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1 Evaluation questions and data collection 
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1. Are the programmes and their goals timely? (Embeddedness in the funding landscape & FWF funding portfolio for postdoctoral researchers) 
1.1. Has the FWF reacted appropriately to the implementation of the ERC 
funding schemes? x       x   x x   
1.2. Does the START programme fit properly into the entire spectrum of 
FWF programmes which aim to enhance the career development of young 
researchers? Are there gaps?  

x x x   x   x x   

2. Are the design and the management of the programmes appropriate? Are START and Wittgenstein decisions biased?  
2.1.1. START & Wittgenstein: Is the design of the programmes appropri-
ate? What are possible approaches for improvements in programme de-
sign?  

x       x x   x   

2.1.2. START: Considering the possibilities and constraints of universities 
to the recruitment of researchers in Austria: Is START designed in a way 
that the programme can reach its goals concerning the careers of younger 
researchers?  

x     x       x   

2.1.3. START: Applications for grants in the START-Programme can only 
be submitted by individuals (natural persons). Should the role of the institu-
tion / the university in the application procedure for a START project be 
reconsidered?  

            x x   

2.2.1. START & Wittgenstein: Is the management of the programmes ap-
propriate? What are possible approaches for improvements in programme 
management?  

x   x   x   x     

2.2.2.START & Wittgenstein: Should the definition of target groups be re-
considered?        x   x x x   
2.2.3. START & Wittgenstein: There are no quotas regulating the distribu-
tion of awards between scientific / scholary fields / gender. Should this be 
changed?  

      x x x x     

2.2.4. START: START applicants are obligated to apply for ERC Starting 
Grants in parallel (FWF guidelines). Is this requirement timely and reason-
able?  

x           x x   
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2.3.1 START & Wittgenstein: Can any biases in the selection process be 
identified, regarding Gender /Institutions / Disciplines / …?        x x x       
2.3.2 START & Wittgenstein: Does the composition of the international 
Jury5 cause biases (if so, which and how)?              x (x)   
2.3.3. Wittgenstein: Does the Composition of the community that is eligible 
for the nomination of potential Wittgenstein Awardees cause biases (if so, 
which and how)?  

          x x     

3. What are the impacts of the START (careers of young researchers) and Wittgenstein programmes (new avenues of science)?  
3.1.1. Start: Does the START programme accelerate the career develop-
ment of Grant Recipients?  x x x             
3.1.2. Start: Does the START programme support the institutional integra-
tion of Grant Recipients?  (x) (x) (x)         x   
3.1.3. Start: Are there evidences for the additionality of the programme?  x x x x     x x   
3.2.1. Wittgenstein: Is there evidence that the programme enabled award-
ees to explore new and highly innovative avenues/ fields of research to an 
extent that would not have been possible without the award?  

      x   x       

3.2.2. Wittgenstein: Is there evidence that the programme contributed to the 
public understanding of science?           x x     
3.2.2. Wittgenstein: Has the award enhanced the visibility of the awardees 
in the scientific community?           x       
3.2.2. Wittgenstein : Has the award enhanced the visibility of the awardees 
in public?           x x     
3.2.3. Wittgenstein: Is there evidence that the programme contributes to the 
visibility of the FWF?            x x     
Start: Is there evidence that the programme contributes to the visibility of 
the FWF?  x             x   

Recommendations 
        x 
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2 Detailed description of data gathering methods 

2.1 Original data set – the group of START grantees 

The FWF provided the evaluation team with data on all 114 START grantees, namely: 
project number, name, email address, start and end date of funding, START project 
institution, and discipline. The data provided had been of excellent quality and available 
for all START grantees and without missing. Data cleaning could therefore be reduced 
to a minimum, e.g. manuel check for duplications, missing information, etc). For further 
processing all entries have been given an individual ID for internal use.  

Matching procedure in the Scopus database 

In order to be able to analyse the START grantees using bibliometric methods and to 
generate the control group (see explanation below) it was necessary to identify the 
awardees in a bibliometric database. The database chosen for this project was Scopus. 
Compared to alternative databases, Scopus has the great advantage that it provides 
unique identification codes to each author. As a result authors can be traced across 
publications and across time. The process of identifying the Scopus identifications of 
the START grantees is called ‘matching’.  

With the help of the email address, and – where needed – manual research based on 
the name coupled with supplementary information such as host institution and disci-
plines – it was possible to identify 112 of the 114 START grantees in the Scopus data-
base.  

Two START grantees could not be identified in Scopus, although a manual research by 
name and email address has been done. Both START grantees are part of the Social 
Sciences and Humanities disciplines (in these particular cases: law and history). It is 
assumed that the journals and books in which they publish are not included in the Sco-
pus database. The coverage of the social sciences and the arts and humanities in bib-



4 Detailed description of data gathering methods 

 

liometric databases is generally considered to be rather low.1 There are various rea-
sons for this, such as the language bias against non-English language publications and 
different citation and publication behaviour in these scientific fields.2 These two per-
sons could therefore not be included in the bibliometric analysis and no twin could be 
generated for them. They were however part of the survey and one START awardee 
and in-depth case studies.  

2.2 Creation of the control group 

Based on the information that could be found for the START grantees, a control group 
was created that consisted of Austrian researchers with comparable characteristics at 
the time of the START award; i.e. a person that could have potentially also a START 
applicant. For each START awardee three "twins" were identified in the bibliometric 
database through a propensity score matching process. The following characteristics 
have been used:  

• the research field in which most publications were published; 

• the gender of the researcher, which was automatically extracted from first names; 

• the year of first publication in Scopus database; the goal of this selection criterion 
was to have a control group with a similar distribution of career statuses as in the 
START grantees set. Since Scopus does not include information as research posi-
tion or degree, the number of years of scientific activity was calculated. 

• at least 5 publications in 5 different years with an affiliation at an Austrian institution 
(in order to be considered as "Austrian"; e.g. a person with personal involvement in 
the Austrian science system and therefore sufficient knowledge and interest in the 
START programme; 

                                                
1  Chi, Pei-Shan (2013): Do Non-Source Items Make a Difference in the Social Sciences? Pro-

ceedings of ISSI 2013 – the 14th International Conference of the International Society of 
Scientometrics and Informetrics, Vienna, Austria, July 15-18, 2013; Butler, Linda/ Visser, 
Martijn S. (2006): Extending citation analysis to non-source items. Scientometrics, 66 (2), pp. 
327-343; Van Leeuwen, Thed. (2006): The application of bibliometric analyses in the evalua-
tion of social science research. Who benefits from it, and why it is still feasible. 
Scientometrics 66 (1), pp. 133-154; Hicks, Diana M. (2004): The four literatures of social sci-
ence. In: Moed, H./Glänzel, W./Schmoch, U. (Eds.): Handbook of Quantitative Science and 
Technology Research. Dordrecht, the Netherlands: Kluwer Academic; Nederhof, Anthony 
J./Zwaan, R.A./De Bruin, R.E./Dekker, P.J. (1989): Assessing the usefulness of bibliometric 
indicators for the humanities and the social and behavioural sciences: A comparative study. 
Scientometrics 15 (5), pp. 423-435; Archambault, Éric/Vignola Gagné, Etienne/Côté, 
G./Larivière, V./Gingras, Y. (2006): Benchmarking scientific output in the social sciences and 
humanities: The limits of existing databases. Scientometrics 68 (3), pp. 329-342. 

2  Nederhof, Anton J. (2006): Bibliometric monitoring of research performance in the social 
sciences and the humanities: A review. Scientometrics 66(1), pp. 81-100; Norris, Mi-
chael/Oppenheim, Charles (2007): Comparing alternatives to the Web of Science for cov-
erage of the social sciences’ literature. Journal of Informetrics 1(2), pp. 161-169. 
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• a similar number of publications up to the beginning of the START funding, in order 
to include only researchers with a similar high scientific performance and therefore a 
potential candidate to the START programme. Here, ranges for matching have been 
defined, instead of looking for the exact same amount of publications.  

• a similar citation rate up to the beginning of the START funding in order to include 
twins with a similar high performance. Also here, ranges have been defined. 

After the selection on bases of these structural criteria, three twins (if available) have 
been randomely selected as control group twins.  

In order to find up to three twins, some compromises had to be done, in some cases. 
For example if no twin could be found, the criteria "research field" (as defined as the 
field with most publications) has been interpreted more widely and those researchers 
have been included that had at least one publication in the main field of the START 
awardee. This was seen as a legitimate approach, as researcher often publish in sev-
eral disciplines. In those cases in which no twin could be generated, the characteristic 
"gender" has been dropped. As this was only the case for some cases, no bias is ex-
pected.  

