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Introduction

The present study provides the first external eat&dn of two mobility programmes
of the Austrian Science Fund (FWF), the “outgoiigivin Schrédinger Programme
providing grants for research stays in excelles¢aech institutions abroad for a
duration of 10 to 24 monthsand the “incoming” Lise-Meitner-Programme,
financing a long term stay of a foreign resear@temn Austrian research
organisation. The evaluation has been undertak@reblgnopolis at the request of
the FWF.

We would like to express our thanks to the FWH stdfio supported us in
providing quantitative and qualitative informatigasults from former internal
surveys of the Schrodinger programme, and lashbuieast e-mail addresses of
former grant holders, rendering an electronic spypassible. We also express our
thanks to other interview partners. Data relatethéod” Framework Programme
have been provided by PROVISO, a common projeti@BMBWK?, the
BMLUFW?, BMVIT* and BMWA,

Three information sources have been used for ttakiation
» Firstly, a series of interviews have been underiake
— with administrative staff of the FWF, in chargetioé two programmes
— with Arnold Schmidt, who stands at the origin of thchrédinger Programme
— and with representatives of the Federal Ministr{dfication, Science and Culture and the
Austrian Council for Research and Technology dgualent
» Secondly, the FWF database has been consulte®lbasra PROVISO report
on Marie-Curie fellowships

» Last but not least, three online-surveys have lobeeducted between February
and April 2006, addressing Schrodinger grant heldese-Meitner grant
holders and Lise-Meitner co-applicants. Table Tdviles the exact number of
respondents. E-mail addresses have been providdéek ByWF, and all potential
respondents we had an e-mail address for haveibeleded in the sample,
irrespective of the year of participation. Somespes still receiving the grant
declined from responding, as they couldn’t yet cantron the impact it may
have on their career.

Response rates were highest in the group of Satgédgrant-holders, where
nearly two thirds of those receiving the questiormeesponded, it was 54% in
the group of Lise-Meitner co-applicants, and sdteeded a third in the case of
Lise-Meitner participants.

The duration corresponds to the present progradesign.

Federal Ministry for Education, Science and Qultu

Austrian Federal Ministry of Agriculture, ForestEnvironment and Water Management
Federal Ministry of Transport, Innovation and fiealogy

Federal Ministry of Economics and Labour
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Table 1-1 Response rate to the evaluation surveys

Schrédinger Grant holders LM-Participants LM-Cligants
Valid addresses 1082 210 192
Responses 698 72 103
Response rate 65% 34% 54%

The report is structured as follows: Chapter 2 gles an introduction to the two
programmes, as well as some background informatiocomparable programmes in
Austria. Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the Erwin Schgitiprogramme and the Lise-
Meitner programme respectively, based primarilyesults from the questionnaire
survey. Chapter 5 presents key elements of therasknaition of the two
programmes as well as feedback from the questiomsarveys. Chapter 6
concludes, and interview partners and refereneefsaed in chapter 7.



Rising attention to mobility as a key factor for a@ademic
success

The adoption by the European Commission of a Concatian proposing the
creation of a European Research Area (ERrfoduced a wave of discussion about
how to get there, including the aspect of humaouee development and mobility.
A second Communication from the Commission to tharil and the European
Parliament entitled “A mobility Strategy for the Bpean Research Ardastates
(pS):

“Mobility, a well-known and effective way of traing skilled workers and

disseminating knowledge, is a core element in rebedevelopment, which has not

yet been fully exploited in Europe. Unlike othegldis, where mobility periods are

usually short and often restricted to certain castgges, the mobility of researchers

concerns all ages and steps in a researcher's gatbe It permits the creation and

operation of multi-national teams and networksasiearchers, which enhance

Europe's competitiveness and prospective exploitaif results. Increased physical

mobility of researchers, whether transnational (emgnt between countries)

interregional or intersectoral (movement betweeadamia and industry is therefore

essential in order to take a maximum advantageaifable resources.”

and continues:
“By making mobility a central element throughoug tifferent stages of the research
career, the present strategy aims at making Euragpe attractive for researchers.
This includes
- retaining researchers in Europe, attracting thinagntry researchers to the
EU, and encouraging researchers based outside the Eeturn;
- enhancing the transnational mobility of researcheis strengthening the
European dimension of research careers (...).”
The challenge of mobility programmes lie in lettipepple leave without
loosing them in the long run. However, mobilityaiprocess opening up new
career paths, which are not predictable. Sincd#ginning, the issue of
assuring that Schrodinger Scholars return to Aastais been on the agenda at
the FWF. The results of this evaluation will shdwattthe understanding of
what may be a long-term benefit for Austria hasngfeal somehow since then.

History of the Erwin Schroédinger and the Lise-Meiém programmes

When the Erwin Schrédinger programme was launchd®85, mobility did not yet
have such a privileged position on the researcleypalgenda. According to Prof.
Arnold Schmidt, who proposed this funding schemeémz Fischer, when he was
appointed Federal Minister of Education and Res$eizxd 983, representatives of
the research ministry still believed that there waslemand for such a high-level
scholarship programme in Austria. The key-elemehtke first proposal for the
Schrédinger programme was that young researchetdcshave the opportunity to
go to first class research institutes around thedythe hosting institute should be
involved in the application phase, and the programshould be administered by the
Austrian Research Foundation (FWF). A steering cdtemwith representatives of
the research ministry, the FWF and external exjpleets defined the programme,

COM(2000) 6 final
' COM/2001/0331 final



deciding that it should be open to any disciplexeg that the Schrodinger fellow
should show her/his willingness to return to a aesle-position in Austria in
advance.

The Lise-Meitner programme started seven years iat@992, inviting young and
high-level researchers from abroad to a reseasghiistAustria, with the aim of
stimulating the local research landscape and gett@ ground for long term
cooperation with former Meitner fellows, once theyurned to their home institute.

The FWF-mobility grants and comparable programmesAustria

A sensitive issue in grant provision concerns thexistence of similar
programmes, which may complicate access and vtgibilhis problem led to the
establishment of a working-group in 2005, initiabgda decision of the Austrian
Council for Research and Technology Developmeni@®¥and chaired by the
BMBWHK, comparing funding structures in Austria ahelveloping proposals for
reforms and adaptations.

The RTFE recommendation includes an overview ddteng scholarships, showing
that at the post-doc level, the Schrodinger gmathie biggest outgoing mobility
programme in Austria, and Lise-Meitner the biggesbming programme. The
second source of founding for post-doc grants istAai is the Austrian Academy of
Science, administering the programmes APART and-Kiaote’, which have a
partly different orientation than the FWF-mobilgyogrammes: APART, which has
been launched in 1993, also funds domestic resstagh, whereas Max-Kade is
restricted to natural and technical sciences akagsahedical science, financing
research stays in the USA. Other post-doc prograsradministered by the Austrian
Academy of Sciences are the AAS-CEE (Austrian Aoadef Sciences Central and
Eastern European Scholarshfiand ROM, a scholarship of the BMBWK at the
historical institute in Rome.

The most similar programmes to Schréodinger and-Mséner in terms of target
groups and objectives are the European Marie-Qudgrammes, as they are both
open to all disciplines and are pure mobility peogmes.

Rat fur Forschung und Technologieentwicklung:seatpfehlung vom 18. January 2005,
Stipendienreform.

An American-German foundation

1% sponsored by RZB / AGRANA / UNIQA



Table 2-1 Major mobility programmes for post-docs oming to and from
Austria
Title Number of Amount/year Geographical Research domain
grants per mobility
year

Erwin € 26.300 -€ 31.300

. 50-70 after tax, country outgoing all
Schrddinger d

ependent
€ 58.300 salary and
Lise Meitner ~20 € 8.000 for other incoming all
costs
natural and
Max-Kade 15 US$ 42.500,- outgoing, USA  technical sciences
taxable only as well as medical
science
APART 16 €53.000,- taxaple local and all
outgoing

Marie- 20 €47.000-70.500 + outaoin all
Curig'*? (FP6: 2002-2006) other eligible costs going
Marie-Curi€® 34 €47.000-70.500 + incoming all

(FP6: 2002-2006)

other eligible costs

Source: Data from www.fwf.ac.at, Austrian Acaderfnscience (annual reports), PROVISO,
http://euresearch.ch/de/mobility.htm, own calcidas.

1 All FP 6. Seven further Austrian Marie-curie granlders went to Austrian research

organisations.

12 Fp6. Data on Marie-Curie participation: Europ€ammission, calculations: ©PROVISO, a
project of the BMBWK, the BMLFUW, the BMVIT and tH@MWA. Data on the Amount of
the Marie-Curie grants: See http://euresearch.dmflgility. htm
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3.1

3.2

The Schrdodinger grant

Aims and objectives
The Schrodinger programme has the following objesti

* Young and excellent Austrian researchers get aonyopty to spend one to two
years at the research institute that is the bestamher/his research purpose

* The hosting institute shall provide sub-disciplin@sproaches, methods,
techniques which are not (sufficiently) representedustrian research institutes

» After her/his stay abroad, the grant holder slelinn and make use of the
acquired know-how

Seen as a research-policy measure, rather thaogeaptme targeting the individual
researchéf, the programme is conceived as an “instrumenthfeidevelopment of
the highest qualified young research generatiomedisas for the preparation of
young researchers for international cooperatfén.”

Any researcher under 35 years of age and who Asiatrian resident can apply for a
grant. Funding depends on the destination, anecthyrvaries between €26 300,-
and €34 000 per year.

Budgets and funded researchers: efficiency

From 1985 to 2004, more than 1700 Schrodinger gnaate provided (including
prolongation grants) for researchers leaving tg st&83 different countries. By far,
the USA has shown to be the most attractive codotrgchrodinger fellows, as
57% chose this country. 31% spent their reseagshista European country. In
recent years however, the proportion of Schrodiggant holders going to the USA
fell below the 50% mark.

