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1 Overview

A total of 175 extended abstracts were submitted to the YA AESOP 2026 PhD Conference.
After an initial screening for relevance and eligibility, 28 abstracts were excluded as off-topic.
The remaining 147 abstracts were assigned to reviewer pairs, with each pair evaluating approx-
imately the same number of submissions. The distribution of reviewer pairs was balanced to
ensure that each reviewer handled a comparable workload and that no abstract was reviewed by
two subject-matter experts with closely overlapping expertise. Detailed reviewer–pair statistics
are available in the internal log files and can be provided upon request.

Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2 Shared abstracts Avg. disagreement

reviewer 14 reviewer 31 39 0.715
reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 0.481
reviewer 14 reviewer 51 3 0.673
reviewer 14 reviewer 67 9 0.371
reviewer 14 reviewer 79 11 0.731
reviewer 31 reviewer 51 11 0.851
reviewer 42 reviewer 51 10 0.450
reviewer 42 reviewer 79 21 0.523
reviewer 51 reviewer 67 10 0.544
reviewer 51 reviewer 79 16 0.397

Table 1: Reviewer pairs: number of jointly reviewed abstracts and average disagreement.

Criterion Min Max Weight What is evaluated

Fit to Track Theme 1 5 0.8 How clearly the abstract aligns with the se-
lected track, its aims, concepts, and expected
thematic scope.

Originality / Contribution 1 5 1.0 The novelty, added value, and potential con-
tribution of the idea, data, method, or theo-
retical perspective.

Research Design
/ Argument Quality

1 5 1.0 Soundness, appropriateness, and credibility of
the methodological approach or argumenta-
tive structure.

Clarity of Writing 1 5 0.7 Readability, organisation, coherence, and clar-
ity of communication in a 1000–1500 word ab-
stract.

Table 2: Overview of evaluation criteria, score ranges, and weighting.
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2 Scores and Weights
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The distribution of unweighted review scores (shown as dashed outlines in the figure) displays
a smooth, approximately bell-shaped pattern centred around a score of ca 30–31 points per
reviewer. This confirms that no extreme scoring behaviour occurred before applying weights.
After introducing score weights (solid histogram bars), the general shape of the distribution
remains similar but becomes slightly more compact, with a more pronounced peak around 27–28
points. This reflects the effect of weighting criteria by their percentile standardisation, which
reduces the influence of outliers and aligns the scoring scale across reviewers. The weighted
distribution is therefore used as the baseline for all further evaluation steps.
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3 Weighted Scores by Reviewer
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The plots for individual reviewers reveal systematic differences in how each reviewer uses the
weighted scoring scale. Some reviewers exhibit narrow distributions with strong concentration
around a single modal value (for example reviewer 14 with a clear peak at approximately 14–
15), while others show a wider spread of scores (such as reviewer 31 and reviewer 79, whose
scores range more evenly between 10 and 17). These differences are expected, as reviewers
may emphasise certain criteria differently or apply different levels of strictness. The purpose
of percentile weighting is precisely to normalise these individual patterns, ensuring that no
reviewer dominates the evaluation by consistently scoring high or low. The reviewer-specific
histograms therefore provide important diagnostic information confirming that the weighting
approach is functioning as intended.
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4 Review Disagreement
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This section evaluates how much reviewers differ in their assessment of the same abstract.
Disagreement is expressed as the absolute difference between the reviewers’ percentile-weighted
scores. The resulting distribution is strongly right-skewed, with a very high concentration of
abstracts near zero disagreement: 36 abstracts show virtually no difference between reviewers,
followed by 28 and 26 abstracts in the next two bins. The median disagreement is 0.5, marked
by the dashed blue line in the figure. Only a small number of abstracts show disagreement
above 1.5, and values above 2.0 are extremely rare. This skewed pattern indicates a high level
of consistency between reviewers and supports the reliability of the scoring process.
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5 Weighted Scores Percentile
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The final distribution considered is the average percentile-weighted score per abstract, obtained
by converting each reviewer’s weighted score into a percentile and then averaging across the
pair. This distribution is broadly symmetric, centred around the 0.6–1.2 range, and contains a
relatively small number of very high or very low values. The middle portion of the distribution
forms a pronounced plateau, with three consecutive bins containing 22 abstracts each. This
demonstrates strong clustering around the central part of the scoring spectrum. This distribu-
tion forms the basis for determining acceptance thresholds: abstracts located in the upper tail
(right side) represent the highest consensus scores, while those in the lower tail fall below the
expected quality threshold and are candidates for rejection or conditional acceptance.
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6 Table of Full Results per abstract