The ‘main twin’ has been selected out of the overall control group and the twin with the 
closest matching characteristics has been used. In addition, this selection was then 
cross-checked manually. 

This approach is able to cope with a range of potential sample selection biases, and 
allows for the attainment of comparable and balanced samples of researchers. The 
START Grantees and the control group should only differ by their treatment but not by 
other structural variables, like the field specific.  

2.3 Analysis based on bibliometric data from the Scopus 
database 

Bibliometric analysis via the Scopus database  

The use of metrics to measure and assess the performance of scientists has mean-
while become a well established standard (Van Raan 2004). Scientific publications are 
one of the most important outputs of science systems, especially of public research in 
university or in non-university institutions (Grupp 1998; Schmoch 2004).  
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As a basis for the bibliometric analysis Elsevier's SCOPUS database has been used.3 
Scopus provides information on articles published in about 16,000 journals worldwide.  

Fraunhofer ISI has implemented an Oracle-SQL version of this database and system-
atically added further data and information to the database. Among the extensions are 
regionalisation (NUTS1, NUTS2, and NUTS3) of EU-27 member countries or the defini-
tion of the researcher’s sexe via the first name. These features have been used to de-
fine the control group (see above) or perform the analysis of regional biases between 
the START grantees and the overall population of Austrian researchers.  

It needs to be stressed that the SCOPUS database mainly covers journal articles in the 
fields of science, technology and medicine. Social sciences and humanties not covered 
to the same extent than the aforementioned disciplines (Schmoch et al. 2012). This is 
due to the fact that Books are not included in the database at all and conference pro-
ceedings are not systematically cover and their numbers vary from year to year. The 
analysed performed with the Scopus dataset has taken this limitation into account.  

A second limitation is related to the database as such: it provides only reliable data 
from around 1996/1997 onwards. Coverage at the "end" of the database i.e. from 
2013/2014 on, is also decreasing. Publications received in a journal in 2014 rely on 
research done one or two years in advance. As the START grant runs over a long pe-
riod (five to six years), comparison before and after the funding period are not possible 
for all grantees equally, as the "ends" of the Scopus database have to be taken into 
account. This limitation is even increased when looking at the "citation rate". As publi-
cations can only be quoted a certain time after their publication (usually at least one 
year), a meaningful analysis had to stop in the year 2011 / 2012. 

START grantees: Output measurement of START grantee compared to the con-
trol group 

The study team conducted a bibliometric analysis to assess the scientific performance 
of the START grantees. In order to substantiate the results, the control group has been 
compared to the group of START grantees, but unlike for the online survey, only one 
twin, called the "main twin" has been used for the bibliometric analysis. This was the 
twin that best matched the characteristics of its corresponding START grantee. (For the 
generation of the twins, see in the above). In total, 112 START grantees have been 
compared to 108 twins.  
  

                                                
3  For which the Fraunhofer ISI has the necessary user rights.  



Detailed description of data gathering methods 7 

 

The scientific performance has been calculated using five indicators as proxy, namely: 

• number of publications,  

• citation rate,  

• number of publication written with co-authors,  

• number of organisations per co-publication,  

• number of countries with which co-publications are written.  

In order to describe the change in the scientific performance over time and allow 
statements on the immediate and medium term effects of the START funding, the 
above-mentioned indicators have been measured for three different timeframes, corre-
sponding to different periods in the scientific life of the START grantee. The indicators 
for the control group twin are calculated following the specific timeframe of its twin 
START grantee.  

In order to take into account the time lag between the generation of research outputs 
and their publication in scientific journals, the period of analysis does not correspond 
completely to the funding period of the START Programme, but is adjusted to the time 
lag. The three periods are defined as follows, each of them including on average 5 
years: 

• Before the START Programme: this period is defined as three years before the be-
ginning of the START funding until two years after.  

• Period during which START funding has been received: this period starts in the third 
year of the START funding until one year after the end of the funding period.  

• After the START funding period: this is defined as the period from two to seven 
years after having received the START funding.  

START grantees: Comparison of the START grantees with all Austrian research-
ers regarding gender, discipline and regions  

The analysis of potential selection biases also rely on information providing from the 
Scopus database. More specifically the database is used to define all Austrian re-
searchers. Austrian researchers are defined as those researchers who have at least 
published three years, in as researcher affiliated to an Austrian research institution. For 
those researchers, the information on gender, region and discipline has been used and 
compared to the group of START candidates and START grantees.  

Wittgenstein: Bibliometric analysis of research fields  

The aim of this analysis was to visualize the research fields in which each Wittgenstein 
awardee has published between 1996 (start of the Scopus database) and 2014. An 
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individual diagram has been created for each awardee showing the percentages of 
publications in the different research fields for each year. This diagram also shows the 
absolute yearly number of publication and shows also the period in which the Wittgen-
stein awardee received the award. (see Annex 7.3)  

These descriptive diagrams visualize the publication pattern of each awardee and 
thereby allow conclusions on changes during the career of the Wittgenstein awardee, 
i.e. has the Wittgenstein awardee published in more or new disciplines than before the 
award.  

Through a "similarity analysis the disciplinary distribution before the award has been 
compared to the funding period. In a second analysis the disciplinary distribution of the 
funding period has been compared to the period after the Wittgenstein award". A value 
of 1 indicates that the Wittgenstein awardee has published in the exact similar number 
of disciplines before and after the comparison. The more the value tends again 0, the 
more different the publication pattern of the awardee has been in the two periods of 
analysis. The formula for the calculation of the similarity value is the following: 

 

It was then possible to indicate whether the publication pattern has changed with the 
reception of the Wittgenstein Award or after the ending of the Wittgenstein funding (see 
Annex 7.2) 

As the Wittgenstein awardees receive their funding in different years, the similarity 
analysis is based on the definition three time periods in order to be able to run the 
analysis on the same numbers of years for all awardees.  

As for the output analysis of the START grantees, three "periods" have been defined 
for the analysis. In order to allow before-and-after-analysis, the three periods have to 
be made up of the same amount of years. Usually, one period is made up of five years. 
Due to the end of the database, this had to be shortened in several cases. The figure in 
Annex 7.1 shows the periods that have been used for the analysis per Wittgenstein 
awardee. The periods have been defined as followed: 

Period before the funding: it is defined as up to three years before the award of the 
Wittgenstein prize and includes the first two years of the Wittgenstein funding. This 
takes into account that research published in the two first years of the award is likely to 
be attributed to research done before the award reception. 
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Period during funding: starts in the third year of the award and covers all years until 
one year after the award. Also here, it is assumed that publications published one year 
after the end of the funding are based on research done in the funding period. 

Period after the end of the Wittgenstein funding: starts two years after the funding.  

2.4 Online-surveys: design, implementation and response 
rate  

Three different groups have been targeted by the online survey. A separate question-
naire has been sent to each of the three groups, encompassing a different set of ques-
tions. The three questionnaires can be found in annex 3. The surveys were online be-
tween end of February/March and April 2015.  

Surveyed groups: 

Group 1: The START grantees: a survey has been sent to all beneficiaries of the 
START programme between 1996 and 2014. In total, 114 grant awardees have been 
contacted. The names and the email addresses of the grantees have been provided by 
the FWF. In addition, the email addresses of the 114 beneficiaries provided in the Sco-
pus database have been used. Where needed, e.g. in case of invalid email addresses, 
email addresses have been searched manually. As a result, all START beneficiaries 
could be contacted with a valid email address. 94 START grantees have completed the 
questionnaire, which is a response rate of 82%  

Group 2: The control group (CG): This group has been generated via the bibliometric 
database Scopus. For each START awardee "twins" have been generated and ran-
domly selected from the Scopus database. The method used for the control group 
generation is described in annex 2.1. As the readiness to answer the questionnaire 
within the control group has been assessed to be lower than of the funded START 
grantees, the control group has been tripled in size. In total 307 researchers could be 
identified matching the criteria of a control group. The questionnaire has been sent to 
those 307 individuals. Possible overlaps with the comparison group have been 
checked before sending the questionnaire; this was the case for five twins, which have 
been removed from the control group. The emails provided in the Scopus database, 
completed by own research have been used for the mailing list. From the 307 control 
group members, 23 individuals could not be reached, due to invalid email addresses or 
death; 4 individuals did not want to participate. A total of 75 completed questionnaires 
have been received, which amounts to a response rate of 24%. The similar absolute 
numbers between the group of START grantees and the control group make compari-
sons possible. 
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Group 3: A comparison group: Candidates to the START programme (CS): Since 2006 
the application process to the START programme comprises a hearing in front of a Jury. 
The applicants who are allowed to the hearing have already passed a rigorous selection 
process in which their scientific performance has been ranked as one of the best in their 
disciplines. These non-successful candidates can therefore be seen as a comparison 
group showing many similar features to the START awardee. Since 2006, there are 57 
Candidates; as some researchers have applied more than one time to the START pro-
gramme, the questionnaire has been sent to 49 individuals. A total of 25 completed 
questionnaires have been received, which amounts to a response rate of 51%.  