Exhibit 3-1 Number of Schrédinger grants per year édecision, according to
the region of destination

150

First year of
- ] 2 year grants B Other

125 4
H Asia
Canada & Latin
America

M Europe

B USA

85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05

Source: FWF, own calculations

13 FWF, annual report 1986
4 Fw, annual report 1988



Table 3-1 Destination of Schrédinger fellows

Year 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 Total

USA 26 22 33 42 43 37 58 76 60 54 63 68 84 65 54 52 50 50 43 24 19 1023
UK 3 4 2 4 711 5 5 9 12 10 13 14 10 11 8 6 6 7 8 8 163
Germany 56 3 3 8 910 12 12 10 5 11 9 4 8 8 4 7 7 5 2 148
Canada 55 4 1 95 3 5 5 10 5 7 7 6 8 5 6 5 4 1 107
Australia 2 2 3 5 4 4 3 6 4 5 3 5 8 1 2 1 58
CH 3 1 1 3 52 3 2 2 3 6 3 3 2 3 411 2 1 53
France 2.2 1 4 1 3 1 2 2 4 2 2 4 6 2 2 2 4 1 1 50
Netherlands 3 3 2 5 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 1 2 1 45
ltaly 1 1 1 1 2 4 2 1 2 2 3 20
Spain 2 1 1 1 3 3 1 4 2 1 20
Denmark 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 3 1 1 18
Belgium 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 1 16
Sweden 1 1 4 2 1 3 12
New-

Zeeland 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 11
Israel 1 2 2 1 10
Japan 11 1 1 1 1 1 7
Norway 1 1 1 3 1 7
Ireland 1 1 1 5
China 1 2
Costa Rica 2
Tunisia 1 2
Turkey 1 1 2
Africa 1 1
Argentine 1 1
Brazil 1 1
Croatia 1 1
Cuba 1 1
Hungary 1 1
Mexico 1 1
Russia 1 1
Singapore 1 1
Slovakia 1 1
Slovenia 1 1
South-Africa 1 1

TOTAL 45 49 53 64 71 80 93 119 101 102 109 123 141 103 104 90 90 87 75 55 39 1793
Europe (%) 3637 21 25 35 39 30 29 29 35 29 34 29 24 34 28 32 25 33 44 41 31

USA (%) 58 45 62 66 61 46 62 64 59 53 58 55 60 63 52 58 56 57 57 44 49 57

Source: FWF, own calculations

The number of grants and destinations is availsbdéanual reports since the start of
the programme in 1985, the FWF's electronic da@alraduding funding amounts
only dates back to 1997. As seen in Exhibit 3-&,rtmber of Schrodinger grants
was exceptionally high in 1997. Since then, the pemnof grants dropped, first to the
level of the early 1990s, and then more drastic&ibm more than 100 in 1998, to
less then 40 in 2005. Exhibit 3-2 shows the nunadbgrants since 1997, as well as
the total amount of funding per year (scale orritpet side), differentiating the
picture. During the first three years of the obsérperiod, average funding per grant
was about constant. It started to rise in 2000mF26002 onwards, applications for
up to a two-year grant have been introduced, exipigithe parallel rise in total
amount of funding accompanied by a decrease indh&er of grants. 2003 was the
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last year where applications for extensions wdowald, explaining partly the
further decrease in 2004. However, the last twosyalso show considerably lower
total budgets, related to lower global budgetdrdividual grants since 2004, as
well as the delay of one selection round in 2004.

Exhibit 3-2  Number of Schrodinger grant-holders, gader distribution and
total funding™, per year of approval of the grant

Number of
Schrédinger Total funding, K€
grant holders
160 f‘\ 4 000
140 ‘\’/’_‘//’ ’\\ 3500
120 - \\ 3000 E3@W
100 + ~o 2 500 - M
—&— Total amount
80 A 2 000
60 - r 1500
40 r 1000
20 1 r 500
0 - -0
97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05
Year of approval

Source: FWF, own calculations

The increase of the FWF’s global budget had notpesimpact on the Schrodinger
programme, as it depends on specific funding freenBMBWAK: at present, the
FWF receives funds from two different ministriesnas| as the Austrian Science
Foundation. Funding for individual grants is praadgdoy the BMBWK, whereas
funding for project based programmes mainly comas the BMVIT and the
Austrian Science Foundation/OENB. In general, m@al@ncing of funding is
allowed in the FWF between funds coming from défgrministries, with the
exception of a singe credit opportunity, which hlksady been used in 2003. As a
result, a rising global budget of the FWF doesimguiy an increase in funds for
individual grants, as long as the earmarked bulgginot risen proportionally.

> Including prolongations, upgrading of remunenatiadjustment for inflation and accountancy.
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Exhibit 3-3 FWF funding development, 1997=100, BMBW and other

funding, 1997 - 2005

200 /A\
175
== Other funding:
150 + 1997: 55 798 K€
125
—e—BMBWHK funding for
100 - I
individual grants:
1997: 4 854 K€
75 A
50 T T T T T T T T
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Source: FWF, own calculations

Exhibit 3-4  Funding for individual grants (BMBWK), according to

programmes'®, 1997-2005, K€

K€
10 000
9000
8000 - @ Bihler
7 000 ~ @ Firberg
6 000 -
5 000 4 O Schrddinger Return
4000 - W Lise Meitner
3000 1 @ Erwin Schrédinger
2000 -
1000
R
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: FWF, own calculations

As can be seen in Exhibit 3-4, within the progrararfoe individual funding,

finan

ced by the BMBWK, reductions were most notablthe case of the Erwin

Schrddinger programme.

The acceptance rate of applications for Schrodiggants has been very high for a

long

time, for many years above 70%, but has fallelow 50% in 2004 and 2085

16
17

Including prolongations, upgrading of remunenatiadjustment for inflation and accountancy.
For comparison, the selection rate of the APARIgpamme of the Academy of Sciences is
20%, it is 54% in average over the years 2001-2008e Feodor Lynen Research grant
programme of the German Humboldt foundation, algaéng a decrease from 68% at the
beginning of the observed period to 47% at the 8ee. Humboldt Foundation, annual report
2005.



Generally, there is no budget determined for tHa@&tnger programme, according
to representatives from the FWF interviewed fos #waluation, Schrodinger
candidates are treated advantageously, as lotgapass the quality peer-review
control of the FWF. There is a consensus that alityoproject can not be deferred,
as a classical research project may, becausa iwvisdow of opportunity particular
to a specific moment in a young researchers caravever, since 1997, budgetary
constraints let to an earmarking of budgets fooupée of programmes, according to
the origin of funds. Since then, mobility progransmtegether with the majority of
grants supporting female researchers are finangéanlols from the BMBWK.

In 2004 and 2005, budget constraints obliged a reelextive approach, leading to
the low numbers of accepted scholarships discussede.

Table 3-2 Acceptance rate of Schrodinger grant candates

Year of decision Acceptance rate Year of decision Acceptance rate
1985 34% 1997 7%
1986 62% 1998 69%
1987 50% 1999 74%
1988 72% 2000 63%
1989 76% 2001 74%
1990 71% 2002 73%
1991 80% 2003 76%
1994 71% 2004 47%
1995 71% 2005 46%
1996 73%

Source: FWF annual reports, own calculations
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3.3

3.4

Duration of the funding

The Schrodinger programme had initially foresestag of up to 12 months, with a
possibility of extension on the basis of a mid-tewaluation and a second
application, up to two years. Since 2002, it hasnh@ossible to apply for a 24-month
grant, meaning that applications for extensiongtaesfore no longer necessary.
The survey conducted for this evaluation showsahagffective duration has
continually increased since the beginning, whenentiban 60% received the grant
for only up to a year, whereas since 2000, nedl® Stay abroad for two years as
Schrdodinger fellows, and only 25% stay 12 monthiess.

Exhibit 3-5 Duration of the grant, according to it's starting year

100%
90% -

80% I
70% 4

Duration (months):
0<12

mi12
m13to 23
W 24 and more

60% -
50%
40% -

30% -
20% 4

10% -
0% - ‘
until 1990 91-95 96-2000 2000+ Starting year of the grant

n=111 n=181 n=205 n=137

Source: Technopolis survey

In general, the grant is conducted until the enth anly 6% of scholarships
cancelled ahead of schedule, half of which aretdwaejob offer.

Table 3-3 Cancellation ahead of schedule

Details Total

No cancellation ahead of schedule 94%
Scholarship cancelled ahead of schedule 6%
Reasons for cancelling | was offered a job 49%

| got another scholarship 30%

| got a training position 5%

My research place was inadequate 3%

Personal reasons 14%

n= 37 650

The profile of Schrédinger fellows

The Schrodinger grant has the reputation of pradpelite researchers in Austria. It
is therefore interesting to understand the caneerti@jectory of former grant
holders. There are no data on individual caredrgyalowing comparison for a
given year, the position of former Schrédinger gtasiders with a control group of
candidates that had their proposal refused or refseis with a similar profile but no
Schrédinger grant. However, the questionnaire suallews a comparison of the
academic degree and professional position of fogreant holders since the
beginning of the programme. This analysis showsrti@me than 50% of the
researchers that have received a Schrodinger gr#gdst 15 years ago, have
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become a full professor since then. The propottemabove 30% for former
fellows that were financed in the following fivears, and still lies at 20% within
fellows from the years 1997 — 2000.

Exhibit 3-6  Highest academic degre'® and starting year of the scholarship

Highest academic

degree (%) Number of respondents

100% e 90
90% | [ N N N Ny N N [ g F H H 8o | Other
80% 1 . 1 M
F 70
1M [ I = O O Ll L L ODr.
70% i | 60
60% 1t [ 1 | —®—1 1 = — — M so )
500 1 7“7 I H el—o—0— L LY O Assistent Professor
20% ] | o © o | I I g g Ll [ | || |40
] o ® i
200 L o | [ || M = H L RN ® | [ |[l30 B Associated Professor
20% I N I O A Y I, B 7-7! L @ | ol T [ 20
10% L HE TR ETEETE . _41_7.; 10 @ Full Professor
L e i e i

® n (right scale)
S

R R R I B I P R RS
LIS PP LLI TS
N SN R S S S S S S

‘

S > )
o &) &

P SIS
)

<O

‘OQ/

n=628

Start of the scholarship

Source: Technopolis survey

Exhibit 3-7  Present position of Schrodinger fellowsccording to the year of

Present position (%) n: total respondents per year
100% 90
- 80
@ Other
80% - L 70
B Project collaborator
+ 60
60% O Project leader
F 50
L a0 0O Head of unit or department
40% -+
® Y B Head of institute
o F 20
20% @ Head of company
® t 10

® n (right scale)

+0
before 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
1990

Source: Technopolis survey

The majority of former Schrédinger fellows very ckly become project leaders,
and secure a principal position (head of companrstitute, unit or department)
within 15 years of receiving the grant.

