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Topics (Problems)

� Project duration

� Funding acknowledgements

� Defining “a FWF-paper”

� Document types
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Project duration

� End of project <> End of scientific work: e.g., papers far after the

administrative end of project

� ”Late” products are often not reported to FWF

� Extent of the problem?
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Project duration
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• FWF analysis
• 601 papers
• 2001-2008
• publication set

„Austria“
• 15% actual FWF 

papers

• CWTS analysis
• 4.793 papers
• 2009-2010
• 51% papers with

funding acknowl. 
to FWF, but not in 
FWF system



Funding acknowledgements

� Funding Agency in Web of Science since 2009

� “FA forgetfulness”: 28% of FWF-papers don’t include 
acknowledgement to FWF (Costas & Yegros-Yegros, 2013)

� 70-80 Variations of “Austrian Science Fund”
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Funding acknowledgements



8

Funding acknowledgements
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Funding acknowledgements
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Funding acknowledgements
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Funding acknowledgements



Defining “a FWF-paper”

� What is the impact of the funding and of the various programmes? 

(objective of evaluation studies)

� Very often multiple funding: impact of one funding agency is

difficult to detect

� Authors give acknowledgements better too often than too few
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Defining “a FWF-paper”
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2.073 Publications from

Austria incl. FA to FWF;

2012 (Web of Science)



Defining “a FWF-paper”
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„fuzzy acknowledgement“



Document types

� Most important publications/document types: articles, reviews, 

and letters

� FWF-funded authors publish primarely articles, rarely reviews

� Reviews receive more citations than articles

� Negative effect for FWF?
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Document types
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Analysed publication sets: Most highly cited Papers (AUT: 1.600; FWF: 1.574)  



Document types
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Overall conclusions

� Is there still a need for an internal FWF-database on project

output?

1) Yes! Because publications not the only kind of output

2) Yes! Because many researchers still forget to mention their

financial support

3) Yes! Because FWF is not always clearly without ambiguity

mentioned in publications

4) Yes! Because it is impossible to assign funding to the various

programmes of FWF only based on FAs in publications


