussed at the meeting. In the beginning of the review panel meeting, a short 
time interval is set aside on the agenda for deciding on the suggested grading for 
the screened-out applications which will not discussed at the meeting. In these 
cases, the chair proposes grades for subsidiary criteria and a summary grade for 
the scientific quality of the application. These applications can receive a 
summary grade of 4 or lower. 

Discussion on applications 
The applications that have not been screened out are then discussed on the basis 
of the individual review carried out before the meeting, and taking into account 
the five subsidiary criteria used in the review. The chair leads the discussion of 
an application that as a rule starts with the rapporteur presenting the strengths 
and weaknesses of the application, followed by the other reviewers of that 
application giving their assessments. The chair is responsible for including any 
assessments from external reviewers in the discussion. For each application 
discussed at the meeting, the panel shall agree on subsidiary grades and an 
overall grade. The rapporteur for each application shall make notes ahead of the 
task of formulating the panel’s final statement. 

Call and 
preparation Review Review panel 

meeting Final statement Decision and 
follow-up 
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The reviewers of an application should prepare for the discussion by reading the 
assessments and grades given by the other reviewers for the applications they 
will be discussing. 

The review panel has equal responsibility for each application reviewed by the 
panel, and each one shall be evaluated based on its own merits and irrelevant 
information shall not be discussed. At the same time, the panel’s applications 
shall compete with each other on equal terms. No application may therefore be 
given a higher or lower grade because it belongs within a certain subject area. 
Nor shall the panel carry out any quota-based allocation between the scientific 
disciplines included in the panel. 

It is also important that an application/applicant receives a new assessment each 
time of applying, and that all applications are assessed in the same way. For this 
reason, the review panel will not have access to any previous applications or 
assessments 

It is a good idea to be aware that the meeting time is limited, and that many 
applications have to be discussed within that time. It is therefore important to try 
to find a balance in the time allocated to each application. The chair and the 
Swedish Research Council personnel shall keep track of the time. 

If you discover any possible conflict of interest (your own or another’s) during 
the meeting, please bring this up with the chair and the Research Council in 
private, and not in front of the entire panel. 

Ranking 
When all applications have been discussed and the group has agreed on a joint 
assessment of each application, the group shall rank the applications that are of 
the highest scientific quality. The greatest emphasis shall be placed on the 
overall grade and, secondarily, the sub-grade for scientific quality. It is 
important that the group agrees on how the ranking element should proceed. The 
chair is responsible for developing a proposal in consultation with the Swedish 
Research Council's staff and anchoring it with the group. 

The panel shall rank the approximately 20 percent of applications that are judged 
to be of the highest scientific quality. The 5 percent that are ranked highest go 
directly as a proposal for a decision to the committee. Other ranked applications 
are processed by a chair review meeting were the chairs of all panels (UV 1-4) 
prepare a weighed proposal for a decision to the committee. The meeting is 
(technically) chaired by the secretary general. At the meeting, the Swedish 
Research Council's borderline conditions on gender are also applied if necessary. 

Feedback 
In conjunction with the review panel meeting, the panel is encouraged to provide 
feedback on the review work carried out, by commenting on various aspects of 
the process. This is usually a concluding item on the meeting agenda. 
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Summary of the tasks of the review panel 
 Decide on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for screened-out 

applications. 
 Agree on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for each application 

discussed. 
 Agree on a mutual ranking of the approximately 20 percent of applications 

that have the highest scientific quality. 
 Contribute with feedback on the review process. 
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4 Final statement 

Following the review panel meeting, it remains to write the panel’s final 
statement on the applications for which you have been the rapporteur. It is then 
the task of the chair to scrutinise the final statements and take responsibility for 
ensuring they reflect the discussion by the review panel. As rapporteur, you may 
be asked to supplement the final statement in this conjunction. 

The rapporteur writes a final statement 
The discussion at the review panel meeting forms the basis for the review 
panel’s final statement, which is the end product of the review process to which 
each application is submitted. The Swedish Research Council bases its funding 
decision on the review panel’s final statement in the matter, and the final 
statement is also sent to the applicant in conjunction with the grant decision 
being published. The final statement is therefore a central document, and it is 
important that the final statement corresponds to the grades, and describes 
objectively the main strengths and weaknesses of the application, and also 
includes any necessary clarification. 