Most former Schrodinger fellows remain active isibaesearch. Differences
according to gender are negligible; however, tlageeconsiderable differences

according to the research domain, with one ouofrésearchers in social sciences,

natural sciences and biology not remaining in beesearch, whereas 20% of
technical scientists move to applied research &34 @ medical scientists move to
other activities, mainly becoming independent spests.

8 Itis well known that the system of academic éegris not only complex, but also changing

over time. The present chart is clearly a simpdtiiagn of reality, the following terms have been

used for translation: Prof. = Full Professor; Ddssistant Professor, Ao Prof= Associated
Professor.
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Table 3-4 Working sector and research domain

Biology Humanities  Medical Natural  Social Technical Other Total
sciences sciences sciences sciences
Basic
0, 0, 0, [0) (0] 0, 0, (0]
research 91% 86% 58% 89% 95% 66% 59% | 75%
Applled 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
research 7% 12% 6% 2% 20% 8% 9%
Clinical
0, 0,

research % 2%
Other 2% 14% 23% 5% 2% 14%  33%  14%
activity
n 45 43 179 218 43 80 63 671

Source: Technopolis survey

Remaining in basic research does not necessardy it a high research intensity
can be maintained: as the higher the positionlatver the research intensity, even if
still more than 50% of respondents claim to speadtidr more of their time doing
research. Final comments on the survey underliaietie Schrédinger grant
represented a unique opportunity for recipientsriiirely concentrate on research.

Exhibit 3-8 Research intensity according to the preent position

100% = 250
90% +—— — 0%

80% 1— |1 200 |DB10%
0 20%

70% — [ 0 30%
60% +—— — 150 |@40%

@ 50%
50% -

0 60%

40% 1——|

r 100 |m70%
W 80%

[ )
30% +—| ﬂ
W 90%
20% +—— 150 |m100%
10% +—— @ - ® n (right scale)
0% + T T T T T T + 0

Head of company Head of institute Head of unitor  Project leader Project Other Total
department collaborator n=669

Source: Technopolis survey

Objectives and their realisation

The objectives of the Schrédinger programme argtbmotion of scientific work at
leading foreign research institutions, combineduwlie facilitation of access to new
scientific areas and methods, to contribute — ¥alg a return to Austria — to the
further development of science in Austria. The preosonal goals formulated in the
guestionnaire relating to “use of a new methodologiechnique” and
“specialisation” and which cover the first set bjectives, are directly related to the
stay abroad. It is not surprising, that the vagonitg of (former) fellows state that
these objectives are important or very importaeé &xhibit 3-9).

However, there are significant differences in th@aortance given to objectives

according to the research domain:

» Specialisation is particularly important for medicesearchers (63% saying it is
very important, with 33% saying it is importanthdaplays a minor role for
technical scientists (33% and 54% respectivelyhiR,5% saying it is not
important). As medical scientists, biologists gihrgh or very high importance to
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specialisation, only 2% say it is not important,endas more than one out of 10
natural scientists and social scientists (11% &h8%) say that specialisation is
not important as an objective.

» Concerning the acquisition of a new methodologieohnique, once more
medical scientists are on top of the list, as &ngmportant goal for all of them,
and for three quarters it is very important. Theg/fallowed by natural scientists
(68% and 29,5% respectively), and biologists (63fb 37%). On the contrary,
researchers in the domain of humanities do not tfigesame importance to this
objective, as only 23% say it is very important, 28% it is not important. For
social scientists, 19% say that this goal is ngtdrtant; and 11% of technical
scientists agree.

This analysis indicates that the individual objeesi of medical scientists best fit
with the global objectives of the Schrdodinger pesgme, as there is an effective
need for specialisation and the acquisition of nesthodologies and techniques in
top-institutes around the world, which would explthe attractiveness of the
programme for researchers in this domain and tiie rioportion of grants they
hold.

» Experience abroad is the most common objectiveabatbove, there are
significant differences according to the reseammain: This time, technical
scientists are on the top of the list, with 95%irs@yt is very important, and
nobody replying that it is not important. They &osdowed by natural scientists
and medical scientists (87% answering very impoytavhereas young
researchers in social sciences and humanitieesseshthusiastic about this goal,
with about 23% and 27% saying it is important (ant“very” important”), one
out of 10 social scientists says it is unimportdihis is partly explained by the
fact that the Schrddinger grant is not the firgtapunity for them to go abroad
for a longer stay, either for professional reasmmstudying. For 65% of
technical scientists and 60% of medical scientists,the first time stay, while
this only holds for 30% of researches in the donsdinumanities and 45% of
social scientists.

* Inthe field of social sciences and humanities garticularly important to
achieve a postdoctoral lecture qualification (“Hisdtion”), (61% and 57%
answering “very important”, compared to only 12%biology, 20% in natural
sciences and 30% in technical sciences). It isi@ipglunimportant for 61% of
biologists, 52% of technical sciences and 47% ainahscientists. Interestingly,
this is the only objective, which also shows sigaifit differences according to
the domain in its achievement: Social scientistsl te fully achieve their
“habilitation”, as well as medical researchers (J0&ad half of fellows in
technical sciences and humanities (57% and 54%).

» Another goal that was listed in the survey concénesdeepening of an existing
contact, which is particularly important for fellsvin social sciences and
humanities (more than 90% saying it is importanteny important), and not so
much for natural scientists and biologists, witle @ut of three grant holders
saying it is not important.

14



Exhibit 3-9  Objectives according to their importance: Schrodinger
participants

B Veryimportant @ Important O Unimportant

Experience abroad

Use of a new methodology or technique

Specialisation

Deepening of an existing contact

Postdoctoral lecture qualification (Habilitation)

Other

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

n =633
Source: Technopolis survey

Table 3-5 Other objectives, Schrodinger participand

of 136 respondents

New contacts, networking 27%
Experience in high level group or institution 10%
Qualification 10%
Concentrate entirely on research 9%
Language skills 7%
Personal career 7%
Escape the narrow Austrian community 4%
Publications 1%
Wider horizon 4%
Realisation of a personal project, experience 3%
Experience in another working environment 1%
Working opportunity 1%
Other 14%

Source: Technopolis survey

The following chart (Exhibit 3-10) shows both timeportance of the goals, and their
degree of achievement. It is clear that experiaeteead (which is trivial in this
context), specialisation, and the acquisition oEa methodology or technique are
achieved entirely by the majority of fellows, aratty by the rest. More than half of
474 grant holders that responded to this questsmsaid that they achieved the
goal of a “habilitation”, other 24% say that thesheeved it partially. Two thirds of
516 respondents say that they could deepen arngxezintact with the Schrodinger

grant.

The amount of funding is criticized as insufficiamtly by 15% of respondents,
whereas 64% find it sufficient or even generous.
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Exhibit 3-10 Obijectives and achievement of these gts, Schrédinger

participants
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Exhibit 3-11 How do you evaluate the amount of th&unding?
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Source:
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Exhibit 3-12 Evaluation of the duration of the grant regarding the
achievement of objectives, according to effectiveudation and
research domain

Was the duration of the funding sufficient for achi eving these objectives?
myes mno @ n (right scale)
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Source: Technopolis survey

Exhibit 3-5 shows that satisfaction with the duatof the grant is not related to the
effective duration itself, but to the research donthat the grant holders were
working in. For nearly half of biologists and 4@%¥natural scientists, the duration
was not sufficient to achieve the objectives, whenesearchers active in social and
technical sciences tend to be far more satisfied thie duration, with less than 20%
claiming the grant to be too short. Researchera fiaman and medical sciences lie
in between, with about one grant holder out of feaying that the duration was too
short.
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3.6 Results

3.6.1 Publications

The average number of publications per personeelat the Schrédinger grants,
indicated by the respondents of the questionnigingery high: 4 publications in
reviewed journals, 0,7 contributions to books,lé@ure and poster presentations,
and others, which is very close to publication ltssof the “project based”
programme¥ funded by the FWA.

Table 3-6 Average number of publications per respondent, aceding to category
and authorship, Erwin Schrodinger programme

Average number of

publications
per respondent
Original work in reviewed journals First author, in Austria 0.4
Co-author, in Austria 0.2
First author, abroad 2.1
Co-author, abroad 1.5
Total 4.2
Other work in reviewed journals First author, in Austria 0.1
Co-author, in Austria 0.1
First author, abroad 0.2
Co-author, abroad 0.2
Total 0.5
Contributions in books First author, in Austria 0.2
Co-author, in Austria 0.0
First author, abroad 0.3
Co-author, abroad 0.2
Total 0.7
Books First author, in Austria 0.1
Co-author, in Austria 0.0
First author, abroad 0.1
Co-author, abroad 0.0
Total 0.2
Lecture and poster-presentations First author, in Austria 0.7
Co-author, in Austria 0.2
First author, abroad 2.8
Co-author, abroad 1.1
Total 4.8

Source: Technopolis survey

19 SFB Spezialforschungsbereiche (special reseaogammes), Einzelprojekte (scientific

projects), FSP Forschungsschwerpunkt (joint rebearngjects), receiving about 83% of the
money granted by the FWF during the years 1998-2003

20 G. Streicher et al. (2004) showed that FWF funpiegects result in 4,6 publications in peer
reviewed journals (with significant differencesween mean values for fields of science).
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3.6.2

Exhibit 3-13 Number of publications resulting fromresearch related to the
Schrédinger grant, per category of publication
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Source: Technopolis survey

Networking

Besides the acquisition of scientific know-how, amg@ortant goal of the
Schrddinger programme is the construction of agrnational network that
continues to promote the international anchoragbefustrian scientific
community. In other words, it shall support longtiag networks of participating
scientists.