The following table show the number of participants and response rate in one table: 

Table 1:  Participation to the online surveys 

Surveyed group No of questionnaire 
sent No of responses Response rate 

START grantees 114 94 82% 
Control group (CG) 307 

from which 27 non-valid 
email addresses 

75 24% 

Comparison group (CS) 49 25 51% 

The three figures below shows the distribution of gender, age and discipline between 
the three surveyed groups. As these parameters have only been controlled for the con-
trol group, the similarity of characteristics is not given for the comparison group (CS).  

Table 2:  Gender distribution in the samples 

 
Survey responses Overall sample 

 
Male Female Male Female 

START grantees 83,3 16,7 84,2% 15,8% 
CG 80,0 20,0 85,6% 14,4% 
CS 72,0 28,0 75,5% 24,5% 
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Figure 1: Scientific age of survey respondents, measured as difference be-
tween 2015 and year of PhD award. 

 

Figure 2: Disciplinary distribution of survey respondents 
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2.5 Overview of applicants to the START programme since 
1996 

The following table show the distribution of non-successful applicants to the START 
grantees in terms of gender, geographical and disciplinary distribution. Researchers who 
have applied several times for the START grant are counted each year they applied. 

Table 3: Distribution between START grantees and applicants in terms of gen-
der, geographical and disciplinary distripution 

 
non successful 

applicants 
Men %START 

grantees Total 

Gender distribution 

Male 96 536 632 

Female 18 138 156 

Regional distribution4 

Eastern Austria, including the Vi-
enna region, Burgenland and Lower 
Austria 74 487 561 

Southern Austria, including Carinthia 
and Styria. Research institutions of par-
ticular importance: the universities of 
Graz and Klagenfurt, 29 127 156 

Western Austria, including Upper 
Austria, Salzburg, Tyrol and Voralberg. 
Research institutions of particular impor-
tance: the universities of Linz, Salzburg 
and Innsbruck. 11 59 70 

Distribution across disciplines 

Biotechnology & Medicine 26 224 250 

Natural Sciences 23 176 199 

Physics 31 138 169 

Social Science & Humanities 16 87 103 

Mathematics 18 48 66 

Other  1 1 

Total 114 674 788 

 

                                                
4  The regional affiliation could not be retraced for one applicant. The analysis is based on 

673 applicants. 
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2.6 Case studies and interviews 

Key informant interviews have been held with representatives from the FWF, the 
Federal Ministry of Science, Research and Economy (BMWFW) and the START Jury. 
In total five interviews / group discussions with eight persons were conducted between 
April and June 2015. 

Eight case studies covering eight START projects have been realised. The selected 
cases represent a variety of START projects with a view to disciplines, period of fund-
ing and their institutional setting. The final sample covers the following criteria and 
shows which persons have been interviewed. 
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START grantees Host institutions START group member 

 

Total of 8 START grantees inter-
viewed 

Total of 6 persons inter-
viewed, covering 7 

START projects 
Total of 9 persons interviewed covering 6 

START projects 

Gender distribution 5 men 
3 women n.a. 7 men 

2 women 

START project final-
ised / still in funding 

4x START project finalised 
4x projects still in funding n.a. 

5 persons from START project finalised 
4 persons from projects still in funding 

START project re-
ceived before /after 
2007 

3 START projects before 2007 
5 START projects since 2007 n.a. 

3 persons from START projects before 2007 
6 persons from START projects since 2007 

Research fields  

1x Mathematics 
2x Physics 
1x Medicine 
1x Natural Sciences 
1x Biotechnology 
2x Social Sciences & Humanities 

n.a. 

1 person from START project Mathematics 
3 persons from START project Physics 
2 persons from START project Biotechnol-
ogy 
3 persons from START project Humanities 

ERC grant 

1 ERC / START grantee (double ap-
plication) 
1 ERC grantee (not for START pro-
ject) 

n.a. n.a. 

Host institution 
4x Vienna universities 
2x Other universities 
2x Research institutes 

3 persons from Vienna 
universities 
2 persons from other 
universities 
1 person from research 
institute  

4x persons from Vienna universities 
3x persons from universities outside Vienna 
2x persons from research institutes 
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The interviews were conducted between May and July 2015. Moreover, the final re-
ports of the finalised projects and the project proposals or mid-term reports of the pro-
jects still in funding have been analysed. 

Interviews with Wittgenstein awardees: Between June and July 2015 seven Witt-
genstein award winners were interviewed on the telephone or face to face. The selec-
tion of the interview partners was based on the following criteria: discipline, gender and 
time the award has been won. 

 

 
Wittgenstein Awardees 

 
7 interviewees 

Gender distribution 5 men 
2 women 

Award won before /after 2005 4x awardees 1996-2005 
3x awardees 2006-2014 

Research fields  
2x Mathematics and Physics 
2x Biotechnology /Medicine and Natural Sciences 
3x Humanities and Social Sciences 
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2.7 Workshop 

Agenda 
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3 Monitoring data 

START grantees are obliged to provide the FWF with a end-of-project report after the 
ceasing of the START funding. These project reports include also an assessment of 
interaction with the FWF (administrative requirements, procedures etc.). The following 
figures provide the data of the 45 START grantees having finalised their START project 
until March 2015. The scala used was a 5-item scala ranking from +2 (highly satisfacto-
ry), +1 (satisfactory), 0 (appropriate); -1 (unsatisfactory) to -2 (highly unsatisfactory). 

1. Rules related to the START programme, i.e. guidelines for programme 
funding, application, use of resources, report templates 

 

2. Application procedures (submission, review, decision) 

 
  

27

31

32

13

11

10

5

3

3

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Length

Clarity

Intelligibility

highly satisfactory satisfactory appropriate

25

16

27

6

20

8

13

8

7

1

1

3

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Advising

Duration

Transparency

highly satisfactory satisfactory appropriate unsatisfactory
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3. Support during project implementation 

Advising  

 

Financial transaction (credit transfers,  
equipment purchases, personnel management 

 

4. Reporting / review / exploitation 

31

32

34

7

10

7

7

3

4

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Availabilty

Level of  detail

Intelligibility

highly satisfactory satisfactory appropriate

42 2 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

highly satisfactory satisfactory appropriate

8

27

20

7

9

15

30

9

10

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Support for PR work / 
exploitation

Transparency

Ef fort

highly satisfactory satisfactory appropriate
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4 Overview on key feature of the START programme 
in comparison to the ERC Starting Grant 

 
 START programme ERC Starting grant 

Goals 

• Expansion and improvement of 
working conditions for researchers 
/qualification for a senior scientific 
position (esp. professorship in Aus-
tria) 

• Create possibilities to improve sci-
entific performance 

• Setting up & consolidation of excel-
lent research groups under the 
leadership of an outstanding re-
searcher 

• Contribute to the acceptance of 
scientific research in Austria 

(Source: FWF, logic chart) 

• Support up-and-coming research 
leaders who are about to establish a 
proper research team and to start 
conducting independent research in 
Europe.  

• Support the creation of excellent 
new research teams. 

