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Insights & Findings

Brings value to under-recognised skills &
experiences
Accomplishments can be recognised across

POSITIVE

FEATURES

disciplines
Similar style to other familiar processas

BARRIERS TO

ADOPTION

INDIVIDUAL LEVEL
Different style of writing
Time-consuming
Hesitation in emphasising strengths
Cultural and language barriers

FUMNDER LEVEL
Unclear structure and content expectations
Distrust about how funder) reviewers
interpret CWs
Potential for continued disadvantage

+ Tralning & guidance
FACILITATORS + Individualised feadback
TO ADOPTION + Tallored templatesfexamples

Gender

Women use language expressing agency,
cause & effect and socialrelationships

Ethnicity

Ethnic minority researchers used fewerwords
signaling leadership, dichotomous thinking,
certainty & social connections

Sexual minority researchers used less language
reflecting certainty. Carers used less
dichotomous language. Those who had career
breaks used fewer cause-effect words but more
leadership words

Feedback
Receiving feedback prompted use of more agentic
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and cause-effect language, while avoiding
overconfidence

Interviews

Linguistic analysis

CVs &researchers across all
dimensions with fewer references
to low agency

CVs &researchers across all
dimensions (except
researchers’ authenticity)
with less frequent use of
negation

Researchers (but not CVs), were
with less discrepancy language

Linguistic analysis




1

Create a Single, Evolving Resource Hub. Develop a central
space for evidence-based guidance that institutions can
trust and refer potential Narrative CV users to. This hub
should avoid duplication, evolve with new learning and
practices, and include guidance on how to approach
examples of Narrative CVs.

Action: Funders (e.g., UKRI) to commission and maintain a central

online hub, with contributions from organisations and ongoing
updates led by a designated Resource Hub Manager.

2

Align and Increase Transparency between Applicant and
Reviewer Guidance. Guidance and training materials should
clearly explain the review process, including how narratives
are assessed (e.g., provide examples of CVs with reviewers'
comments) and how inclusion and equity are guaranteed
(e.g., mention training, panel structure, policies).

Action: Funders and Research Performing Organisations to produce
joint guidance for applicants and reviewers that includes annotated
examples of reviewer feedback, draws on existing evidence about
reviewer biases and researcher expectations, explains equity
measures, and is made available in the Resource Hub.

Future Directions

3

Provide mentorship opportunities and self-reflection tools.
Maximise chances for underrepresented researchers.
Institutions should offer opportunities to exchange CVs,
discuss achievements, and evidence contributions. This can
be done via “Strength-spotting” workshops or online self-
assessment prompts. When internal support is not available,
researchers should be directed to reliable external resources
(e.g., PEP CV) that should be evaluated for effectiveness.

Action: Research institutions to implement or review support
structures; department heads and research and innovation (R&I)
teams to provide, monitor, and review activities through an EDI

lens; line managers and supervisors to encourage staff to engage
with internal and external resources and track participation.
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