The majority of Schrodinger grant-holders first ltaehtact with their institute
abroad before applying for the grant, either peaigri54%) or through a colleague
in Austria (10%). Others had experience via coapaa(13% personally and 2%
via colleagues in Austria). One grant holder out@did not have any contact.

It is clear that networks persist: Not surprisinglgnferences are the most important
place for meeting again. But the contacts go furtt®% regularly visit the institute,
24% work together in common projects, with diffarearms of financing. 34% have
published together after the Schrodinger grant.
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3.6.3

Table 3-7 Ongoing contact with persons the Schrodger fellow worked

with abroad
Type of contact Percent of respondents
(Multiple answering possible) n =587
No 12%
We meet in conferences 53%
We have published together after the Schrédingantgr 34%
| regularly visit the institute 29%
We work on a common project with separated finagcin 14%
A researcher from the other country came to Austria research stay 11%
We work on a common project with common financing % 8
| am still working in this institute 6%
We work on a common EU-project 3%
Private contact 2%
E-mail contact 1%
Other 6%

Source: Technopolis survey

Personal career

In an earlier chapter, we discussed the presefggsional position of former
Schrddinger fellows, indicating a high proportidrpancipal positions held by grant
holders, rising up to 50% for those who particigalt® years ago. Career
development is too complex to simply define theigmiahlity of a single

programme. However, the respondents of the surk@xige an interesting view on
the effects of the Schrédinger programme, namelittie long-term impact of the
grant on their personal career is more importaant iks impact immediately after the
grant. For 80% of the respondents, the grant wiguief not very valuable (59%)

in achieving their present position.

Table 3-8 What importance did the Schrodinger grahhave in your career?

For your job In achieving your
immediately after the grant present position
Very valuable 49% 59%
Helpful 19% 21%
Relevant 8% 10%
Negligible 24% 10%
n= 556 576

Source: Technopolis survey

The Schrodinger grant not only facilitates a (Ioeign) career, but also plays a role
in promoting fellows work as researchers: for ludithe respondents (48%), the
Schrodinger grant changed their ideas about tlaeget, 74% out of them wanted to
do more research, whereas 4% wanted to do lesarchsevhile 22% indicate other
arguments.

The working domain of former Schrédinger fellowsetatively stable: Medical
researchers all remain in medicine, biologists tmate to move to other disciplines
(30%), mainly natural or medical sciences, so@a@rgists also show some tendency
to change the domain (28%).
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3.7

Exhibit 3-14 Movements in the working domain
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Source: Technopolis survey

Former Schrddinger fellows remain important cliesftthe FWF: 39% of the
respondents say that they have received furthelifigrof the FWF in later periods,
most of them for a research project as projectdesad

Table 3-9 Reception of further funding from the FWFin a later period

Percent of respondents

n=587
Yes, for a research project, as project leader 33%
Yes, for a research project, as collaborator 7%
Yes, for a cooperative project with a foreign reskanstitute 2%
Yes, printing costs 4%
No 61%

Source: Technopolis survey

Ongoing mobility and return rates

According to the objectives of the Schrodinger pangme, former Schrodinger
fellows should return to Austria, to share theioktedge with the Austrian research
community. However, this goal is not entirely actei@: Only 50% of former grant
holders went directly back to their former positia2% got another job in Austria
and 8% received another research grant or furtheimg from the FWF. But even
more important than the immediate position is tregtrun situation, as 29% of
former Schrodinger grant holders currently workoalor (Exhibit 3-15). This number
may appear high at a first view, however, comparisdh results from the impact
analysis of the Marie-Curie programmes show th&t 48 former high-level Marie-
Curie fellows? stay abroad after the fellowship.

2L Researchers who have completed a PhD or whodwasigalent experience by having worked

for at least 4 years full-time in research afteitigraduation.
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Table 3-10  Working situation directly after the Schiédinger grant

Percent of respondents

| went back to my former job and position 51%
| stayed at the institute abroad 13%
| accepted a new job in Austria 12%
| accepted a new job abroad 11%
| received another research grant 6%
| had no job for a while 6%
| received another funding from FWF 2%

n= 587

Source: Technopolis survey

It should be noted that for several years, a comeigary funding for former
Schrodinger researchers existed, (“Schrédinger RalakProgramm), allowing
researchers under 35 years of age to submit archsg@ject for the period after the
Schrédinger grant. This programme was abandon2d(d, as the eligibility criteria
for an individual research project funded by theFkéve been adapted to allow
Schrédinger grant holders to apply from abroad. el@wv, the effects of this reform
cannot yet be observed in the present evaluation.

More generally, the obligation to show a commitnternteturn to one’s former
position was interpreted more narrowly at the beigig of the programme, and
today is less of an excluding criteria for propssak the general perception of
mobility and career paths has changed over time.

Exhibit 3-15 Present working places of (former) Szrddinger fellows

other EU other
5% 3%
2%
Switzerland
3%
Germany
8%

USA
10%

Austria
69%

n=635

Source: Technopolis survey

An initial question we asked was whether Schrodifgkows are simply more
mobile than others, and whether those who stayaahbinave previously shown a
tendency to move work elsewhere than Austria: h@wndhis is not the case. Exhibit
3-16 shows that there is, in both groups — thossgntly working in Austria and
others working abroad — about half of the grantrd formerly had professional
experience abroad, the other half had not.
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Exhibit 3-16 Previous stay abroad and present woiikg place
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The picture becomes differentiated by looking atybars of the stay abroad: within

those former grant holders for whom participationhe programme goes back to

2001 or earlier, the proportion working abroad d&rogp28%, and to 26% for fellows

from years before 1996.

Exhibit 3-17 Starting year of the Schrédinger gram and present working

country
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Source: Technopolis survey

Table 3-11  Starting year of the Schrédinger grant ad present working
country
Present working place
Start of the grant Austria Abroad n
2002 and later 51% 49% 51
96 - 2001 72% 28% 227
before 96 74% 26% 284
Total (until 2003) 71% 29% 562

Source: Technopolis survey
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In conclusion, there is no a priori propensity foobility determining whether a
former Schrodinger fellow works abroad or not. Heere with 29% abroad, the part
of former grant holders leaving Austria for professl reasons is high. In a linear
perspective, some brain drain can therefore bereddeThis necessarily opens the
debate about the value of these persons abrohdr et a loss of (above average)
local research capacity, or as “ambassadors” andd®&-heads” for national
networks.

Testimonies of former Schrddinger fellows that barfound on the Schrédinger-
portal page of the FWF, also go in this directidh.F. Danspeckgruber, presently
director of the Liechtenstein Institute on Self-€@tination at Princeton University,
and Schordinger fellow from 1985-1987 states tima&t mossibility in international
careers is

“that even if one stays far longer abroad, the acinwvith the home institute is not

lost, but one may remain intensively connected wigm. This should also be an

advantage for them and therefore in the interebbtti sides, moreover making a
possible come-back easier and more productive.”

Further, the reasons for staying abroad need tmterstood: Several former
Schrédinger fellows claim that they had difficudtiem coming back, most notably as
they simply could not find an equally interestiod jn Austria as abroad. However,
the notion of “returning” has changed since the-a885, when the Schrédinger
programme was started. Today, the labour marketkearchers, particularly high-
level researchers, has internationalised. The whsens of the Schrodinger
programme let us reason that firstly, the combamatif experience abroad and a full
time research period of 2 years substantially pterttee career of a young
researcher. Secondly, the home institution is eoessarily able to integrate the
Schrddinger fellow and his new competences. Helstrefore looks for new
opportunities, which he/she might find abroad. @lyira high proportion of former
Schrddinger fellows become professors, which asttipas open to international
competition. Finally, in such an internationaligew/ironment, Austrians abroad
may be a helpful contact point and cooperationneastfor the Austrian research
community.
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3.8

Alternative funding

It is likely that candidates apply for differentagts at the same time if there are
other scholarships addressing a similar profileeskarchers,. Table 2-1 provides an
overview of major mobility programmes in Austrikosving that there is no

Austrian programme addressing entirely the sangetayroup as the Schroédinger
programme, but that both the APART programme ofAtstrian Academy of
Sciences and the Marie-Curie programmes providepeoable funding for young
researchers going abroad. The survey results dmavirt the case of the Schrodinger
grant, 19% of grant holders did apply for anottarodarship, one third of them for
programmes of the Austrian Academy of Sciences,1&3d for programmes of the
European Union.

Table 3-12  Application for other scholarships

Total

No 80.8%
Yes 19.2%
Other scholarship Austrian Academy of Sciences 35%
applied for: European Union 18%

EMBO 16%

HFSP 6%

Federal Ministry for Education, Science and Cdtur 3%

(BMBWK)

Humboldt Foundation 3%

Swiss National Science Foundation (SNF) 2%

Others 34%

n= 124 646

Source: Technopolis survey
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4.1

The Lise-Meitner grant

The Lise-Meitner programme was launched in 1998,adresses highly qualified
scientists aged below 41 years of age, coming ibroad, who want to work at an
Austrian research institution. Even if these guastsfinanced, the final beneficiary
is supposed to be the Austrian institute, andlarger sense the Austrian research
community, as the goals are the strengtheningeofjtiality and the scientific know-
how of the Austrian scientific community and theation of international contacts.
In this perspective, the application of the researdas to be co-signed by a
researcher of the Austrian hosting institute.

After presenting global statistics of the programthes chapter will discuss the
results of two surveys, one addressed to Lise-Meparticipants, one to their co-
applicants, who come from the Austrian instituessruiting the foreign grant
holders.

Budgets and funded researchers: efficiency

The FWF database includes information from 1997ada. Since then, 205 Lise-
Meitner grants have been awarded by the FWF, ingdueixtension grants.