 
Implicit goals: 
• (Educate & keep research talents in 

Europe) 
• (Generate new ideas & strengthen 

research in Europe) 
Source: ERC website 

Target 
group 

Outstanding young researchers of any 
discipline and nationality (Source: FWF 
homepage) 

Promising researchers who have the 
proven potential of becoming inde-
pendent research leaders. It will sup-
port the creation of excellent new re-
search teams. Open to all nationalities 
(Source: ERC Starting grant website) 

Financial  
resources 

• Up to €1,2 million, min.€ 800.000, 
all direct eligible costs, including 
VAT 

• Since 2007 average of 8-9 awards 
per year, before 5-6 prizes per 
year,  

(114 prizes between 1996-2014) 
 
 

• Up to €1,5 million (exceptional cas-
es €2 million);  

• Contribution of 25% of the total 
eligible costs towards indirect costs 
(overhead) 

• Around 400 Starting grants per 
year, can go up to 566 (2012) 

(2707 Starting Grants 2007 – 2014) 

Duration Up to 6 years, interims review after 3 
years 

Up to 5 years 
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 START programme ERC Starting grant 

Conditions 
for applica-

tion 

• Over 2 and up to 8 years of experi-
ence after PhD (since 2014) 

• exceptional international track rec-
ord  

• proven scientific independence  
• desirable: completed research stay 

abroad of at least one year  
• Since 2007: Obligation to apply for 

both START and ERC simultane-
ously  

• Research must be conducted in or 
under the responsibility of an Aus-
trian research institution. Agree-
ment of the host institution neces-
sary. 

• Holder of a full professorship (acc. 
Univ.Prof §99) may not apply. 

 
Application conditions changes several 
times:  
• From 1996 to 20056: younger than 35 Years 
• From 2006-2012: from 2 until 10 years after 

doctorate  
• In 2013-2014: from 2 until 9 years after 

doctorate  
• Until 2007: tenured track position /financing 

for own position had to be proved / exception 
on demand were possible 

• Over 2 and up to 7 years of experi-
ence after PhD 

• Scientific track record showing great 
promise :  
o potential for research independ-

ence & evidence of scientific 
maturity; (1 important publica-
tion without PhD advisor) 

o promising track record 
• Research must be conducted in a 

public or private research organisa-
tion located in one of the EU Mem-
ber State or Associated Countries 

 

Selection 
condition & 
mechanism 

Selection process:  
• Research proposal (formal aspects) 
• All proposals get peer reviewers by 

3 international peer reviewer. The 
FWF boards establish a priority list 
for the hearing 

• All proposals are reviewed by the 
international jury. Selection for the 
hearing 

• Hearing (since 2006) 
• Interim report after 3 years of fund-

ing# 
 
Selection criterion 
• excellence 
• High risk / high gain criterion: is not 

explicitly put forward, as this tent to 
overdo the proposals.  

 

Selection process (1 formal & 2 content 
rounds) based on: 
• Formal selection 
• Proposal (here: extended synopsis) 

is evaluated in a thematic panel (11-
15 persons). Selection for next 
steps 

• Interview and peer reviews. 
If specific minimum threshold is passed, the 
proposal is rated with an A, B, C. Only A-
ranked proposals come to the next step. If 
B-rank, a new proposal can only be submit-
ted 2 years later; if C-rank, 3 years later. 
 
• Interim report after 2,5 years of 

funding 
 
Selection criterion 
• excellence 
• High risk / high gain criterion is put 

forwards. 
Success 

rate 
Approx 13% (average 2002-2014) Approx 10% 
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 START programme ERC Starting grant 

Type of 
funding 

• Global budget and direct manage-
ment of fund by the START award-
ee; no overhead is financed 

• Flexible shift of funds between per-
sonnel & infrastructure or other po-
sition, if needed (with agreement of 
the FWF) 

• Cooperation agreement with uni-
versities: FWF funds are adminis-
trated by the host institution: if uni-
versity, former science and tech-
nology act, §26 & §27 applies; re-
search organization such as the 
Austrian Academy of Science have 
specific agreements with the FWF, 
regulating the flow & administration 
of funds)  

• Group members of the START 
project are usually employed by the 
host institution. 

• Infrastructure & equipment: 
o Until 1.500€: no involvement of 

the FWF. Alone responsibility of 
the START awardee.  

o Until 24.00€ bought directly by 
START awardee and managed 
by university 

o Over 24.000 bought and man-
aged by FWF 

o After the START project, infra-
structure is taken over by the re-
search institution or sold (e.g. to 
the new host institution of the 
START awardee. 

• the management of funding is usu-
ally not directly handled by award-
ees 

• No global budget, contribution of 
25% of the total eligible costs to-
wards indirect costs (overhead) 

• Budget shift between positions diffi-
cult.  
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 START programme ERC Starting grant 

Specific 
features  

• Obligation to apply for START and 
for ERC at the same time.  

• If ERC and START is granted, 
START funding has to be given 
back, except for 1 year of funding 
(max. 200.000€) which is given as 
a compensation and on the top of 
the ERC funding. The title "START 
awardee" can still be used. 

• Funding that are not allocated as 
result of an ERC award are used 
for additional START-prizes the fol-
lowing year. 

 
• Additional possibility for women: 

parts of the research proposals can 
be used for an application for the 
'Elise-Richter-Programme'.  

• Restricted portability: only within 
Austria. There is an agreement with 
DACH countries (Germany, Austria, 
Switzerland) that these sort of fund-
ing cannot be taken to one of these 
countries. Same applies e.g. for 
Emmy Noether.  

• Portability of the prize: the ERC 
grantee is allowed to change the 
host institution and take the grant 
with him / her. Only within Europe or 
countries under the ERA agree-
ment. 

 

Supporting / 
Consecutive 
measures 

• (FWF stand-alone projects) 
• individual funding) 

 
 
 
 

• Wittgenstein-prize: 

• ERC Consolidator: for researchers 
over 7 and up to 12 years of experi-
ence after completion of PhD 

• Proof of concept: additional funding 
to establish the innovation potential 
of ideas arising from their ERC-
funded frontier research project. 

• ERC Advanced Grants (Compara-
ble to Wittgenstein Prize): funding 
for ground-breaking, high-risk pro-
jects that open new directions in 
their respective research fields;  

Programm  
beginn 

1996 2007 

Funding 
source 

FWF (Austria) ERC /EU 
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5 Survey questions 

5.1 START grantees 

NB: it was decided to use German as survey language. 
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Filter: the next questions have not been asked to ERC-awardees. 
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Filter: only for those survey respondents who indicate to be employed in a foreign re-
search institution or to have left science 

 

Filter : from here on ERC are included again.  

 

Filter: next questions only for ERC grantees 
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Filter: question again to all survey respondents 
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5.2 Control group 
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5.3 Comparison group 
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6 Interview questions 

6.1 Institutional stakeholders 

6.1.1 BMWFW 

Question related to the START programme 

Design des Programms 

1. Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht das Besondere an START? Wie unterscheidet sich 
START von anderen Programmen? 

2. Adressiert START einen neuralgischen Punkt einer Wissenschaftskarriere (in 
Österreich)? 

3. Berücksichtigt START die Gegebenheiten (Möglichkeiten und Grenzen für junge 
Wissenschaftler) an den österreichischen Universitäten? Inwiefern? 

4. Sind Sie mit der Zielgruppendefinition (junge SpitzenforscherInnen aller Fachdis-
ziplinen) einverstanden? 

5. Inwiefern hat START sein Förderziel erreicht? Was sind die Hauptgründe dafür? 

Einbettung ins Förderportfolio des FWF 

6. Wie fügt sich das Programm ins Förderportfolio des FWF? 

7. Orten Sie Lücken im Programmportfolio in Hinblick auf die Karriereentwicklung 
von Wissenschaftlern?  

ERC 

Wie reagierte der FWF auf die Einführung der ERC Förderung? 

8. Erachten Sie diese als adäquat? 

9. Wie beurteilen Sie die Vorgabe, dass STARTer ERC Grants beantragen müs-
sen? Was spricht dafür, was dagegen? 

10. Inwieweit überschneiden/ergänzen sich die Programme? 

11. Gibt es hier Verbesserungsvorschläge? 

Bewerbung-/Beurteilungsprozess 

12. Halten Sie den Bewerbungsprozess für adäquat? 

13. Welches ist die Rolle der Institutionen (Universitäten) und sollte diese in Zukunft 
anders gestaltet werden? 

14. Wie beurteilen Sie den Beurteilungsprozess? Stärken und Schwächen?  
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15. Wie beurteilen Sie die Zusammensetzung der Jury? Stärken und Schwächen?  

16. Sollen Quoten in Hinblick auf wissenschaftliche Bereiche/Zielgruppen/Geschlecht 
eingeführt werden? Warum (nicht)? 

17. Gibt es andere Vorschläge, um die Beteiligung von unterrepräsentierten Gruppen 
zu erhöhen? 

Abschließende Beurteilung 

18. Wie beurteilen Sie START zusammenfassend? Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht der zent-
rale Nutzen von START? 