Uid Rank Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2
Sum of Scores Weighted Sum

Percentile-
weighted sum Avg.

percentileRev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2

10 47 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 14 18 12 15.8 0.39 2.12 1.26
11 77 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 17 12 14.8 0.53 1.33 0.93
12 135 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 9 13 7.8 11.3 0.04 0.55 0.3
14 18 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 19 16 16.8 14 2.58 0.72 1.65
16 65 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 17 13 14.8 0.58 1.57 1.08
18 86 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 15 13.3 13.1 0.64 1.1 0.87
19 22 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 16 18 13.8 16 1.22 1.98 1.6
20 36 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 17 17 14.7 14.8 1.25 1.59 1.42
21 76 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 16 16 14 13.8 1 0.88 0.94
22 33 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 16 16 14.1 13.8 1.64 1.3 1.47
25 103 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 15 12 13.3 0.71 0.64 0.68
26 31 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 18 14.8 15.8 1.45 1.54 1.49
27 16 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 16 20 14 17.5 1 2.3 1.65
29 64 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 18 13 15.5 0.77 1.4 1.08
30 71 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 15 14.8 13.2 1.45 0.56 1
31 52 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 15 16 13.2 14.2 0.94 1.42 1.18
33 104 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 15 12 13.2 0.53 0.8 0.67
34 140 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 13 12 11.2 10.5 0.34 0 0.17
35 124 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 14 12.3 12.2 0.6 0.43 0.52
36 119 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 13 16 11.3 14 0.37 0.77 0.57
37 32 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 18 14 16 12 2.23 0.75 1.49
38 106 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 15 14 13.3 12.3 0.64 0.68 0.66
39 7 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 17 19 14.8 16.7 1.45 2.22 1.84
40 125 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 14 12.5 12.3 0.65 0.37 0.51
41 61 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 18 13 15.7 0.77 1.49 1.13
42 98 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 12 17 10.5 14.7 0.18 1.25 0.71
43 63 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 16 16 14 14.3 0.77 1.45 1.11
44 118 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 14 13 12 11.1 0.39 0.75 0.57
45 139 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 10 8 8.6 6.9 0.18 0.32 0.25
46 17 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 19 14.8 16.5 1.45 1.85 1.65
47 58 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 16 14.8 13.7 1.45 0.83 1.14
48 42 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 16 17 13.7 14.8 1.06 1.57 1.32
49 99 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 16 12 13.8 0.53 0.88 0.7
50 53 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 14 17 12 15.1 0.6 1.72 1.16
53 50 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 16 16 14 13.8 1.16 1.3 1.23
54 114 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 13 12 11 9.8 0.36 0.85 0.61
55 75 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 16 13 13.8 0.58 1.3 0.94
56 62 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 16 14.8 14 1.45 0.77 1.11
57 38 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 19 13 16.8 0.77 1.99 1.38
58 91 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 17 12 14.8 0.53 1.08 0.81
60 108 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 9 17 7.8 14.7 0.04 1.25 0.64
61 27 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 18 15 15.7 1.57 1.49 1.53
62 79 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 13 16 11 13.8 0.55 1.3 0.92
63 81 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 12 18 10.2 15.8 0.29 1.54 0.91
64 96 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 15 13 13.1 0.77 0.73 0.75
65 62 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 16 14.8 14 1.45 0.77 1.11
66 48 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 17 14.8 14.7 1.45 1.04 1.24
67 24 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 19 15 16.8 13.2 2.58 0.56 1.57
68 128 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 13 12 11.3 10.4 0.26 0.7 0.48
69 115 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 13 13 11.5 0.58 0.61 0.59
70 88 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 15 13 13 11.1 0.88 0.75 0.82
71 66 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 17 15 14.7 13 1.25 0.88 1.06
72 130 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 14 12 12.3 0.53 0.37 0.45
73 55 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 18 13 15.8 0.77 1.54 1.15
74 7 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 17 19 14.8 16.7 1.45 2.22 1.84
75 6 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 20 14.8 17.5 1.45 2.3 1.88
76 8 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 18 17 15.7 15 1.93 1.69 1.81
78 57 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 15 17 13 14.5 0.77 1.53 1.15
80 29 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 17 16 15 13.8 1.69 1.3 1.49
81 107 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 16 12 14 0.53 0.77 0.65
82 2 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 19 19 16.8 16.5 2.58 1.85 2.22
83 12 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 17 19 14.7 16.5 1.25 2.15 1.7
84 132 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 13 14 11.3 12 0.37 0.39 0.38
85 61 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 18 13 15.7 0.77 1.49 1.13
86 117 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 14 13 12 11.3 0.6 0.55 0.57
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Table 3 (continued)