You are responsible for writing final statements on the applications for which 
you have been the rapporteur. The preliminary statement you have entered into 
Prisma ahead of the review panel meeting shall form the basis for the final 
statement. The preliminary statement shall, however, be modified to reflect the 
review panel’s joint overall evaluation of the application. You should therefore 
go back over your notes of what was discussed at the meeting, so that the final 
statement includes all opinions, including those of an external reviewer. As 
rapporteur, you usually have one week in which to enter your final statements in 
Prisma following the end of the review panel meeting. 

Only those applications that have been the subject of discussion at the meeting 
shall receive a full final statement. Other applications (those screened out ahead 
of the meeting and not discussed there) receive grades for the individual criteria, 
the overall grade and a standard final statement about the sifting process. These 
final statements are produced by the Research Council personnel. 

The chair reviews all final statements 
Once the final statements have been entered into Prisma, the chair and the senior 
research officer read through them. The chair is responsible for ensuring the 
final statements on the applications discussed at the review panel meeting reflect 
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the panel’s discussion, and that the written justifications correspond to the 
grades. It is not the task of the chair to carry out comprehensive editing. As a 
panel member, you may therefore be asked, in conjunction with the chair’s 
review, to supplement or adjust a final statement. 

General advice and recommendations on final statements 
The final statement shall reflect the review panel’s joint overall evaluation, 
including any external assessments. The final statement is part of the material 
that forms the basis for the decision by the Committee for Educational Sciences 
and shall help the applicant understand the grounds for the review panel’s 
quality assessment. The assessments are also the foundation for the meeting held 
by all chair review meeting. It is therefore very important that it is of high 
quality and that it is based on the discussions at the panel meeting. 

When completing your final statements, you should consider the following: 

Do 
• Do focus on describing both the main strengths and weaknesses of the 

application. Try to emphasise relevant conceptual, structural and/or 
methodological issues as discussed at the review panel meeting. 

• Do make sure that the written comments correspond to the grades. It is 
helpful to use the definitions of the grading scale in the justifications 
(Outstanding, Excellent, Very good to excellent, Very good, Good, Weak, 
and Poor). For example, if a grade of 4 is given, the justification should 
contain both strengths and minor weaknesses in line with the definition of 
this grade. 

• Do consider the guiding questions for the different criteria when you 
formulate the final statement.  

• Do write concisely but do not be too brief. The content rather than the 
length of the text is of significance. However, too brief justifications may 
counteract the aim, which is to help the applicant understand the grounds for 
the assessment. 

• Do comment on whether divergence from the general instructions for the 
application has been weighed into the assessment of the application. 

• Do use a language that is constructive and objective. 
• The final statement can be written in English or Swedish.  

Do not 
• Do not include a long summary about the applicant or the research described 

in the application. The focus should be the assessment of the application, not 
a description of the project. 

• Do not state any individual comments (such as “I think” or “In my view”). 
The final statement is from the review panel collectively. 

• Do not include quantifiable data, such as the exact number of publications, 
or bibliometric data.  

• Do not include personal details (such as gender or age). 
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• Do not include any recommendation on whether to refuse or grant an 
application. 

• Do not state that an application does not belong to or is unsuitable for the 
review panel, or for the Swedish Research Council. The review panel is 
obliged to review all applications in the panel.  

Summary of your tasks 
 Write the review panel’s final statement in Prisma on the applications for 

which you have been the rapporteur. The final statement shall be entered 
into Prisma no later than one week after the review panel meeting (see 
Prisma for the exact date). 

 As necessary, supplement final statements following review by the chair. 
 Submit receipts for any expenses to the panel’s research officer responsible. 
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5 Decision and follow-up 

The final step in the process is the grant decision itself. Following each review 
period, an internal follow-up is also carried out of the process and the outcome. 
It is Committee for Educational Sciences that decide which applications are to 
be granted or rejected. The starting point is the five percent of the applications 
that are ranked highest and that go directly as a proposal for a decision to the 
committee and the weighted proposal for a decision that the chair review 
meeting has reached based on the ranking of the panels. Following each review 
period, an internal follow-up is also carried out of the process and the outcome. 

Chair review - weighted assessment 
After the meetings, the chairs of UV-1, UV-2, UV-3 and UV-4 meet and make a 
weighted assessment of the applications that are judged to be of the highest 
quality in the four review groups. The reason for this is above all to ensure that 
grading criteria and grading scales have been applied in a similar manner in the 
groups. However, the five percent of applications that are ranked highest by the 
panels go directly to the committee for decision. 