40% come from countries from the former Soviet Wnoo Central Eastern Europe,
followed by Western Europe (30%), and here, ndaalf of Lise-Meitner fellows
come from Germany.

As can be seen in Exhibit 4-1, the year 2002 shewa@nsiderable growth in the
number of grants, with an increase in researchmrsng from Western Europe or
other world regions.

Exhibit 4-1  Number of Lise-Meitner grants per yearof decision, according to
the region origin
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Source: FWF, own calculations

Exhibit 4-2 shows that the budget for the Lise-Mertprogramme more than
doubled from 2001 to 2002, accompanied by a lesms pinoportional rise in the
number of supported projects, increasing therdfoth the number and the funding
of scholarships: Whereas at the very beginningagimum of 275 000 ATS was
provided per year, in 1993 the costs of healthrensce were added.
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In 1998, a fixed amount of supplementary funding weiroduced for grant-holders
with children, according to the amounts provide&ohrodinger fellows.

In 1998, the FWF observed that
“The funding increasingly becomes a “Kronlandemgtahowever profitable for the
Austrian Science community, addressing researdtmrs Croatia, Hungary,
Slovakia, Bulgaria, Russia and the Ukraife.”

More generally, it was observed that the grantstemed too low to effectively
attract the population it wanted to, namely higreleesearchers, sufficiently
experienced to impact on the local research team.

As a consequence, the grant underwent a reforr@0t/2002, enhancing the
financial conditions. Additionally, the grant wagemed to researchers of Austrian
origin that had acquired their scientific qualitica abroad.

Whereas the Schrodinger programme saw its budgetad the acceptance rate
decreased since 2004, the Lise Meitner prograntmaefriaditionally had a more
severe selection process, still benefited fromagktiincrease in 2004, followed
however by a sudden decrease in 2005. A closerdadkxhibit 4-2 shows that the
number of grants remained nearly constant. Theedserof the average funding per
grant can be explained by a procedural reform Bb2@ccording to which

additional costs can only be accepted after subomss a separate request, whereas
up to 2004, an amount of €8 000,- has been includady grant. Moreover, due to
aggravated immigration conditions, lesser grandéud decide to take their family
with them, or make them join only later.

22 See Annual report 1998.
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Exhibit 4-2 Number of Lise-Meitner fellows, genderdistribution and total
funding®, per year of approval of the grant, 1997-2005
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The acceptance rate of Lise-Meitner applications treditionally lower than in the
Schrddinger programme. During the first 7 yearthefprogramme, it continuously
decreased from 51% in 1992 to 27% in 1997 and 19®®e 1999, the official
acceptance rate includes both first applicatiorsagplications for prolongation,
which were introduced then. As the acceptancefoatine latter is considerably
higher, reaching up to 100%, the reform introduaéelvel effect, with acceptance
rates varying between 40% and 50%, even if thecBeleprocess as severe as it was
before.

Table 4-1 Acceptance rate of Lise-Meitner candidate

Year of decision Acceptance rate Year of decision Acceptance rate
1992 51% 1999 50%
1993 44% 2000 44%
1994 44% 2001 41%
1995 33% 2002 44%
1996 37% 2003 48%
1997 27% 2004 41%
1998 27% 2005 50%

Source: FWF annual reports, own calculations

% Including prolongations, upgrading of remunenatiadjustment for inflation and accountancy.
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4.2

Table 4-2 Origin of the Lise-Meitner fellows, 19972005
Region Country of Origin 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 OYotal
Western Germany 2 3 2 2 4 2 2 5 4 26
Europe Italy 1 2 3 3 3 12
France 1 4 3 8
Ukraine 1 2 1 1 5
Spain 1 2 2 5
Netherlands 1 1 2
Switzerland 1 1 2
Total 3 3 4 3 5 13 7 14 8 60
CEE Hungary 2 1 1 2 4 1 1 12
Slovakia 1 2 1 1 1 6
Slovenia 2 1 1 1 5
Poland 1 1 1 1 4
Rumania 1 1 2 4
Serbia/Montenegro 4 4
Croatia 1 1 1 3
Czech Republic 1 1 1 3
Bulgaria 1 1 2
Total 2 6 2 4 5 5 7 10 2 43
Former Russia 4 1 3 2 1 3 4 4 22
Soviet Ukraine 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 3 14
Union Belorussia 1 1 2
Total 6 3 5 3 3 5 6 4 3 38
Asia China 1 5 3 1 2 1 1 14
Taiwan 1 1 1 3
Japan 1 1 2
Korea 1 1
Total 2 0 5 3 0 2 4 2 2 20
Other India 1 2 2 1 2 1 9
Australia 1 2 1 1 5
Canada 2 1 3
Lebanon 1 1 1 3
Israel 1 1 2
Jordan 1 1 2
Turkey 1 1 2
Egypt 1 1
Argentine 1 1
Brazil 1 1
Congo 1 1
South-Africa 1 1
Tadzhikistan 1 1
Total 4 0 1 3 4 7 6 4 3 32
USA 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 9
Not defined 1 1 1 3
Total 18 13 20 17 18 33 33 35 18 205

Source: FWF, own calculations

Objectives and their realization

The FWF’s 1997 annual report titles it's chaptetttom Lise-Meitner programme
with “Lise-Meitner-grants: in many places misundeos!”, indicating that
“applicants who obviously want to enhance their sesearch standard are not the
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ones addressed by the programffieThe challenge of the programme is therefore
to fund researchers whose objectives overlap Wwighmeeds of the hosting institute.

In its 1992 edition, the FWF’s annual report staled
“In the short run, Lise-Meitner fellows shall anitadhe local research landscape, in
the long-run, the contracts with the fellow afteeit return to their home country in
the form of cooperation shall be supported.”

The objectives clearly have the following two direems:

» Activities in the Austrian institute: new methodgies and approaches, common
publications

* Ongoing contacts with the fellows in the framewoflcooperation.

In the years following its introduction, several difacations have been introduced to

the Lise-Meitner programme.

* In 1994, it was decided that the grant could omyplovided for a maximum of
12 months, researchers wishing to stay for a lopgeod had to be integrated
into a research project of the hosting institutethle same year, the maximum
age was increased from 35 to 40.

* In 1995, it was decided that only researchersthdtnot yet spent 12 months in
Austria were allowed to apply for a Lise-Meitneaagt.

In 1996, the FWF conducted a survey, which showati43% of former Lise-

Meitner fellows thought that 12 months were insuéint. This led to further

revisions:

* In 1998, the grant was changed into a post-dodipnsimplying a contract with
the research institute

* The maximum duration was increased to 2 years @ 18owever, the
acceptation of a second year still depends ongpeoaal of an application for
prolongation.

Lise-Meitner fellows

For Lise-Meitner grant-holders, “experience abroadéss of a motivation than for
Schrddinger candidates. By far, the most impomaativation is to dedicate time
only to research, showing that the country of agtimatters less than the activity
itself. The overall objective of promoting the ceogtion between Austria and the
home country or institute is at the end of thedisbbjectives, nevertheless, it is
shared by 70% of the participants, with half ofnthinding this objective very
important.

24 See FWF, Annual report 1997, p. 40.
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Exhibit 4-3  Objectives according to their importane: Lise-Meitner
participants
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Source: Technopolis survey

The lower number of respondents does not allova foalculation of significance
according to research domains, as with the Schgédiprogramme. Exhibit 4-4
shows that the personal objectives of the Lise-ifellows were achieved to a
very high extent. The percentage of fellows whal pecialization very important
but “only” partly achieved it is only 13% of resptents, and even less concerning
the goal of using a new methodology or techniqugeQives that are related more
to overall interest than to individual goals liketpromotion of Austria and the
home country or institute has been entirely aclddwe47% of respondents, even if
a higher proportion of those assigning high impweé&ato it and achieving it only
partly or not at all is a little higher than elseas (29%).
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Exhibit 4-4  Objectives and achievement of this gos) Lise-Meitner
participants
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Source: Technopolis survey

Lise-Meitner co-applicants

We have already underlined that the final targetigrof the Lise-Meitner
programme is the Austrian research community, whigkpresented in the present
evaluation by the researchers co-applying withMleéner candidate, and generally
accompanying them during their stay. Most of thesearchers already held a
principal position, at least in a research grou@roinstitute or a faculty. However,

32



29% of respondents were project leaders, withoumstitutionalized principal
position.

Their objectives very clearly concentrate on thstiintes’ research capacity around a
concrete research project. The recruiting of teagbapacity — which is not a
programme goal, but could play a role in a contéxhissing personnel — is seen as
unimportant by a clear majority: on the contrahg project is entirely research
oriented, as it should be. Interestingly, the afmmging a new methodology or
technique is achieved by nearly half of the respoig] which underlines a
satisfactory know-how flow inwards thanks to thed-iMeitner project.

Exhibit 4-5 Objectives according to their importance: Lise-Meitner co-
applicants

B Veryimportant @ Important O Unimportant

Improvement of the institute's research capacity
Common realisation of a concrete research project
Internationalisation of the research team

Intelectual stimulation

International networking for the institute

Opening of a new research domain for the institute

Use of a new methodology or technique

Deepening of an existing contact

Improvement of the institute's visibility

Improvement of the supvervision of doctoral students

Improvement of the institute's teaching capacity I ]

Other F]:

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

n=84

Source: Technopolis survey

Nearly 70% see the institutes’ research capacipraved (“entirely achieved”),
more than 70% worked together on a common resgaopbct. The institutes that
receive a Meitner fellow appear to be open intéliakty, as 42% of respondents
assert that a new research area could have beapdf the institute, other 45%
say that this has partly been the case. For marettie half of the respondents, the
objective of international networking for the ingte is entirely achieved.

