PLOS ONE

Check for
updates

G OPEN ACCESS

Citation: Rusu VD, Mocanu M, Bibiri A-D (2022)
Determining factors of participation and success

rates in research funding competitions: Case study.

PLoS ONE 17(7): €0272292. https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0272292

Editor: Hugh Cowley, Public Library of Science,
UNITED KINGDOM

Received: February 3, 2022
Accepted: July 15, 2022
Published: July 29, 2022

Copyright: © 2022 Rusu et al. This is an open
access article distributed under the terms of the
Creative Commons Attribution License, which
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided the original
author and source are credited.

Data Availability Statement: Full data set used in

the paper is within the Supporting Information files.

Funding: Authors are thankful to Romanian
Ministry of Research, Innovation and Digitization,
within Program 1 — Development of the national
RD system, Subprogram 1.2 — Institutional
Performance — RDI excellence funding projects,
Contract no.11PFE/30.12.2021, for financial
support. The funders had no role in study design,
data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or
preparation of the manuscript.

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Determining factors of participation and
success rates in research funding
competitions: Case study

Valentina Diana Rusu@ *, Mihaela Mocanu, Anca-Diana Bibiri

Department of Social Sciences and Humanities, Institute of Interdisciplinary Research, ‘Alexandru loan Cuza’
University of lagi, lagi, Romania

* valentinadiana.ig@gmail.com

Abstract

Research and innovation play a key role in generating smart and sustainable economic
growth. By producing new knowledge, the research contributes to the development of new
and innovative products, processes, and services, which in turn lead to increased productiv-
ity, industrial competitiveness, and, ultimately, the prosperity of the community as a whole.
However, all research, development and innovation activities depend on the financial
resources made available, as specific financing accelerates the production and dissemina-
tion of the best ideas and practices, as well as their role in meeting the challenges our soci-
ety deals with nowadays. Our study aims to identify the determining factors for the
researcher’s participation and success rates in research funding competitions. The goal of
the research is to understand how variables such as age, gender, main field, affiliation, and
scientific rank can affect the access to funding opportunities available for research and inno-
vation. The study relies on a questionnaire-based survey conducted with 243 early-career
and senior researchers from many state universities across Romania. For an in-depth analy-
sis of the factors that influence the success rate in research competitions, in the present
approach, we used both graphical and econometric methods. A binary logistic regression
modelling was performed in order to explain the relationships between variables. Among
other considerations, our findings revealed that in all main research fields, scientific rank
and gender are important features for raising the participation and success rate in research
funding competitions.

Introduction

The public system for research and innovation (which includes the upper education institu-
tions and other public organizations that conduct research and innovation activities) plays a
key role in creating and stimulating the knowledge required by innovating enterprises, allow-
ing them to consolidate their efforts targeted at research and innovation. The quality of the
public system for research and innovation is assessed based on relevant performance indica-
tors, such as scientometrics (which measures the impact of scholarly publications on the
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production of new knowledge), the number of grants/funded research projects won by the
researchers from a certain country and the number of universities included in international
rankings for high performance in research. A comparative analysis of the quality of the public
RandI system in the EU member states indicates a relatively lower quality in Eastern European
countries compared to other member states. Moreover, the analysis points to a less significant
discrepancy between the Northern and Southern areas, since Greece, Portugal, Spain, Cyprus,
Malta and Italy are slightly below the EU average and have an intermediate position between
Eastern and Northern European countries. To a large extent, these differences derive from
lower public investment in research and development in the countries ranked in the lower
positions.

The study of Zacharewicz et al. [1] also shows that there are major variations in public
research funding allocation systems in Europe. The authors grouped the countries analysed
into two clusters and noted that within both of them there are large variations in the methodol-
ogies adopted, the evaluation criteria and also in other metrics taken into account for
evaluation.

According to the data provided by the Statistical Office for the European Union (EURO-
STAT), in 2019, the highest percentage of the GDP allocated to research and development
expenditures, of over 3%, was registered in Sweden (3.3%), Austria (3.1%) and Germany
(3.1%). These three countries are closely followed by Denmark (2.9%), Belgium (2.8%) and
Finland (2.7%), with values close to 3% of the GDP. On the other hand, eight member states
allocated less than 1% of the GDP to research and development expenditures: Romania (0.4%),
Malta (0.6%), Cyprus (0.6%), Latvia (0.6%), Ireland (0.7%), Slovakia (0.8%), Bulgaria (0,8%)
and Lithuania (0.9%). Eurostat data indicates that in the past decade, the GDP percentage allo-
cated to research and development expenditures has increased in 19 of the member states,
with Belgium occupying the top position (with an increase of 0.8 percentage points), Poland
(0.6 percentage points), the Czech Republic (0.6 percentage points) and Greece (0.6 percentage
points), whereas in six of the member states this GDP percentage decreased, the most signifi-
cant decline being recorded in Finland (minus 0.9 percentage points) and Ireland (minus 0.8
percentage points). The GDP percentage allocated to research and development expenditures
remained stable in France and Sweden.

Equality between women and men is one of the EU’s founding values, enshrined in the
European Treaties. Since 2012, ‘gender equality and gender mainstreaming in research’ has
been one of the priorities in achieving the European Research Area (ERA). At European level,
the funding success rate was higher for men than women by 3.9%, showing that gender differ-
ences persist in access to funding. Among the EU-27 Member States and Associated Countries,
this funding difference in favour of men was seen in most countries with available data (19 of
28), with the largest difference found in Slovakia (7.7%). Conversely, in nine EU-27 Member
States and Associated Countries (BE, BG, DK, LV, LU, MT, RO, SI, IS), the funding success
rate was higher for women than men. Iceland had the largest difference in favour of women
(10.6%), followed by Bulgaria (7.8%). Funding success rates were closer to gender parity (dif-
ference of -0.5 to 0.5%) for Germany (-0.2), Slovenia (0.4), Finland (0.0) and Sweden (-0.1).