Prior to the chair review meeting, the chairs read all applications and reviews 
from all groups that have reached this stage. The secretary general is the 
technical chair at this meeting and has a coordinating role in the assessment but 
does not review the applications. 

Based on the weighted assessment, the chairs prepare a proposal for the 
committee. The proposal consists of a group of applications to be granted 
funding, and a group with a small number of applications that are around the 
limit of being granted funding or ending up on the reserve list. The chair review 
meeting may, in exceptional cases, formulate an additional assessment that 
complements the assessments of the panels. 

The Swedish Research Council shall promote gender equality within its area of 
activities. For this reason, the Research Council’s board has decided on a gender 
equality strategy. One of the operational goals for the gender equality strategy is 
to “ensure that women and men have the same success rates and receive the 
same average grant amount, taking into account the nature of the research and 
the type of grant”. In the proposal borderline conditions on gender equality shall 
be taken into account and in cases of applications having equivalent scientific 
quality, applicants from the under-represented gender shall be prioritised. 
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Decision 
The committee's decisions are based on the priority lists (including reserves) that 
the panels have reached and the assessments of the panels. The decision is 
published shortly afterwards on vr.se and in Prisma and it is also in connection 
with this that applicants receive information about the outcome. 

Follow-up 
Following each review period, an internal follow-up is also carried out of the 
process and the outcome. An important starting point for this follow-up is the 
feedback you provide as a panel member in conjunction with the review panel 
meeting. In addition to opinions from the review panel, statistics of various 
kinds are produced. 

Complaints and questions 
If you as a panel member receive any question about the evaluation of an 
individual application, you must refer this to the Swedish Research Council’s 
personnel. All complaints or wishes about clarification shall be registered and 
then handled by the Secretary General responsible in consultation with the chair 
and senior research officer of the review panel. The chair may contact you as a 
panel member as necessary in this conjunction. 

Summary of your tasks 
 Refer any questions about the evaluation of individual applications to the 

Swedish Research Council’s personnel. 
 Be prepared to assist the chair and the Secretary General responsible in the 

event of any questions. 
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6 Checklist 

Below is a summary of the various tasks you have during the different stages of 
the process. 

Step in the process Tasks 

 

 State account information in Prisma. 
 Read the Peer review handbook.  
 Assess your conditions to participate in a digital panel meeting. 
 Report any conflict of interest. 
 Participate at the conference May 11.  

 

 Grade and write detailed comments (preliminary statement) on all 
applications for which you are the rapporteur. 

 Grade and write comments (assessment) on all applications for which 
you are a reviewer. 

 Prepare for the meeting by reading the other panel members’ 
comments, including any external assessments, and by preparing a 
short presentation of the strengths and weaknesses of the applications 
where you are the rapporteur.  

 Check the list of the screened-out applications on the bulletin board 
in Prisma to determine whether any of the screened-out applications 
should be brought up for discussion at the meeting. 

 Please contact the Swedish Research Council personnel and the chair 
if you discover during the review that you do, after all, have a 
conflict of interest with any of the applications you are to review, or 
if you discover any problem with an application. 

 Contact the Swedish Research Council immediately if you suspect 
any divergence from ethical guidelines or good research practice, or 
any scientific misconduct. 

 

 Confirm sub-grades and overall grades for screened-out applications. 
 Agree on subsidiary grades and an overall grade for each application 

discussed. 
 Agree on a mutual ranking of the approximately 20 percent of 

applications that have the highest scientific quality. 
 Contribute with feedback on the review process. 

 

 Write the review panel’s final statement in Prisma on the applications 
for which you have been the rapporteur. The final statement shall be 
entered into Prisma no later than one week after the review panel 
meeting (see Prisma for the exact date). 

 As necessary, supplement final statements following review by the 
chair. 

 Submit receipts for any expenses to the panel’s research officer 
responsible. 

 Contact the Swedish Research Council immediately if you suspect 
any deviation from ethical guidelines or good research practice, or if 
you suspect scientific misconduct. 
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Step in the process Tasks 

 

 Refer any questions about the evaluation of individual applications to 
the Swedish Research Council’s personnel. 

 Be prepared to assist the chair and the Secretary General responsible 
in the event of any questions. 