Even if it is rarely a very important objectiveethise-Meitner fellow also allows for
better supervision of doctoral students, at leaglyy in more than half of the cases.
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Exhibit 4-6  Objectives and achievement of this gos] Lise-Meitner co-

applicants
Deepening of an existing contact Improvement of the institute's visibility
90% 90%
80% 80%
70% 70% H Failed
60% 60%
50% 50% O Hardly
40% | | 40% O Partly
30% | 30% | | B Entirely
20% 20%
—
10% | a 10% | B
0% - 0% - T
hoeg Very important Important Unimportant Very important Important Unimportant n=61
Use of a new methodology or technique Internationalisation of the research team
90% 90%
80% 80%
70% 70% )
]
60% 60% 4 Failed
50% 50% O Hardly
40% 40% @ Partly
30% 1 30% 1 .
20% 20% | | | B Entirely
- O
0% — 0%
. Very important Important Unimportant Very important Important Unimportant n=75
Improvement of the institute's research capacity International networking for the institute
90% 90%
80% - 80% 4
|| .
70% | [ 70% B Failed
60% 60%
50% | 50% f ] O Hardly
40% A 40% A O Partly
80% 1 30% 1 — B Entirely
20% 1 20% 1 | [
0% 0% | : —
n=gy Veryimportant  Important Unimportant Very important ~ Important Unimportant 73
Improvement of the institute's teaching capacity Intelectual stimulation
90% 90%
80% 80% -
20% 70% B Failed
60% 60% 1 O Hardly
50% + 50%
0% 20% | O Partly
30% 1 30% B Entirely
20% 20%
0% 0%
e Very important Important Unimportant Very important Important Unimportant n=75

Source: Technopolis survey
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Improvement of the supvervision of doctoral Opening of a new research domain for the institute
students
90% 90%
80% 80% -
70% 70% B Failed
60% — 60% O Hardly
50% 50% -
40% 40% O Partly
30% — 30% B Entirely
20% —— 20% -
[] - | ——
0% [ ] 0%
=58 Very important Important Unimportant Very important Important Unimportant =69
Common realisation of a concrete research project Other
90% 90%
0% 80%
[— 70% .
70% 60“/“ B Failed
60% -| °7
50% 50% A O Hardly
40% 40% O Partly
1 30% | .
30% 0% B Entirely
20% °
10%
10%
o Very important Important Unimportant Very important Important Unimportant n=10
n=

Source: Technopolis survey

Funding and duration

According to interviews with FWF administrative f§téhe amount of the Lise-
Meitner has been evaluated previously as too smalitract the high level
researchers it was supposed to do. However, aeaserof the grant in 2002 led to a
rise in the number of applications.

The present evaluation indicates satisfaction wighamount of funding (Exhibit
4-7), even if the co-applicants appear to be matiea than the Meitner

participants themselves.

Exhibit 4-7  Evaluation of the amount of the Lise-Méner funding

100% 1

Unsulfficient
90% - Just sufficient

80% 1

70% 1

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

Participants (n=69) Co-applicants (n=85)

Source: Technopolis survey

There is criticism regarding the duration of thargr(limited to 12 months since
1994), as 30% claim that the duration is insuffitidimiting the Meitner grant to
one year was motivated by the idea that the MeflEaws who want to stay in the
Austrian institute should become integrated in haotesearch project. However,
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one out of two Meitner fellows who had indicatedttthe grant was too short
extended their stay (see Exhibit 4-8).

Exhibit 4-8 Evaluation of the duration of the LiseMeitner funding and
extension of the stay in Austria, Lise-Meitner co-pplicants

80%

70% +

60% -

50%
@ Stay not extended

40% -
30% - W Stay extended
20% -

10% 4

0% -

Duration sufficient Duration unsufficient n=74

Source: Technopolis survey
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4.4

44.1

Results

Publications

The number of publications originating from a Lieitner grant is even higher
than in the case of Schrodinger grants. The resgaedo the evaluation survey
report around 5 publications per person on averageviewed journals. Moreover,
they indicate 2,9 (participants) and 4,3 (co-ajpits) lectures and poster
publications, plus books and contributions to bodkkereas the Meitner fellows
have been asked whether their work has resultpdbfications, the co-applicant
was asked whether the results of research wityriduet holder led to publications of
collaborators of the institute. Table 4-3 and ExtbO show that those, as a group,
have published more in reviewed journals, lectara$ poster presentations than the
Meitner fellow themselves who, on the other hanekenparticularly successful in
writing or contributing to books.

Table 4-3 Average number of publications per respattent, according to
category and authorship, Lise-Meitner programme

Average number of publications
per respondent

Participant Co-applicant
Original work in reviewed journals First author, in Austria 1.2 0.9
Co-author, in Austria 0.8 0.8
First author, abroad 1.7 1.7
Co-author, abroad 0.9 1.1
Total 4.6 4.6
Other work in reviewed journals First author, in Austria 0.1 0.2
Co-author, in Austria 0.0 0.1
First author, abroad 0.1 0.2
Co-author, abroad 0.0 0.1
Total 0.4 0.6
Contributions in books First author, in Austria 0.4 0.2
Co-author, in Austria 0.1 0.1
First author, abroad 0.3 0.2
Co-author, abroad 0.1 0.1
Total 0.9 0.6
Books First author, in Austria 0.1 0.0
Co-author, in Austria 0.0 0.0
First author, abroad 0.1 0.1
Co-author, abroad 0.0 0.0
Total 0.3 0.1
Lecture and poster-presentations First author, in Austria 1.0 1.1
Co-author, in Austria 0.3 0.8
First author, abroad 1.3 1.6
Co-author, abroad 0.3 0.8
Total 2.9 4.3

Source: Technopolis survey
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Exhibit 4-9  Number of publications resulting fromresearch related to the
Lise-Meitner grant, per category of publication

Percentage of .
respondants Co-applicants Number of
publications (x):
100%
[m
[
90% o2
80% o3
70% - o4
60% @s
50% | m6
m7
40% -
m8
30% — 1 mo9
20% m10
10% - W more than 10
—]
00/0 T T — T T s s T
Original work  Other work in  Contributions Books Lecture and
in reviewed reviewed in books poster-
journals journals presentations n=69
Percentage of Partici ¢ Number of
respondants articipants umber o
publications (x):
90%
0 o1
80% - o2
70% - o3
o4
60% -+
o5
50% - @6
40% - m7
30% | | m8
m9
[
20% m10
10% -+ l m more than 10
O% T T T T T
Original work  Other workin  Contributions Books Lecture and
in reviewed reviewed in books poster-
journals journals presentations n=64

Source: Technopolis survey

4.4.2 Networking

How many contacts have been gained by the Liserdegrogramme? This
depends on the proportion of first contacts withi& programme, on the deepening
of existing contacts and the longevity of contattsated through the programme: In
general, first contacts often existed, but rathién the co-applicant than with the
institute. Nearly every third Lise-Meitner fellowys that previous cooperation
experience existed, either personally, or by cglles of the Meitner fellow. The
proportion of co-applicants indicating such priooperation experience is lower, at
19%.
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Exhibit 4-10 Kind of contact the Lise-Meitner participants had with the
Austrian institute before the application

either personally or by collegues

Colleagues of mine had personal contact:

Colleagues of mine had cooperatio
experience

We had previous cooperation experienc

Personal contacts, but no cooperation,

No contact

S

n

e

16%
13%

@ With the institute

49%

@ With my co-applicant

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

n=

Source: Technopolis survey

Exhibit 4-11 Kind of contact the Lise-Meitner co-applicants had with the
participant before the application

Personal contacts, but no cooperation
experience, either personally or in close
environment

We had previous cooperation experience

No contact

Colleagues in Austria had cooperation
experience

Other

n=283

0%

T
10%

T
20%

30%

T
40%

50%

60%

Source: Technopolis survey

Ongoing contacts after the grant are apparently eleser than between
Schrédinger fellows and their hosting institutesiyb% of participants and none of
the co-applicants claim to have no ongoing confantthe contrary, one third of the
Meitner grants leads to continuing common publarafictivities after the grant,
around one out of four former grant holders redubaisits her or his hosting
institute, and some still work there. 13% of theitiler fellows and 6% of the grant
holders say that colleagues from the Austriantimgticame later to the home-
institute of the guest researcher for a reseassh stowever, concrete work on
common research projects is less frequent in tee chthe Meitner programme than
it is in the case the Schrddinger programme.
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4.5

Table 4-4 Ongoing contact between the Lise-Meitngrarticipants and the
Austrian co-applicants

Participants n =62 Co-applicants n=_381

We meet in conferences 40% We meet in conferences 35%
We have published together after the We have published together after
Lise-Meitner funding 27%  the Lise-Meitner grant 38%
| regularly visit the institute 26% She/he reglylasisits our institute 23%
| still work at the Institute The project is still ongoing — she/he

18% is still at the institute 10%
One or more of the colleagues of the A colleague of our institute is or has
Austrian institute came to my home- been in the home institute of the
institute for a research stay Lise-Meitner scholar for a research

13% stay 6%
We work on a common project with We work on a common project with
separate financing 11% separate financing
We work on a common EU-project 6% We work on a emm EU-project 1%
We work on a common project with We work on a common project with
common financing 6% common financing 6%
Other 21% Other 30%
No 5% No 0%

Source: Technopolis survey

The integration in the institute

In order to achieve the objectives of knowledgevBand networking, it is crucial
that the guest researcher is well integrated withéninstitute, and does not work in
an isolated manner. This section addresses seuerations, namely the evaluation
of integration by the participants and the co-agapits, the activities the Meitner
fellow was involved in (in Austria), and the suppiorkind received.

Firstly, integration is evaluated by nearly haltlo¢ participants and more than half
of the co-applicants as very good, one third ofip@ants and 23% of co-applicants
said it was good. 5% of participants felt insuticily integrated within the institute.