Uid Rank Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2
Sum of Scores Weighted Sum

Percentile-
weighted sum Avg.

percentileRev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2

87 111 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 13 12 11 10.6 0.55 0.7 0.63
90 28 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 16 19 14 16.8 0.77 2.25 1.51
91 85 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 14 14.8 12 1.45 0.31 0.88
92 34 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 17 14.8 15 1.45 1.45 1.45
93 84 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 17 12 14.7 0.53 1.25 0.89
96 19 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 16 18 13.8 16.1 1.22 2.06 1.64
98 95 reviewer 14 reviewer 51 12 14 10.6 12.6 0.33 1.18 0.76
99 92 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 16 15 14 13 0.72 0.88 0.8

100 41 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 16 18 14 15.8 0.77 1.91 1.34
101 122 reviewer 14 reviewer 51 13 14 11 12 0.48 0.6 0.54
102 68 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 17 14 14.7 12 1.25 0.83 1.04
103 112 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 14 15 12.3 13 0.37 0.88 0.63
104 136 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 10 14 9 12.2 0.1 0.43 0.27
105 9 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 18 17 15.5 14.8 1.96 1.57 1.77
107 133 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 11 13 9.5 11.2 0.13 0.52 0.33
108 82 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 14 14.8 12.2 1.45 0.35 0.9
109 116 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 15 14 13 12 0.58 0.6 0.59
111 78 reviewer 14 reviewer 51 17 13 14.8 11.3 1.45 0.4 0.93
112 5 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 18 19 15.8 16.5 2.02 1.85 1.93
113 46 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 14 18 12 15.9 0.53 2 1.26
114 23 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 17 17 14.8 14.8 1.59 1.57 1.58
115 39 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 17 14.8 14.7 1.45 1.25 1.35
116 15 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 18 16 15.7 14 1.93 1.41 1.67
119 123 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 15 11 13 9.8 0.77 0.28 0.52
120 70 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 15 14.8 13 1.45 0.58 1.02
121 82 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 14 14.8 12.2 1.45 0.35 0.9
122 100 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 13 14 11.3 12.3 0.4 1 0.7
125 60 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 16 15 14 13.1 1.16 1.1 1.13
126 94 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 15 11.8 13 0.93 0.58 0.76
127 102 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 14 13 12 11.3 0.6 0.76 0.68
128 20 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 18 16 15.5 13.8 1.96 1.3 1.63
129 73 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 17 14 14.8 12.3 1.45 0.45 0.95
130 56 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 16 15 14 13 1 1.3 1.15
131 26 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 18 16 15.7 14 1.93 1.16 1.54
132 21 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 16 19 14 16.7 1 2.22 1.61
133 17 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 19 14.8 16.5 1.45 1.85 1.65
134 129 reviewer 51 reviewer 79 13 12 11.5 10.3 0.46 0.48 0.47
135 126 reviewer 14 reviewer 42 14 14 12.2 12.2 0.58 0.43 0.5
136 137 reviewer 42 reviewer 51 12 11 10.3 9.3 0.23 0.3 0.26
137 49 reviewer 14 reviewer 79 16 16 13.8 13.7 1.22 1.26 1.24
138 101 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 15 15 13 13 0.52 0.88 0.7
139 134 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 10 13 8.7 11.2 0.09 0.53 0.31