19. Was sind die Stärken bzw. Schwächen des Programms? 

20. In welchen Bereichen orten Sie Verbesserungsbedarf? 

21. Welche Optimierungsvorschläge haben Sie für das Programm?  

Questions related to the Wittgenstein award 

Design des Programms 

1. Was sind die wichtigsten Charakteristika des Wittgenstein-Preises? Was ist das 
Besondere am Wittgenstein-Preis? 

2. Adressiert Wittgenstein einen neuralgischen Punkt in der Wissenschaftskarriere? 

3. Halten Sie die Zielgruppendefinition für adäquat? 

4. Brauchen Wissenschaftler auf diesem Niveau noch eine derartige Förderung? 
Was spricht dafür, was dagegen? 

Einbettung ins Förderportfolio des FWF 

5. Wie fügt sich das Programm ins Förderportfolio des FWF?  

6. Inwieweit kann Wittgenstein zur Erfüllung der FWF-Ziele beitragen? 

7. Braucht es Wittgenstein? Was ist der „Mehrwert" von Wittgenstein? 

8. Leistet Wittgenstein einen Beitrag zur Sichtbarkeit des FWF / der Wissenschaft in 
Österreich? 

Nominierung- und Beurteilungsprozess 

9. Halten Sie den Nominierungsprozess für adäquat? 

10. Wie beurteilen Sie die Definition der zur Nominierung Berechtigten?  

11. Wie beurteilen Sie die Zusammensetzung der Jury?  

12. Gibt es Vorschläge, um die Beteiligung von unterrepräsentierten Gruppen zu 
erhöhen? 
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Abschließende Beurteilung 

13. Wie beurteilen Sie Wittgenstein zusammenfassend? Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht der 
zentrale Nutzen von Wittgenstein? 

14. Was sind die Stärken bzw. Schwächen des Programms? 

15. In welchen Bereichen orten Sie Verbesserungsbedarf? 

16. Welche Optimierungsvorschläge haben Sie für das Programm?  

6.1.2 FWF 

Questions related to the START programme 

Design des Programms 

1. Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht das Besondere an START? Wie unterscheidet sich 
START von anderen Programmen? 

2. Adressiert START einen neuralgischen Punkt einer Wissenschaftskarriere (in 
Österreich)? 

3. Berücksichtigt START die Gegebenheiten (Möglichkeiten und Grenzen für junge 
Wissenschaftler) an den österreichischen Universitäten? Inwiefern? 

4. Was ist ein typischer STARTer? Gibt es unterrepräsentierte Gruppen? 

5. Ist dies mit der Zielgruppendefinition im Einklang? 

6. Soll die Zielgruppendefinition nachgeschärft werden? Warum (nicht)? 

7. Inwiefern hat START sein Förderziel erreicht? Was sind die Hauptgründe dafür? 

Einbettung ins Förderportfolio des FWF 

8. Wie fügt sich das Programm ins Förderportfolio des FWF? (Matrix) 

9. Was wäre aus Ihrer Sicht ein „gangbarer Weg" durch die FWF-Programme für 
einen Wissenschaftler und an welchem Punkt kommt START ins Spiel? 

10. Orten Sie Lücken im Programmportfolio in Hinblick auf die Karriereentwicklung 
von Wissenschaftlern? (Matrix) v.a. junge Postdocs 

ERC 

11. Wie reagierte der FWF auf die Einführung der ERC Förderung? 

12. Erachten Sie diese als adäquat? 

13. Wie beurteilen Sie die Vorgabe, dass STARTer ERC Starting Grants beantragen 
müssen? Was spricht dafür, was dagegen? 

14. Inwieweit überschneiden/ergänzen sich die Programme? (Matrix) 

15. Gibt es hier Verbesserungsvorschläge? 
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Programmmanagement 

16. Wie ist das Programmanagement organisiert? 

17. In welchen Bereichen ist das Programmmanagement am meisten gefordert 
(Knackpunkte)? 

18. Halten Sie den Bewerbungsprozess für adäquat? 

19. Welches ist die Rolle der Institutionen (Universitäten) und sollte diese in Zukunft 
anders gestaltet werden? 

20. Wie beurteilen Sie den Beurteilungsprozess? Stärken und Schwächen? Orten 
Sie mögliche Verzerrungen? In welchen Bereichen? 

21. Wie beurteilen Sie die Zusammensetzung der Jury? Stärken und Schwächen? 
Gibt es hier Potenzial für Verzerrungen? 

22. Sollen Quoten in Hinblick auf wissenschaftliche Bereiche/Zielgruppen/Geschlecht 
eingeführt werden? Warum (nicht)? 

23. Gibt es andere Vorschläge, um die Beteiligung von unterrepräsentierten Gruppen 
zu erhöhen? 

Abschließende Beurteilung 

24. Wie beurteilen Sie START zusammenfassend? Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht der zent-
rale Nutzen von START? 

25. Was sind die Stärken bzw. Schwächen des Programms? 

26. In welchen Bereichen orten Sie Verbesserungsbedarf? 

27. Welche Optimierungsvorschläge haben Sie für das Programm?  

Questions related to the Wittgenstein 

Design des Programms 

1. Was sind die wichtigsten Charakteristika des Wittgenstein-Preises? Was ist das 
Besondere am Wittgenstein-Preis? 

2. Adressiert Wittgenstein einen neuralgischen Punkt in der Wissenschaftskarriere? 

3. Halten Sie die Zielgruppendefinition für adäquat? 

4. Brauchen Wissenschaftler auf diesem Niveau noch eine derartige Förderung? 
Was spricht dafür, was dagegen? 
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Einbettung ins Förderportfolio des FWF 

5. Wie fügt sich das Programm ins Förderportfolio des FWF? (Matrix) 

6. Inwieweit kann Wittgenstein zur Erfüllung der FWF-Ziele beitragen? 

7. Braucht es Wittgenstein? Was ist der „Mehrwert" von Wittgenstein? 

8. Leistet Wittgenstein einen Beitrag zur Sichtbarkeit des FWF? 

Programmmanagement 

9. Wie ist das Programmanagement organisiert? 

10. In welchen Bereichen ist das Programmmanagement am meisten gefordert 
(Knackpunkte)? 

11. Halten Sie den Nominierungsprozess für adäquat? 

12. Wie beurteilen Sie die Definition der zur Nominierung Berechtigten? Kann es hier 
zu Verzerrungen kommen? In welchen Bereichen? 

13. Wie beurteilen Sie die Zusammensetzung der Jury? Gibt es hier Potenzial für 
Verzerrungen? 

14. Gibt es Vorschläge, um die Beteiligung von unterrepräsentierten Gruppen zu 
erhöhen? 

Abschließende Beurteilung 

15. Wie beurteilen Sie Wittgenstein zusammenfassend? Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht der 
zentrale Nutzen von Wittgenstein? 

16. Was sind die Stärken bzw. Schwächen des Programms? 

17. In welchen Bereichen orten Sie Verbesserungsbedarf? 

18. Welche Optimierungsvorschläge haben Sie für das Programm?  

6.2 Jury members 

The meeting with the Jury members was conceived as a focus group discussion. The 
meeting language was in English; the moderator translated the following questions in 
English during the discussion. 

START 

1. Wie würden Sie das START-Programm beschreiben? Was sind die wesentlichen 
Besonderheiten und Charakteristika? 

2. Wie schätzen Sie die Qualität der Einreichungen im Großen und Ganzen ein? 
Hat es hier Veränderungen im Laufe der Zeit gegeben? 



52 Interview questions 

 

3. Welches sind die wesentlichen Kriterien, die Sie bei der Auswahl heranziehen? 

4. Worauf stützen Sie Ihre Bewertungen? 

5. Wie gehen Sie mit Anträgen um, die nicht (ganz) in Ihr Fachgebiet fallen? 

6. Wie beurteilen Sie das Hearing? Wieweit dient es Ihrer Entscheidungsfindung? 
Welche Änderungen bei den Bewertungen ergeben sich hier noch? Auf welche 
Aspekte achten Sie besonders? 

7. Wie verläuft die Diskussion und Entscheidungsfindung in der Jurysitzung? 

8. Wie beurteilen Sie die Juryzusammensetzung? Orten Sie Möglichkeiten von Ver-
zerrungen aufgrund der Zusammensetzung? 

9. Wie beurteilen Sie den Selektionsprozess bei START insgesamt? Stärken und 
Schwächen? (Rolle der Forschungsstätten stärken?) 