Exhibit 4-12 Integration into the institute’s reseach team

100% -

Insufficiently

90% -

Reasonably Reasonably

80% -

70% -

60% -

50% -

40% -

30% -

20% -

10% -

0% -

Participants (n=62) Co-applicants (n=80)

Source: Technopolis survey
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Concerning the activities the grant holder was ive@ in, the picture comparing the
views of participants and co-applicants (Exhibit3)-is relatively homogenous:
more than 90% say that they participated in commegaarch activities with
colleagues from the institute. One third also pgyéted in the preparation of
common proposals for research funding, indicatistr@eng wish for further
collaboration. The exception to the norm for p@paats and co-applicants concerns
teaching activities and the supervision of doctetatients, where one out of three
co-applicants believes that the Meitner fellow waslved in these activities,
however this holds for only 16% of the grant-hofdfremselves. On the contrary,
15% of participants, but only 8% of co-applicardg that they have held lectures.
However, their view coincides again when it coneesdminars, where 30% of both
groups declare the Meitner-fellows’ involvement.

Exhibit 4-13 Activities the grant holder was invohed in during her/his stay in
Austria

Common research activities with colleagues from the institute
Preparation of common proposals for research funding

Teaching: seminars

Supervision of doctoral students O Participants

Teaching: lectures B Co-applicants
Scientific expertise in international committees
Scientific expertise in Austrian committees

Presence in the media

Other

Participatns: n = 68
Co-applications: n = 83

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: Technopolis survey

When it comes to support in-kind received fromitiggitute (Exhibit 4-14), co-
applicants tend to have a more generous view tiagrant-holders themselves, but
they agree mostly in the ranking. This differencgyrbe interpreted either as the
blindness of several heads of institute, believirad working conditions are better
than they are in reality, or as a different intetption, with co-applicants indicating
the in-kind support that was available, and pgréinis only mentioning support they
effectively made use of. In either case, the pethrows a relatively high rate of in-
kind support. More than half of the participantsl lagcess to small research
equipment while more than a third could use bigaesh equipment.
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4.6

Exhibit 4-14 Support in-kind received from the insttute

Access to a library

Access to the secretariat

Usage of small research equipment

A working place in a common office room

Participation in conferences

Usage of a laboratory O Participants

Access to the canteen m Co-applicants
Housing agency

Anindividual office room

Travel budget
Usage of big research equipment
Parking place next to the institute

- Other
Participatns: n = 69 1 T T T

Co-applications: n = 85 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: Technopolis survey

To conclude this section, the participants haven lieated to evaluate the
collaboration with the co-applicant in answering tjuestion Mow did the
collaboration with your co-applicant workZxhibit 4-15 shows the results:
according to a 5 points scale going from “perféctity“not”, it can be seen that
more than 70% felt that they had a perfectly etpataollaboration, nearly 90% give
the first rank to the question of whether they gidticient support, and half of the
respondents commented that they could fully padital in other activities of the
institute.

Exhibit 4-15 Appreciation of the collaboration by the participant

B Perfectly ] O O O Not

| could participate in
other activities of
the institute

I got sufficient
support

The collaboration
was equitable

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Source: Technopolis survey

Mobility and long-term integration

Financing foreign high-level researchers duringrthest-doctoral phase can be a
strategy to attract them for a longer period. AsSohrodinger fellows, who “risk”
staying abroad, this holds for Meitner fellows, whay stay in Austria, either just in
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extending their research stay for a certain pewodby installing them definitely in
Austria.

A high proportion of Lise-Meitner fellows extend#gkir stay in Austria beyond the
12 months financed by the grant, the majority viuttther Austrian funding, mostly
again from the FWF (see Exhibit 4-16).

Exhibit 4-16 Extension of the stay in Austria afterthe period of Lise-Meitner
funding, Lise-Meitner participants

100% 100%
90% — 90% ™ Other
80% - 80% -
70% 7 No 70%7 Other funding
60% i — 60% — from Austria —
50% — 50% - Funding from—

40% | myown __
country

40% -
30%
20%
10% -

0% -

30%

20% Other FWF_
Yes funding

10% 1

0% -

Extension of the stay in Austria If yes, kind of funding

n=65

Source: Technopolis survey

Similar results were reported by the co-applicaBtsof their Lise-Meitner
participants extended their stay with other fundienery second of these with
funding from the FWF.

22 of 53 responding former participants say thay tstayed in the institute
immediately after the end of the Lise-Meitner furgdionly one more person stayed
in Austria in another institute. 25 got a new jalaithird country, the others returned
back home.

In the long run, only 51% of Lise-Meitner fellowsturned to their country of origin,
while 19% stayed in Austria.

Exhibit 4-17 Present working places of (former) Lse-Meitner fellows

other; 7%
;4%
Sweden; 4%
o returned to
USA; 6% country of
origin
Germany; 7% (nationality);
51%
Austria; 19%
n=67

Source: Technopolis survey
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The persons presently working in Austria are nbth&l same as those who extended
their stay immediately after the end of the grant cases, the grant is still ongoing;
others first of all went back to their former pasit or waited for an FWF grant.

Out of those who initially stayed in Austria, 9 ax@v working elsewhere, 3 are still
in Austria, the remaining 2 did not indicate th@iesent working country.

These numbers show that the mobility of performymyng researchers is very high,
even more so in the case of Lise-Meitner than éncise of Schrédinger fellows.

Experience overseas is a major argument for gdingaal early in one’s career, later
on, job opportunities may offer more weight thaa ¢hoice of a particular country,
including the home country. Moreover, it shouldeoephasised that the majority of
Meitner fellows come from countries that emergenrfithe former eastern block,
where research funding is still less important timewestern highly industrialized
countries.
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5.1

5.2

Administration of the programmes

Selection process and administration

Both Schrédinger and Lise-Meitner grants are atkatdy the FWF Board based on
an international peer review process. On aver&geadministration and decision
making process of proposals takes about 4 momliZ005, the electronic
forwarding of proposals to peer reviewers replabedoostal system, thereby
accelerating the selection process by 1 to 2 wdétaever, the duration varies
considerably, as reviewers have to be found anglafimited number of Board
meetings take place per year.

A team of 5 people in the department for mobilitglavomen’s programmes
administers the two programmes. The high continuityre administration is
remarkable, as one of the team members has beelvedvin the administration of
the Schrédinger programme since its launch in 1985.

Feed-back from the questionnaire survey

The overall evaluation of the support and admiatgin of the Erwin Schrodinger
grant shows that it is basically appreciated, dwky points of critique regularly
emerge: The first one concerns the transparensglettion, here 17% claim that it
is insufficient. Several comments from respondenterline this problem, and they
would like to have the opportunity to comment oa #valuation by peers. This
problem has been partly addressed by the FWF egseiér review protocols have
been sent to the applicants since 2004, whereasstprthat they only got a very
short summary. Exhibit 5-2 compares the appreciatdfagrant holders who started
their scholarship in 2005 or 2006 and thereforeaamly benefited from the reforms,
and former grant-holders. The increased transpgrisngidely appreciated, whereas
the grant holders’ responses do not reflect angkguiselection process. However,
the number of respondents is relatively low, andati@ans between individual
applications are higher than the average gaingidity through electronic transfer
of information.

Secondly, 8% of respondents miss support whennietyito Austria. This time is
particularly difficult for Schrédinger fellows akey feel very frustrated in their
enthusiasm, often not shared by their Austrianegpies. Some miss for instance the
opportunity to present their work in Austria.
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Exhibit 5-1  Evaluation of the support and administration of the Erwin
Schrédinger grant

Information about the Schrédinger grant

Support during the preparation of the

application
m Very good
Duration of selection phase
o Good
: O Sufficient
Transparencyof selection
@ Insufficient

Support during the grant O No contact

Support when returning to Austria

Overall

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

Source: Technopolis survey

Exhibit 5-2  Evaluation of transparency and durationof the selection, Erwin
Schrédinger grant, starting year before 2005 and omards

Transparency of selection Duration of the selection phase
100%
00% | | /e =
80% - O No contact
70% 1 B Insufficient
60% - o
500 | O Sufficient
40% - @ Good
30% -
20% | ® Very good
10% -
O% a T T T
<=2004  >=2005 <=2004 >=2005
n=556 n=19 n=561 n=19

Source: Technopolis survey

Statistical tests showed significant differencesoading to the research domain in
the appreciation of two aspects of administratiot support. Firstly, concerning the
information about the Schrddinger grant: biologastsl social scientists feel
particularly well informed, whereas satisfactiomaser within researchers in
natural, medical sciences, as well as humanities.

Secondly, the support during the grant is basiagtigroved by at least 70% (very
good or good) of respondents of all domains baihénfield of humanities 10% of
those having contact feel that it is insufficientather 28% evaluate it as sufficient,
but not more.

Besides the support of the FWF, Austrian citizémead may also use the support of
the Austrian embassy: 80% of respondents sayhisatias not necessary, 11%
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received such support as far as there was a nédlé, ttve remaining 9% would have
liked to get such support.

Networks of Austrians abroad have been frequenye2i’Bo of respondents.

The co-applicants of Lise-Meitner fellows show torhore satisfied with the
administration than the Lise-Meitner grant holdéesmselves, with the exception of
10% criticizing insufficient transparency in thdes#ion. However, it needs to be
emphasised that administration is noted as at $ediitient by a minimum of 80%
of respondents, and as good by more than the htiem.

Exhibit 5-3  Evaluation of the support and administation of the Lise-Meitner
grant, co-applicants

Co-applicants

Participants

Information about the Lise-Meitner-

Programme
Support during the preparation of the
licati
applicatin = Very good
Duration of the selection phase .: @ Good
O Sufficient
Transparency of selection
@ Insufficient

Support in any administrative problems

O No contact

concerning your stay in Austria

Support in any organisational problems

Overall

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

n= Participants  Co-applicants
Overall 52 73
Support in any organisational problems 57 71
Support in any administrative problems concerniogrystay in Austria 60 75
Transparency of selection 59 75
Duration of the selection phase 59 76
Support during the preparation of the application 2 6 74
Information about the Lise-Meitner-Programme 62 77

Source: Technopolis survey

In the case of Lise Meitner grants, Exhibit 5-3whahat applicants tend to be more
critical than co-applicants, even if the overalpegiation is positive, as more than
80% think that the administration is very good ood. Information about the
programme and support during the preparation paigeseery well appreciated, the
only points of critique once more come in relatiorthe transparency of selection,
and the duration of the selection phase, evernré hgain, more than the half of
grant holders and co-applicants that have beeantact with the FWF in this
respect think that these aspects are good or emgrgood.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, both the Schrédinger and the Lisetiée programmes are globally
well performing programmes. The main results of thraluation are related to the
key evaluation criteria, which are relevance, cehee, efficiency, and effectiveness
and recommendations concerning the adaptatioregthigrammes are presented.

