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Forschungsgelder sind zentral
für Universitäten, Forscher:innen, Karrieren,...

Geld rein –Publikationen raus
Geld erklärt rund 2/3 der Varianz [1]
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kompetitivenicht kompetitiv



άώΧϐ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎŎŀƴŘŀƭ ǘƘŀǘ ōƛƭƭƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƭƭŀǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƪƴƻǿƛƴƎ 

ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƻƴŜȅΦέ ώнϐ

Nature article in 2011



[...] Empirische Studien



Journal of
Informetrics

Funding, evaluation, 

and the performance of 

national research 

systems 
Sandströma and Van den Besselaar
2018

άώΧ] we find a moderate to small but negative correlation of about 0.3

betweenefficiencyand the levelof competitiveproject funding. Thisfinding

seems to contradict many ideas about the positive effect any type of

competitivefundingwouldhaveon performanceέ

Ziel: Analyse der Auswirkungen von Wettbewerb, Autonomie usw. auf die Effizienz (auf der Grundlage von 17 Ländern).



Journal of
Informetrics

Funding, evaluation, 

and the performance of 

national research 

systems 
Sandströma and Van den Besselaar
2018

HoheAutonomie
der Forscher:innen

WenigerWettbewerb
um Fördergelder

Starke ex post
Evaluation

EffizenteSysteme

άώΧ] we find a moderate to small but negative correlation of about 0.3

betweenefficiencyand the levelof competitiveproject funding. Thisfinding

seems to contradict many ideas about the positive effect any type of

competitivefundingwouldhaveon performanceέ

Objective: Theyanalyzedthe impactof competition, autonomy, etc. on efficiency(basedon 17 countries).



Research
Policy

University research 

funding and publication 

performance 
Auranen and Nieminen 2010

Funding, evaluation, 

and the performance of 

national research 

systems 
Sandströma and Van den Besselaar
2018

άώΧ] The idea of output and competition-based incentives promoting

productivityin scienceismorecomplexthan policy-makersseemto believe."

άώΧ] Toomuchcompetition may evenbe dysfunctionalfrom the perspective

of productivity sincecompetition for funding takes time and energy away

from researchandwriting.έ

Ziel: Analyse der Auswirkungen des Wettbewerbs auf die Effizienz (auf der Grundlage von 8 Ländern).



άώΧ] UndeineErhebungzeigt,dassForscherinnenundForscherausÖsterreichohneFörderungen

der großen Förderorganisationen, wie FWFoder EuropeanResearchCouncil,weniger zitiert

wurdenals jene, die Förderungenund Grantserhielten. 17 Zitationenpro Publikationvon nicht

gefördetenForschendenstehen33ZitationenbeigefördertenProjektengegenüber[iϐέ

Statement FWF
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Position paper: 
On Money and Science: 
The impact of competition in distributing scarce research funds
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der großen Förderorganisationen, wie FWFoder EuropeanResearchCouncil,weniger zitiert

wurdenals jene, die Förderungenund Grantserhielten. 17 Zitationenpro Publikationvon nicht
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Statement FWF

Erstens: Auswirkung der Förderung auf die Produktivität 

Zweitens: Kausalität oder Korrelation?!

Drittens: Allgemeine Probleme mit dieser Aussage



Bornmann, Loet, and Van den Besselaar. 
"A meta-evaluation of scientificresearchproposals: Different waysof comparing
rejectedto awardedapplications" Journal of Informetrics(2010)

Erstens: Auswirkung der Förderung auf die Produktivität 

Data

Å671 applicationsin social sciences(DutchEconomics and SocialResearch Council ) 

Å668 applicationsin life sciences(European MolecularBiologyOrganization)

Goal

ÅComparefundingdecisions(awardand rejection) with scientometricperformanceindicators
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Bornmannet al. "A meta-evaluation of scientificresearchproposals: Different waysof comparingrejectedto awardedapplications." Journal of Informetrics(2010)





α¢ƘŜ groupof the best-rejectedapplicationsisdefinedasthoserejectedapplications
(the same numberof applicationsaswas awarded) with the highestmeancitation
ratesfor paperspublishedprior to applicationΦά 





άώΧ] UndeineErhebungzeigt,dassForscherinnenundForscherausÖsterreichohneFörderungen

der großen Förderorganisationen, wie FWFoder EuropeanResearchCouncil,weniger zitiert
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Statement FWF

Erstens: Auswirkung der Förderung auf die Produktivität 

άώΧ] In both fields, awarded applicantsperform on averagebetter than all rejected

applicants. If only the mostpreeminentrejectedapplicantsare consideredin both fields,

theyscorebetter than the awardeeson citation impact.

Bornmannet al. 2010



[Χ] ά{ƻƳŜof the losingproposalsare truly bad, but not all; many of the rejectedproposals

areno worsethan manyof the fundedones. [Χ] Whenproposalsareabundantandmoneyis

scarce,the vastmajority of putativefundingerrorsareexclusory; a largenumberof proposals

arerejectedthat arestatisticallyindistinguishablefrom an equalnumberŀŎŎŜǇǘŜŘά

Thorngateet al. 2002 
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Zweitens: Kausalität oder Korrelation?!

άώΧ] For any analysisof the influenceof funding on research,it is difficult to

distinguishbetween causeand effect in terms of funders finding the best

research/researchersor the fundingimproving/allowingresearch/researchers.ά

Thelwallet al. 2023



Thelwall, Mike, et al.
"Isresearchfundingalwaysbeneficial? A cross-disciplinaryanalysisof UK research2014ς20."
Quantitative Science Studies (2023)

Zweitens: Kausalität oder Korrelation?!