10. Gibt es Änderungswünsche/Optimierungsvorschläge? 

Wittgenstein 

1. Wie würden Sie den Wittgenstein-Preis beschreiben? Was sind die wesentlichen 
Besonderheiten und Charakteristika? 

2. Wie beurteilen Sie die Tatsache, dass potenzielle Preisträger nominiert werden? 

3. Wie schätzen Sie die Qualität der Nominierungen?  

4. Welches sind die wesentlichen Kriterien, die Sie bei der Auswahl heranziehen? 

5. Worauf stützen Sie ihre Bewertungen? 

6. Wie verläuft die Diskussion und Entscheidungsfindung in der Jurysitzung? 

7. Wie beurteilen Sie den Selektionsprozess bei Wittgenstein insgesamt? Stärken 
und Schwächen? 

8. Gibt es Änderungswünsche/Optimierungsvorschläge? 
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6.3 START grantees 

One interview has been conducted in English 

START Projekt – Motivation, Auswahl, Administration 

1. Warum haben Sie sich bei START beworben? Welches waren die ausschlagge-
benden Gründe? 

2. Welche Rolle spielte die Institution, in der das START-Projekt eingebunden ist? 
(War sie eher unterstützend oder hemmend?) 

a. Bei der Antragstellung 
b. Bei der Durchführung 

3. Wie sind ihre Erinnerungen an die Antragstellung und an das Hearing? 

4. Wie beurteilen sie das Auswahlverfahren? Stärken und Schwächen? 

5. Wie beurteilen sie die Jury? 

6. Wie beurteilen sie die Vorgabe beim ERC parallel einreichen zu müssen? 

7. Wie beurteilen sie das Programmmanagement, die Betreuung und die administ-
rativen Erfordernisse während des Projekts? 

Bedeutung des START-Projekts 

8. Welche Möglichkeiten bietet (bot) das START-Programm für ihre Forschung? 

9. Hätten sie diese mit anderen Programmen auch in dieser Form (gehabt)? Wie 
positioniert sich START hier im Vergleich zu anderen Förderungen, die Sie erhal-
ten haben? 

10. Wurde der administrative Aufwand größer/kleiner als davor? Warum? 

11. Welche Bedeutung hat(te) START für ihre Karriere? 

a. Hat START zu entscheidenden Wendepunkten in der Karriere geführt? 
b. Hat START ihre Verhandlungsposition in der Forschungsinstitution verbes-

sert? 
c. Hat START geholfen, eine wissenschaftliche Karriere (in Ö) zu realisieren? 

12. Welche Möglichkeiten eröffnete START hinsichtlich der Rekrutierung von Team-
mitgliedern? 

13. Welche Effekte hatte START auf die Mitglieder Ihres Projektteams? Aus inhaltli-
cher und karrieretechnischer Sicht? 

Beurteilung von START 

14. Würden sie wieder bei START einreichen bzw. einem vergleichbaren Wissen-
schaftler(in) raten, einzureichen? Warum (nicht)? 
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15. Wie würden Sie das START- Programm insgesamt beurteilen? Stärken und 
Schwächen? 

16. Erachten Sie START als ein wichtiges Programm in der österreichischen For-
schungslandschaft? Warum? 

17. Der ERC Starting Grant und START sind sehr ähnlich. Sollte START dennoch 
erhalten bleiben? Warum (nicht)? 

18. Haben Sie Änderungs-/Optimierungsvorschläge? 

6.4 Host institutions 

Allgemeines 

1. In welcher Weise sind Sie mit START-Projekten an der Institution befasst?  

2. Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht das Besondere an START (auch im Vergleich zu anderen 
Drittmitteln)? 

3. Welche Bedeutung hat das Programm für Nachwuchswissenschaftler? Den 
STARTER und die Gruppe?  

4. Welche Bedeutung hat das Programm für Ihre Institution? 

5. Welche Strategie in Hinblick auf START verfolgen Sie? 
a. Weisen Sie Wissenschaftler aktiv auf diese Möglichkeit hin? 
b. Geben Sie Unterstützung bei der Antragstellung? Wenn ja, in welcher Wei-

se? 
c. Unterstützen Sie die STARTer nach Bewilligung? Wie genau sieht die Unter-

stützung aus?  
d. Welche Möglichkeiten bieten Sie START-Preisträgern im Anschluss an das 

Projekt? (Versuch, die Antragsteller langfristig in der Institution zu beschäfti-
gen)?  

e. Wie könnte eine optimale institutionelle Unterstützung der START-
Preisträger aussehen? 

Beurteilung 

6. Wie beurteilen Sie das START-Programm insgesamt? Stärken und Schwächen 

7. Schließt das START-Programm eine Lücke im der österreichischen Nachwuchs-
förderung? Inwiefern? Könnte die Institution diese Aufgabe erfüllen? 

8. Welche Auswirkungen hätte ein Ende des START-Programms auf Ihre Instituti-
on? 

9. Sollte START vollständig zugunsten des ERC-Starting Grant aufgeben werden? 

10. Welche Änderungs- und Optimierungsvorschläge haben Sie (noch)? 
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6.5 START group members 

Two interviews have been conducted in English 

START Projekt – persönliche Entwicklung 

1. Wie sind Sie ins START-Team gekommen? (Ausschreibung, schon am Institut, 
Kontakt zu Gruppenleiter etc.) 

2. Was hat Sie motiviert, in einem START-Projekt mitzuarbeiten?  

3. Welche Resultate erwarten Sie sich durch Ihre Teilnahme an START bzw. wel-
che sind bereits eingetreten? 
a. Unmittelbare Ergebnisse (z.B. Master, Diss., Publikationen etc.) 
b. Inhaltliche Entwicklung 
c. Zutritt zur scientific community (über Konferenzen, etc.) 
d. Karriereentwicklung – Schildern Sie mir bitte Ihren Werdegang. oder Welche 

Pläne haben Sie? 

4. Hätten Sie diese Möglichkeiten auch ohne Einbindung in diese Gruppe bzw. im 
Rahmen anderer Programme gehabt? 

Beurteilung START 

5. Würden Sie anderen WissenschaftlernInnen raten, sich für eine Forschungstätig-
keit in einer START-Gruppe zu bewerben? Warum (nicht)? 

6. Welche Vorteile bietet eine START-Gruppe jungen Wissenschaftlern? 

7. Wollen Sie selbst einmal bei START einreichen? Warum (nicht)? 

8. Wie würden Sie das START- Programm insgesamt beurteilen? Stärken und 
Schwächen? 

9. Haben Sie Änderungs-/Optimierungsvorschläge, v.a. aus Sicht der Projektmitar-
beiterInnen?  

6.6 Wittgenstein awardees 

Individuelle Ebene 

1. Was hat es für Sie persönlich bedeutet, den Wittgenstein-Preis zu erhalten? 

2. Welche Auswirkungen hatte der Wittgenstein-Preis auf Ihre Forschungen? 

3. Warum haben Sie gerade diese Forschungsidee im Rahmen von Wittgenstein 
realisiert? 

4. Konnten Sie mit dem Preis neue, innovative Forschungsfragen bearbeiten? Hät-
ten Sie diese Aktivitäten auch im Rahmen anderer Förderungen machen kön-
nen? Warum (nicht)?  
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5. Wie haben Sie die Gruppe zusammengestellt? Unterscheidet sich die For-
schungsgruppe von in anderen Rahmen geförderten Gruppen? 

6. Inwiefern haben diese NachwuchswissenschaftlerInnen vom Preis profitieren 
können? Unterschiede zu anderen Förderungen? 

7. Welche Auswirkungen hat der Gewinn des Preises auf Ihre Karriere? 

8. Welche Auswirkungen hat der Gewinn des Preises auf die Karriere der For-
schungsgruppe? 

Programmmanagement/Organisatorisches 

9. Wie beurteilen Sie die Vorgaben zur Projektabwicklung/Berichtslegung etc.? 
(passt es zum Charakter des Preises) Fühl(t)en Sie sich adäquat betreut wäh-
rend der Förderung? 