 

Decision and 
follow-up 
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Appendix 1: Educational Sciences 2022 

The applications are prepared in one of four review panel groups that reflect four 
main themes. Two of the panels deal with applications concerning educational 
science issues with mainly a social and societal perspective. One of these, UV-1, 
is directed at the micro level, the other UV-3, at the macro level. Applications 
reviewed in UV-1 include in the broadest sense education analysed as social 
processes with themes from values and ethics to equity and democratic 
participation. UV-3 has special responsibility for applications concerning system 
perspectives on education with emphasis on management, governance, 
organization, financing and policy. 

The other two panels both have a primary responsibility for applications 
concerning teaching and learning. Applications processed in UV-2 generally 
draw attention to teaching, learning and interaction for different groups of 
people and in different learning contexts, while applications processed in UV-4 
have a subject matter education focus and analyse teaching and learning in 
different subject areas. 

Some cross-over themes should be able to be dealt with by several panels. This 
applies, for example, to applications that deal with issues related to demography 
and education, minority and majority, a multicultural and multilingual society, 
migration, gender and digitalization. The evaluation groups assess applications 
regardless of the level involved, from preschool to higher education and adult 
learning, as well as applications concerning relationships between home and 
school, adult learning / learning in working life and teacher education. 
Applications for interdisciplinary projects may be relevant in several of the 
panels and placement depends on the application's more specific issues. 

Central areas of responsibility / sub-themes in the panels are presented below in 
keyword form. The list of responsibilities for the evaluation groups should be 
considered as an example, not as a complete overview. 

The panels are composed of researchers who represent a broad set of 
competencies in terms of quantitative and qualitative methods, as well as 
concerning various research and data collection techniques. 

Great consideration is given to the applicant's choices of which evaluation group 
is to assess the application, but it is the Swedish Research Council that 
ultimately decides on the placement. 
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Panels within Educational Sciences: Areas of 
responsibility 

UV-1 - Social aspects on education 
Discrimination, harassment and bullying  
Ethics and values 
Group dynamics and social relations 
Citizenship and democracy education 
Migration and education, multicultural environments  
Social perspectives on education in a digital world 
Equal opportunities, equity and gender perspectives in education 

UV-2 - Learning and teaching 
General didactics 
Grading and assessment 
Digital skills and learning 
Knowledge and skills 
Motivation, attitudes and emotions in learning processes 
Multimodal learning 
Special needs education and inclusive education 
Language, cognition and learning 
Teaching and leadership in the classroom 

UV-3 - Education policy, education system and organization of 
education 
Legal and economic perspectives on education 
Knowledge comparisons, educational indicators and results 
Lifelong learning 
Organization, management and collaboration in the education sector 
Professional studies 
Recruitment, training paths and transitions to working life 
Education history 
Education policy and education policy reforms 

UV-4 - Subjects didactics 
Subject matter education in languages, including Swedish and Swedish as a 
second language 
Subject matter education in aesthetic and practical subjects 
Subject matter education in the humanities and social sciences 
Subject matter education in mathematics, science and technology 
Subject matter education in other subjects 
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Appendix 2: Contact information Swedish 
Research Council personnel  

Pernilla Nilsson, Secretary General for educational sciences 
e-mail: pernilla.nilsson@vr.se, telephone: +46 8 133 737 
 
Dan Porsfelt, coordinator for educational sciences  
e-mail: dan.porsfelt@vr.se, telephone: +46 8 546 12 304 
 
Nevra Biltekin, coordinator of the review process, educational sciences 
e-mail: nevra.biltekin@vr.se, telephone: +46 8 122 974 48 
 

UV-1 – Social aspects on education  
• Carole Desmoulins, research officer: e-mail: carole.desmoulins@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 546 44 006  
• Nevra Biltekin, senior research officer, e-mail: nevra.biltekin@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 122 974 48 

UV-2 – Learning and teaching  
• Carole Desmoulins, research officer: e-mail: carole.desmoulins@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 546 44 006  
• Nevra Biltekin, senior research officer, e-mail: nevra.biltekin@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 122 974 48 

UV-3 – Education policy, education system and 
organization of education 
• Cecilia Mattsson, research officer, e-mail: cecilia.mattsson@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 546 44 302 
• Nevra Biltekin, senior research officer, e-mail: nevra.biltekin@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 122 974 48 

UV-4 – Subject matter education  
• Cecilia Mattsson, research officer, e-mail: cecilia.mattsson@vr.se, 

telephone: +46 8 546 44 302  
• Dan Porsfelt, senior research officer: e-mail: dan.porsfelt@vr.se, telephone: 

+46 8 546 12 304 
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