Es gibt vielemöglicheGründe, die die meistpositive Korrelationerklärenkönnten
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ÅFunding improves existing research: it allow researchers to conduct better versions of the research that they 
had already intended; it support a larger scale survey, newer equipment, etc.

ÅFunding might allow a study that would be impossible for the applicant(s) without external funding.

ÅFunding-led research goals are more valued. Research projects that align with funders’ strategic priorities 
may be highly valued

ÅBetter researchers are more successful at attracting funding.

Es gibt vielemöglicheGründe, die die meistpositive Korrelationerklärenkönnten
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Drittens: Allgemeine Probleme mit dieser Aussage

ÅDon‘tcomparethe citation impactof papersfrom different yearsand disciplines.

ÅDon‘tcomparepapersthat havereceivedfundingwith thosethat havenot.

ÅWecouldcomparepapersthat havereceiveddifferent funding(e.g., basefunding).



[...] Gibt es einen Ausweg?



[...] Gibt es einen Ausweg?

RandomisierteStudien



Sind die Auswahlverfahren zuverlässig?



Grant review process

Review score - agreementbetweenreviewers.

ÅSomestudies: peerreview processisentirelyarbitrary [3]. 

ÅSomestudies: verylow [4] to moderate agreement[5]. 

ÅSomestudies: statisticallyflawed(they onlyanalyzeacceptedproposals) [6].

Review Score Entscheidung

Review Score Panel Score Entscheidung



Panel score

ÅStudy: proposals were evaluated by one of 45 panels: only 10% were always funded. They conclude that it 

is not only a costly but also a somewhat random process [7].

ÅConfirmed by presence qualitative studies analysing evaluation processes [8].

Å”Replicates” the study of Cole et a. from 1981: ά²Ŝ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ whetera system in which 

ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻƴ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻƴŜέ ώфϐΦ

Grant review process

Review score Decision

Review score Panel Scoe Decision

Review score - agreementbetweenreviewers.

ÅSomestudies: peerreview processisentirelyarbitrary [3]. 

ÅSomestudies: verylow [4] to moderate agreement[5]. 

ÅSomestudies: statisticallyflawed(they onlyanalyzeacceptedproposals) [6].



[...] Status
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Impact beyond Target

Distribution
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Selection

Peer review and panel 

selection 

Target

Bibliometric Indicators

we arenot there yet
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Ein Antrag: 52 Tage
Österreich; FFG; Energieforschung
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306 Tage für ein gefördertes Projekt
Österreich; FFG; Energieforschung
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Bias?



high competition low succesrates

hinder
innovation[11]

leadto short-term 
thinking[12]



Gender Bias? 

ÅEine Meta-Analyse ergab keine signifikanten geschlechtsspezifischen Unterschiede [13]

high competition low succesrates

hinder
Innovation [11]

leadto short-term 
thinking[12]



[...] Fair weatherscienceand the problemof badideasnot dying



Let'sassumeyouareleadinga teamof 5 peopledeveloping.....



ώΧϐ wennwir damalsschondas Zielklar definierenhätten müssenund 

die Methodenangebenhätte ich niemalsden Nobelpreisbekommen. 

ώΧϐ Ŝǎ gehtdarumdas ungewöhnlichezufindenund für das unvorhersehbareoffenzu

ǎŜƛƴΧŜǎ gehtnichtum den nächstenSchritt den man klar definierenkann.

ώΧϐ ƛŎƘ habeden Eindruck, dassFördermechanismen heuteimmerstärker

RichtungPraxis und Innovation.

Prof. Zeilinger[iii]



Prof. Zeilinger[iv]

[...] zugleich ist einiges, was unter angewandte Forschung   

geführt wird, vielleicht nicht ganz Forschung. 
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Impact beyond Target

Distribution

Competition

Selection

Peer review and panel 

selection 

Target

Excellence



What to we meanby (scientific) excellence?



Excellence: Everyoneclaimsto haveit

Excellence is a fuzzy notion, a somewhat ambiguous term to which different meanings can 

be described [19].
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Excellence: Everyoneclaimsto haveit

Excellence is a fuzzy notion, a somewhat ambiguous term to which different meanings can 

be described [19].

Some scholars even go a step further and argue that excellence has no intrinsic meaning in 

academia and that this leads to hyper-competition that contradicts the qualities of good 

research, problems with reproducibility, fraud, and conservatism [21].

Excellence is a rationalizing myth [20].
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Holzweg 1

Emotional and ideologicallycoloreddiscussions

Å Funding agencies: want to continue

ÅPolicymakers: wouldhaveto admit mistakes

ÅAs scientists(I secretlyhope) that we arenot at our bestwhenpressedfor time, strugglingfor

limited funds, and constantlyuncertainaboutour careersand futures. 

Plus: This is and will not be a win-win situation



Holzweg 2

People areskepticalof science... so wehaveto ... and weshouldnot do ... and not say....



[...] Conclusion
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We needto talk about excellence 

[metascience, indeces, manager]

We needto talk about competition

[traditionallypart of science?]

We needto talk about the researchlandscape

[FH, non-academicresearch, appliedresearch]
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Self-correction, criticism, & the rejectingof bad ideas

[vs. Fair weatherscience]

Change the distribution processor acceptchance

[lottery, 2-stage]

Lessmanagement(power), more autonomyfor the researcher



[...] end