Relevanceelates to the relationship between programmesgarad, overall, societal
issues the programme refers to, and is therefosely linked to the programme
design. Most generally, the Schrodinger programmigch provides grants for
young post-docs for a 10 to 24 month stay abroa pe seen as being at the
forefront of support programmes, as since it's tyrhe issue of mobility has
considerably gained in importance. However, thalte®f the survey indicate that
the programme fits differently to the various reshalisciplines:

» Firstly, the researchers’ objectives related togtant differ according to the
domain they are working in: On the one hand, meédesearchers have a
specifically high need for specialisation and tbguasition of new
methodologies and techniques in top-instituteschviprobably explains the
outstanding attractiveness of the programme faarehers in this domain, and
the high proportion of grants they hold. On theeotiiand, for researchers in
social sciences and humanities, the achievemempostdoctoral lecture
gualification is most important, as well as netwogk This indicates that from
the point of view of the researchers — for whompinence abroad” is the most
common objective — the Schrodinger programme reptesan important
opportunity in achieving the individual competemeefile they need to acquire
if they want to succeed, notably because it pra/aperiod free of any other
constraints or work obligations.

» Secondly, the duration of the grant is perceivéfédintly according to the
research domain. Notably biologists and naturargists underline that even the
duration of 2 years is insufficient to realise se@ch project in a foreign
institution, especially when they are involved xperiments.

In the case of the Lise-Meitner programme, whiabvjates funds for researchers
from abroad for a longer stay in an Austrian reseanstitution, the design had to be
adapted several times before it achieved its cufoemation. The maximum
duration has been increased from 1 to 2 y&aitse way of financing has been turned
from a scholarship to employment in the institated the funding per year has been
increased in order to attract those researchetrshthgrogramme intended to,
namely high level researchers that can providdfacteve value added to the
hosting institute, and the Austrian scientific coomity more generally. Whereas
initially, the programme predominantly attractedea@rchers from transition
countries (former Soviet-Union and Central-Eastéunepe), since these reforms,
researchers increasingly come from western Europeantries, as well as third
countries. This indicates that over time the redeans’ perspective of getting
financing in a precarious working situation hasdree less important.

% After approval of an application for prolongation
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Coherenceguestions the positioning of the programme, withen FWF on the one
hand, and in the Austrian or European funding-laags on the other. The FWF’s
aim is indeed to accompany the researchers in¢heter development; programmes
are designed not to overlap, but to complement edwdr. In the case of the
Schrédinger programme, for several years, a regrant (“Schrodinger Ruckkehr-
Programm”) was available for former Schrodingelofgt in order to finance the
adaptation of their research project to their watiyation in the Austrian context.
This programme was abandoned in 2005, when thibidtigrules for individual
research projects were adapted, allowing applioatiy Schrodinger fellows during
their stay abroad. Survey results show that 39%rafier Schrodinger fellows later
received further FWF-funding, and nearly the hélfise-Meitner fellows who
extended their stay in Austria also benefited ffanther funding from the FWF.

On a budgetary level, the separated budgets df\¥i€, linking specific programme
types to specific funding sources, and thereforg@stries, turned out to be a
disadvantage for mobility programmes, as the sud@efine in “Sondermittel”
(extra-budgetary funds) attributed by the BMBWK tech cut in funding of
mobility. In 2004, acceptance rates considerablyrfehe Schrodinger programme,
despite a global budget increase of the FWF, gmaliical declaration in favour of
mobility grants.

Concerning the positioning of the FWF-mobility pragimes in the Austrian
funding portfolio, some overlapping can be obseywedinly with post-doc grants of
the Austrian Academy of Sciences. However, no gbhegramme has exactly the
same orientation, combining both openness to aewntsitc discipline, as well as to
the country of destination, but restricting fundingesearch stays abroad
(Schrddinger), or researchers that have not spere then 6 years in Austria before
their application for the grant (Lise Meitner) respvely.

Efficiency looks at the input-output relationship, coverimmgrbbudgets and
administration. In this respect, the initially verigh acceptance rates, of around 60
to 70% has to be mentioned, falling below 50% iA42@vhen budgets were cut.
This implies a more severe selection processsituation where both interview
partners and survey results indicate a high peidoga of former grant holders in
terms of scientific output and career paths, aedefiore no efficiency problem.

Concerning the administration of the programmesyaiV satisfaction of grant
holders and co-applicants of Lise-Meitner fellowgositive or very positive, with
two points of weaknesses, namely the transparehityeselection process, and the
duration of the selection phase. Whereas recentmafresulted in an increase in the
satisfaction concerning the transparency of s@edcas major parts of the reviewers
report is now sent to the applicants), the duratibtine selection process, varying
considerably from one application to another,ilsatproblem for some of the
applicants.

Comments from former grant-holders indicate a lafckupport after the grant, and
they would like to see more networking activities $chrodinger or Lise-Meitner
alumni.
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Selection rates of up to 70% seem defendable dtkeetgood performance of former
grant holders, as indicated by the results of iheet online-surveys conducted for
this evaluation, showing a higgffectiveness

* The career paths of former Schrodinger grant-heldenfirm what is indicated
by individual discourse. More than 50% of thoseagshers that have received a
Schrddinger grant at least 15 years ago have betidhpeofessors since then.
The proportion lies above 30% for former fellowatthave been financed in the
following five years, and still lies at 20% withiellows from the years 1997-
2000.

* 59% of Schrodinger fellows estimate that the ghest been very valuable in
achieving their present position; it has been heffolr other 21%.

» The number of publications in reviewed journalatedl to the research financed
by the grant is 4,2 for Schrodinger fellows, anél #éy Lise-Meitner fellows and
members of the hosting institute respectively, tuedefore lies at about the same
level as for project based funding by the FWF.

» The vast majority (88%) of Schrodinger fellows sfiél in contact with the
persons they worked with while abroad, mainly byetimey in conferences, but
also through regular visits to the institute (29#%@)jaboration on common
projects (24%) and common publications (34%).

* Inthe case of Lise-Meitner grants, nearly halfihef respondents within Austrian
co-applicants state having used a new methodolotgcbnique thanks to the
stay of the Lise-Meitner fellow, for 42%, a neweasch area has been opened,
for other 45% this has partly been the case. Foeri@an half of the
respondents, the objective of international netwwyKor the institute is entirely
achieved.

These results indicate that the objectives havieesh achieved — if there was not
the problem of those researchers for whom the Slafgér grant has not only been a
trampoline for their career, but more specificaiyframpoline for their career
abroad.

Leave and let leave...

A key issue in mobility is the perceived problemhajh-level researchers that leave
the country that has invested so much in their khow. If more than a quarter of
former Schrodinger grant holder stay or go abroatieé long run, is this to be
interpreted as success or failure of the progranmiimequestion links back to the
criterion of relevance, as on the one hand, angmaltprogramme should most
evidently maximise the (national) benefit of theowmedge transfer realised through
a mobility grant. On the other hand, in an inteioral environment, and for a small
open economy, the ideal-typical model of leavingrestitute where a specific
method, technique or research orientation is ngssmwork for a while in a top
institute providing these qualities, in order tmply integrate them in the Austrian
institute afterwards does not work. Very often,shevho return to their former
institute face difficulties in respect of contingithe research project launched
during the Schrodinger stay. Very often, the quadifon resulting from the
Schrédinger grant allows them to apply for a highasition that is not vacant in
their former institute, but which is elsewhere, iIn@apbroad.
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Very often, high level researchers are happy tdickte for an Austrian
professorship, after a first career abroad. Thigests, that long-term international
mobility is primarily explained by the internatidisation of career paths due to
global competition in research jobs, and not to propensity to move which might
be enforced by a mobility grant. Mobility grantg an this sense a helpful tool to
become part of the global scientific community, arg far from being the only one,
as post-graduate courses or local research expemneay also provide the necessary
gualification. A comparison of qualification patbshigh level Austrian researchers
working abroad could provide more insight to thiestion.

In any case, the comparison of the Schrédingerrarome with the Lise-Meitner
and the Marie-Curie programmes shows that retugs r@e highest in the case of
Schrédinger (71%), and lowest in the case of Lisstihvr (51%).

Further development

Room for improvement can be identified in thregeess:

» Firstly, a differentiation of the length of bothagits should be considered, in
response to subject dependent needs. For examp@paoach of co-financing
with the hosting institute for extensions beyond tears could be considered.

» Secondly, more emphasis should be put on suppdsthgbdinger fellows
immediately after the end of the grant: for soméhem, this is a critical time,
for instance during which they would need a foranptesent their work. For
Lise-Meitner grant holders, an effort in keepingtaet through an alumni club
or an Internet portal (such as the Schrodingeraporould further increase long
term relations.

* Finally, against the background of the good pertoroe of both programmes,
more flexible budget attribution within the FWF lged should ensure that
funding for individual grants can be continuoussgigned according to demand,
especially when global budgets are theoreticalbilaile.
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Appendix A Current place of work of former Marie-
Curie grant holders

Cat. 30 Marie Curie Current place of work |
fellows only
Host type | At an institution At the Marie | A different A different A different | Total Total
worked at prior to | Curie host institution in | institution in netitution %
the Marie Curie natitute home the host n another
fellowship country country country
University 259% 19% 28% 9% 14% | 100% 583
Public / private 30% 23% 0% T% 12% 100% 291
ressarch cenire
Large Industry / SME e 47% 18% 8% 18% 100% 45
NGO fnternational 21% 21% 32% 12% 15% 100% 34
COrganisation [ Other
All host types 28% 21% 29% 8% 14% | 100% 559
average %

Source: IMPAFEL fellows questionnaire
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