140 131 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 13 12 11 10.5 0.55 0.23 0.39
141 127 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 11 14 9.5 12 0.13 0.87 0.5
142 43 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 17 14 14.8 11.8 1.45 1.16 1.31
143 51 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 19 14 16.5 12 1.85 0.6 1.22
144 138 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 13 11 11.2 9.5 0.34 0.17 0.25
145 14 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 18 15.1 15.7 1.85 1.49 1.67
146 113 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 16 12 13.8 10.3 0.88 0.35 0.61
148 121 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 13 12 11.4 10.4 0.61 0.48 0.55
149 1 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 19 19 16.8 16.7 2.58 1.94 2.26
150 10 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 18 18 15.8 15.7 2.02 1.49 1.75
151 83 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 18 13 15.5 11.3 1.4 0.4 0.9
152 74 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 14 15 12.3 13 0.6 1.3 0.95
154 87 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 16 12 14 10.3 1.16 0.51 0.83
155 97 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 14 13.3 12.1 0.64 0.82 0.73
156 69 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 14 18 12.2 15.7 0.58 1.49 1.03
157 141 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 12 9 10.5 7.8 0.11 0.13 0.12
158 105 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 13 14 11.2 12.2 0.37 0.96 0.67
159 13 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 17 16 14.7 13.7 1.78 1.61 1.7
161 4 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 18 16 16 14 2.23 1.73 1.98
162 120 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 15 13 12.8 11.2 0.98 0.14 0.56
163 72 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 15 14.8 13 1.45 0.52 0.98
164 25 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 17 16 14.8 13.8 1.45 1.65 1.55
165 40 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 18 16 15.8 14 1.54 1.16 1.35
166 37 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 14 17 12.3 14.8 0.68 2.08 1.38
167 45 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 17 16 14.7 13.8 1.25 1.3 1.27
169 54 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 16 17 14 14.7 0.77 1.54 1.15
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Table 3 (continued)

Uid Rank Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2
Sum of Scores Weighted Sum

Percentile-
weighted sum Avg.

percentileRev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2 Rev 1 Rev 2

170 109 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 14 12 12 10.3 0.55 0.74 0.64
171 44 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 14 18 12.2 16 0.35 2.23 1.29
172 30 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 16 19 14 16.8 1 1.99 1.49
173 110 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 15 12 13 10.3 0.77 0.51 0.64
174 93 reviewer 51 reviewer 67 14 14 12 12.1 0.6 0.93 0.76
175 90 reviewer 14 reviewer 31 17 13 14.8 11.3 1.45 0.16 0.81
176 80 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 14 15 12 13 0.53 1.3 0.92
177 11 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 18 17 15.7 14.5 1.93 1.53 1.73
178 89 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 15 15 13 13.1 0.52 1.11 0.81
179 67 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 15 16 13.3 14.1 0.64 1.44 1.04
180 3 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 17 19 14.8 16.8 1.33 2.65 1.99
181 25 reviewer 14 reviewer 67 17 16 14.8 13.8 1.45 1.65 1.55
182 59 reviewer 42 reviewer 79 17 15 14.7 12.8 1.25 1.02 1.13
183 35 reviewer 31 reviewer 51 15 18 13.1 15.8 0.73 2.12 1.43
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