10. Halten Sie das Nominierungsverfahren geeignet für solch einen Preis? Warum 
(nicht)? 

11. Haben Sie selbst schon eine andere Person nominiert? Warum (nicht)? 

Allgemeine Fragen 

12. Was ist aus Ihrer Sicht das Besondere am Wittgenstein-Preis? (Vergleich zu an-
deren Programmen zur Unterstützung von Spitzenforschung) 

13. Hat so ein Preis seine Berechtigung, v.a. vor dem Hintergrund der prekären Bud-
getsituation? Warum (nicht)? 

14. Ist der Wittgenstein-Preis geeignet, WissenschaftlerInnen und Spitzenforschung 
ins Rampenlicht zu rücken? 

15. Was könnten die Wittgenstein-Preisträger tun, um den Preis als Instrument der 
Wissenschaftskommunikation zu stärken? 

16. Gibt es von Ihrer Seite schon Aktivitäten in diese Richtung? 

Zusammenfassung 

17. Der Wittgenstein-Preis sollte erhalten bleiben, weil… 

18. Der Wittgenstein-Preis sollte abgeschafft werden, weil… 

19. Haben Sie Optimierungsvorschläge in Hinblick auf die Ausgestaltung des Prei-
ses? 
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7 Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields 

7.1 Funding periods of Wittgenstein awardees  
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7.2 Overview similarity analysis 
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Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,87 0,91 0,84 0,77 0,97 0,85 0,83 0,71 0,92 0,85 0,70 0,96 0,67 0,94 0,85 0,93 0,43 0,91 0,97 0,89 0,83 0,54 0,00 0,95 0,98 0,80

AT - Similarity vor-während der Förderung 1,00 1,00 0,99 1,00 0,99 0,95 0,99 1,00 0,99 1,00 0,99 0,99 1,00 0,96 1,00 0,98 1,00 0,95 0,99 0,99 0,99 0,99 0,99 1,00 0,98 0,99

% Abweichung vom Durchschnitt 12% 9% 15% 23% 3% 10% 16% 28% 7% 15% 30% 3% 32% 2% 14% 5% 57% 4% 2% 10% 16% 46% 100% 4% 0% 19%

Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,90 0,80 0,96 0,98 0,93 0,89 0,84 0,91 0,89 0,95 0,89 0,91 0,95 0,91

AT - Similarity während-nach der Förderung 1,00 0,98 0,99 0,97 1,00 0,99 0,99 1,00 1,00 0,99 1,00 0,75 0,99 0,97

% Abweichung vom Durchschnitt 10% 19% 3% -1% 7% 11% 15% 9% 11% 5% 11% -21% 4% 6%
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7.3 Individual analysis 

7.3.1 No 115; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of 
Publ. 6 4 1 1 2 3 2 6 4 7 2 6 7 12 4 9 6 6 1 89 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,87 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Applied Mathematics
Spectroscopy
Catalysis
Instrumentation
Bioengineering
Materials Science (all)
Engineering (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Multidisciplinary
Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)
Chemistry (all)
Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials
Environmental Science (all)
Physical and Theoretical Chemistry
Electrical and Electronic Engineering
Statistical and Nonlinear Physics
Mathematical Physics
Medicine (all)
Condensed Matter Physics
Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics
Physics and Astronomy (all)
Number of publications
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7.3.2 No 116: Main discipline: Medicine 

 
 

 Funding period 
 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of 
Publ. 4 11 6 9 6 4 6 1 7 4 5 12 5 3 8 7 4 7 2 111 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Medicine 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,91 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,90 1,00 
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Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Hematology
Anatomy
Multidisciplinary
Biochemistry
Infectious Diseases
Developmental Biology
Immunology and Microbiology (all)
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Neuroscience (all)
Immunology and Allergy
Molecular Biology
Genetics
Cell Biology
Medicine (all)
Immunology
Number of publications
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7.3.3 No 117; Main discipline: Medicine 

 
 

 Funding period 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 2 1 2 1 6 8 7 2 5 6 5 7 8 3 7 3 6 5 1 85 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Medicine 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,84 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Biochemistry
Computer Graphics and Computer-Aided Design
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
Genetics (clinical)
Health Informatics
Immunology and Microbiology (all)
Information Systems
Energy (all)
History and Philosophy of Science
Software
Developmental Biology
Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Genetics
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Multidisciplinary
Molecular Biology
Cell Biology
Neuroscience (all)
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Medicine (all)
Number of publications
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7.3.4 No 120; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 
No of 
Publ. 19 25 21 28 36 15 23 25 13 12 4 6 6 17 11 6 4 0 0 271 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,97 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,96 0,99 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Neuroscience (all)

Mathematical Physics

Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering

Statistical and Nonlinear Physics

Materials Chemistry

Materials Science (all)

Engineering (all)

Safety, Risk, Reliability and Quality

Surfaces, Coatings and Films

Control and Systems Engineering

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics

Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)

Condensed Matter Physics

Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Number of publications
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7.3.5 No 121; Main discipline: Comupter Sciences 

 
 

 Funding period 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 
No of 
Publ. 9 9 4 9 4 8 11 9 10 14 10 10 13 17 21 25 18 15 1 217 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Comupter Sciences 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,85 0,95 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,98 0,97 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Computer Science Applications
Nuclear Energy and Engineering
Electrical and Electronic Engineering
Computer Networks and Communications
Control and Systems Engineering
Applied Mathematics
Logic
Computer Graphics and Computer-Aided Design
Artificial Intelligence
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (miscellaneous)
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Computer Science (miscellaneous)
Information Systems
Computational Theory and Mathematics
Engineering (all)
Software
Computer Science (all)
Hardware and Architecture
Theoretical Computer Science
Number of publications
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7.3.6 No 122; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of 
Publ. 8 5 12 3 10 3 3 9 9 11 5 8 6 10 8 10 5 4 0 129 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,83 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)

Instrumentation

Multidisciplinary

Physical and Theoretical Chemistry

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Nuclear and High Energy Physics

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Medicine (all)

Mathematical Physics

Statistical and Nonlinear Physics

Condensed Matter Physics

Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Number of publications
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7.3.7 No 124; Main discipline: Biology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 6 6 6 8 4 10 4 4 7 14 10 10 10 12 15 8 6 13 0 153 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,71 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Genetics

Soil Science

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Multidisciplinary

Chemistry (all)

Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)

Waste Management and Disposal

Water Science and Technology

Food Science

Biotechnology

Oceanography

Medicine (all)

Microbiology

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Environmental Science (all)

Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematics

Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology

Ecology

Aquatic Science

Number of publications
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7.3.8 No 125; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 
 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 5 4 3 7 13 3 6 4 7 2 7 8 6 7 7 7 7 9 2 114 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,92 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,93 1,00 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Agronomy and Crop Science
Chemistry (all)
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Biochemistry (medical)
Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering
Organic Chemistry
Biomedical Engineering
Immunology and Microbiology (all)
Biotechnology
Multidisciplinary
Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Neuroscience (all)
Physiology
Molecular Biology
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Biochemistry
Genetics
Cell Biology
Medicine (all)
Plant Science
Number of publications
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7.3.9 No 126; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 2 3 3 2 2 7 3 3 3 11 8 0 9 7 1 4 4 8 3 83 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,85 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Neuroscience (all)

Biochemistry

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Multidisciplinary

Genetics

Developmental Biology

Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)

Molecular Biology

Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)

Cell Biology

Medicine (all)

Number of publications
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7.3.10 No 127; Main discipline: Mathematics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 7 4 3 5 4 2 4 3 2 3 4 3 3 5 4 6 1 3 2 68 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Mathematics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,7 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung   

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Analysis

Engineering (all)

Statistical and Nonlinear Physics

Computational Mathematics

Statistics and Probability

Mathematical Physics

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Numerical Analysis

Virology

Parasitology

Nuclear Energy and Engineering

Computer Science Applications

Geometry and Topology

Algebra and Number Theory

Applied Mathematics

Mathematics (all)

Computational Theory and Mathematics

Theoretical Computer Science

Discrete Mathematics and Combinatorics

Number of publications
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7.3.11 No 128; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 13 15 20 8 12 15 13 12 23 38 20 45 26 47 55 59 47 22 3 493 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,96 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,89 0,99 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Industrial and Manufacturing Engineering

Applied Mathematics

Computer Science Applications

Multidisciplinary

Physical and Theoretical Chemistry

Instrumentation

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Medicine (all)

Environmental Science (all)

Engineering (all)

Control and Systems Engineering

Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)

Condensed Matter Physics

Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics

Number of publications
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7.3.12 No 129; Main discipline: Social Sciences & Humanties 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 0 2 2 1 1 1 5 3 3 1 7 3 8 7 5 4 1 3 3 60 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Social 

Sciences 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,67 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung   
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Urology
Reproductive Medicine
Endocrinology, Diabetes and Metabolism
Endocrinology
Geography, Planning and Development
Hematology
Cardiology and Cardiovascular Medicine
Ecology
Statistics and Probability
Statistics, Probability and Uncertainty
Energy (all)
History and Philosophy of Science
Mathematics (all)
Sociology and Political Science
Multidisciplinary
Development
Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Psychology (all)
Medicine (all)
Demography
Social Sciences (all)
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Number of publications
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7.3.13 No 130; Main discipline: Mathematics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 2 4 2 7 4 8 8 7 11 3 3 6 6 4 6 6 2 4 4 97 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Mathematics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,94 0,96 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,84 0,99 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Condensed Matter Physics
Hardware and Architecture
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Multidisciplinary
Engineering (all)
Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)
Mathematics (miscellaneous)
Transportation
Numerical Analysis
Mechanical Engineering
Mechanics of Materials
Computational Mathematics
Computational Mechanics
Computer Science Applications
Mathematical Physics
Modeling and Simulation
Statistical and Nonlinear Physics
Analysis
Physics and Astronomy (all)
Applied Mathematics
Mathematics (all)
Number of publications
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7.3.14 No 131; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 7 2 5 8 5 6 8 8 6 7 3 3 6 4 4 3 6 2 1 94 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,85 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,91 1,00 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Organic Chemistry
Developmental Biology
Ecology, Evolution, Behavior and Systematics
Applied Microbiology and Biotechnology
Biotechnology
Biomedical Engineering
Molecular Medicine
Energy (all)
History and Philosophy of Science
Physiology
Agronomy and Crop Science
Neuroscience (all)
Immunology and Microbiology (all)
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Genetics (clinical)
Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Cell Biology
Biochemistry
Molecular Biology
Plant Science
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Medicine (all)
Genetics
Multidisciplinary
Number of publications
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7.3.15 No 132; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 14 8 8 15 9 12 4 9 14 10 8 4 4 5 11 7 2 6 1 151 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,93 0,98 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,89 1,00 
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1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Biotechnology

Agricultural and Biological Sciences (miscellaneous)

Energy (all)

History and Philosophy of Science

Biochemistry

Immunology and Microbiology (all)

Developmental Biology

Neuroscience (all)

Multidisciplinary

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Genetics

Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)

Molecular Biology

Cell Biology

Medicine (all)

Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)

Number of publications



Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields   75 

 

7.3.16 No 135; Main discipline: Social Sciences & Humantities 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 2 10 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Geosciences 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,43 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Geography, Planning and Development

Social Sciences (all)

Pollution

Management, Monitoring, Policy and Law

Global and Planetary Change

Environmental Chemistry

Renewable Energy, Sustainability and the Environment

History

Soil Science

Geotechnical Engineering and Engineering Geology

Geology

Geochemistry and Petrology

Earth and Planetary Sciences (miscellaneous)

Water Science and Technology

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Number of publications



76  Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields  

 

7.3.17 No 137; Main discipline  Mathematics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 3 1 4 2 0 2 1 3 3 4 2 0 4 6 2 4 3 4 1 49 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Mathematics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,91 0,95 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,95 0,99 
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Modeling and Simulation

Theoretical Computer Science

Analysis

Social Sciences (miscellaneous)

Accounting

Economics, Econometrics and Finance (all)

Economics and Econometrics

Applied Mathematics

Finance

Statistics, Probability and Uncertainty

Statistics and Probability

Mathematics (all)

Number of publications



Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields   77 

 

7.3.18 No 138; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 11 11 8 6 11 5 4 5 8 15 14 12 11 13 11 14 10 12 1 182 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,97 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Medicine (all)

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Multidisciplinary

Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Engineering (all)

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Physics and Astronomy (miscellaneous)

Mathematical Physics

Statistical and Nonlinear Physics

Condensed Matter Physics

Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Number of publications



78  Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields  

 

7.3.19 No 139; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 3 2 4 5 3 1 5 3 4 3 8 10 5 3 6 2 2 4 1 74 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,89 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Structural Biology

Pharmaceutical Science

Immunology and Microbiology (all)

Pharmacology

Virology

Neuroscience (all)

Drug Discovery

Organic Chemistry

Clinical Biochemistry

Molecular Medicine

Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)

Biochemistry

Cell Biology

Genetics

Medicine (all)

Molecular Biology

Number of publications



Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields   79 

 

7.3.20 No 140; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 3 9 3 14 14 12 14 17 20 16 5 11 18 5 9 8 7 10 2 197 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,83 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,89 1,00 
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Endocrinology, Diabetes and Metabolism
Surgery
Orthopedics and Sports Medicine
Rheumatology
Hematology
Environmental Science (all)
Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)
Physiology
Immunology and Allergy
Immunology and Microbiology (all)
Multidisciplinary
Immunology
Biochemistry
Neuroscience (all)
Cancer Research
Developmental Biology
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Genetics
Molecular Biology
Cell Biology
Medicine (all)
Number of publications



80  Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields  

 

7.3.21 No 141; Main discipline: Comupter Sciences 

 
 

 Funding period 

 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 
No of 
Publ. 1 1 1 0 1 2 0 5 4 20 15 10 10 8 11 4 8 0 0 101 

 
 Wittgenstein 

Awardees 
Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Comupter Sciences 

Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,54 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
Media Technology
Human-Computer Interaction
Computer Graphics and Computer-Aided Design
Signal Processing
Computer Science Applications
Computer Science (miscellaneous)
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (miscellaneous)
Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)
Engineering (all)
Music
Psychology (all)
Arts and Humanities (all)
Electrical and Electronic Engineering
Computational Theory and Mathematics
Information Systems
Control and Systems Engineering
Hardware and Architecture
Computer Science (all)
Software
Theoretical Computer Science
Artificial Intelligence
Number of publications



Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields   81 

 

7.3.22 No 142; Main discipline: Social Sciences & Humanities 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 0 1 0 5 0 1 3 0 0 1 3 4 1 3 6 4 4 1 1 38 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Social 

Sciences 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,00 0,99 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung 0,91 0,75 
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Cultural Studies
Agricultural and Biological Sciences (all)
Anthropology
Literature and Literary Theory
History
Social Psychology
Organic Chemistry
Inorganic Chemistry
Business and International Management
Molecular Biology
Cell Biology
Strategy and Management
Management of Technology and Innovation
Education
Medicine (all)
Communication
Sociology and Political Science
Language and Linguistics
Arts and Humanities (all)
Linguistics and Language
Psychology (all)
Social Sciences (all)
Number of publications



82  Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields  

 

7.3.23 No 143; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 5 5 0 2 7 5 8 9 5 4 8 0 4 13 10 15 14 12 4 130 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Biotechnology 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,95 1,00 
Similarity während-nach der Förderung - - 
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Biophysics

Energy (all)

Physiology (medical)

Internal Medicine

Nutrition and Dietetics

Multidisciplinary

Physiology

Biochemistry, Genetics and Molecular Biology (all)

Cardiology and Cardiovascular Medicine

Endocrinology, Diabetes and Metabolism

Genetics

Endocrinology

Neuroscience (all)

Molecular Biology

Biochemistry

Medicine (all)

Cell Biology

Number of publications



Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields   83 

 

7.3.24 No 144; Main discipline: Physics 

 
 

 Funding period 

 
 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Gesamt 

No of Publ. 15 15 21 8 30 15 12 21 18 17 11 8 15 13 1 2 14 16 4 256 

 
 Wittgenstein Awardees Durchschnitt AT-Wiss. im Bereich Physics 
Similarity vor-während der Förderung 0,98 0,98 
imilarity während-nach der Förderung 0,95 0,99 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Theoretical Computer Science

Electrical and Electronic Engineering

Medicine (all)

Environmental Science (all)

Earth and Planetary Sciences (all)

Nuclear and High Energy Physics

Multidisciplinary

Electronic, Optical and Magnetic Materials

Mathematical Physics

Condensed Matter Physics

Atomic and Molecular Physics, and Optics

Statistical and Nonlinear Physics

Physics and Astronomy (all)

Number of publications



84  Wittgenstein awardees: Research fields  

 

7.3.25 No / not sufficient publication(s) data available 
• No 118; Main discipline: Physics 

• No 119; Main discipline: Social Sciences & Humanities 

• No 123; Main discipline: Computer Science 

• No 133 ; Main discipline: Medicine 

• No 134 ; Main discipline: Biotechnology 

• No 136 Main discipline: Physics 
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