At European level, in all fields of RandD except Agricultural Sciences and Humanities and
Arts, women were less successful than men when applying for research funds. More specifi-
cally, the largest difference in favour of women was in Agricultural Sciences (0.8), while the
largest difference in favour of men was in Natural Sciences (-2.5). There was some variation at
country level. The difference in funding success rate was in favour of women in eight of the
EU-27 Member States and Associated Countries in Natural Sciences (BG, DK, LU, NL, RO, FI
UK, NO), Medical Sciences (BG, DK, DE, IT, HU, RO, SI, IS), Agricultural Sciences (DK, EE,
LV, HU, AT, RO, SE, TR) and Humanities and Arts (DK, EE, NL, AT, PL, SI, FI, NO). In
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more than half of the countries with available data Engineering and Technology (BG, DK, DE,
LV, HU, AT, PT, RO, FI, SE, IS, NO, TR) and Social Sciences (BG, DK, EE, CY, LV, RO, SI,
SE, UK, IS, CH, TR, IL), the difference in funding success rate was in favour of women.

The public research and innovation (RandI) system in the EU Member States generally
relies on two broad categories of financial resources: (a) institutional funding, defined as a
direct and global financial flow directed at public research such as institutes, academies or uni-
versities. The criteria and manner in which the amounts are distributed vary from one country
to the other, capitalizing on specific algorithms for the assessment of the outcomes; (b) proj-
ect-based funding, defined as the allocation of funding based on an open and competitive
selection process for an entity carrying out the research activity proper (i.e, researcher,
research group, research centre, network of researchers). By the nature of the activities under-
taken through the research project and the funding contract, the research activity carried out
within the research projects is limited in terms of coverage, budget and time frame. Responsi-
ble intermediate agencies have been set up at national level in order to manage the project
competitions, such as Agence Nationale de la Recherché - ANR in France, Deutsche For-
schungsgemeinschaft-DFG in Germany, Executive Agency for Higher Education, Research,
Development and Innovation Funding-UEFISCDI in Romania.

Starting from the principle that funding is essential for conducting research activities and
that each researcher is directly interested in attracting financial resources by participating in
competitions for research projects, our research focused, on the one hand, on establishing the
participation rate of academic research staff in such competitions and, on the other hand, on
identifying the factors that influence the success rate of those applicants. The case study, based
on the situation of researchers in Romania, was supported by quantitative data, collected fol-
lowing the online administration of a questionnaire dedicated to Romanian academic research
staff from universities and state academic institutes. The data collected through the online sur-
vey was compared to statistical information regarding the participation/success rate of
researchers in competitions organized by the Executive Agency for Higher Education,
Research, Development and Innovation Funding (UEFISCDI). As a public institution subordi-
nated to the Ministry of Education and Research, UEFISCDI supports studies aimed at sub-
stantiating the distribution of state funds to universities, as well as the administrative
coordination of some programmes and sub-programmes included in the National Plan for
Research, Development and Innovation. As a research funding agency and similarly to other
international agencies, UEFISCDI organizes competitions for research projects and monitors
the implementation of projects accepted for funding, managing approximately 22% of the pub-
lic funds allocated to research, development and innovation in our country.

The case study focusing on the Romanian research public system relates to national strate-
gic documents regarding the financing of research, development and innovation, as well as the
instruments specifically conceived as a form of support for academic staff engaged in research
activities. The value-added of our study derives, first and foremost, from the fact that it identi-
fies and ranks the factors that influence the participation and success rate of the researchers in
funding competitions. Our study fills a gap in the literature by analysing the relationships
between participation and success rate and variables such as research field, career stage and
gender. We also correlated the research results with the statistical data provided by the financ-
ing authorities. The research outcomes can be capitalized by decision-makers and authorities
in order to develop optimal financial mechanisms and instruments to stimulate participation
rate in research competitions, leading to better public policies in the field.

The paper is structured as follows: the first section presents a literature review related to our
topic research; the following section contains the methodology, describing data collection
methods, the sample, and the research instrument used; in the third section, which presents
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the results, we discuss and analyse the factors that influence the participation and success rate
in research funding competitions; the last section summarizes the conclusions of our research.

Literature review

Funding has been viewed in the literature as one of the main determinants of scientific activi-
ties. The benefits of competition in terms of knowledge production have been emphasized [2]
and the impact on the researcher’s individual productivity was also highlighted [3]. Securing
funding is one of the most important factors for a researcher, enabling him to carry out
research projects. Researchers showed that taking part in a grant competition has positive
effects on the scientific productivity, learning, and collaboration of scientists. The study of
Ayoubi et al. [3] focused on the utility for researchers to spend time writing proposals to raise
money for their research. The findings of their study show that there are benefits from the
time spent writing proposals, even if they do not earn funding for the project. The authors
claim that simple participation has benefits. Researchers taking part in a research grant compe-
tition boost their number of publications and average impact factor while extending their
knowledge base and their collaboration network regardless of the result of the competition [3].
The ability to raise funds is becoming a key skill in managing research laboratories [4] and a
base in the evaluation of scientists’ performances along with publication records.

The current dominant mechanism for allocating public funding to research projects is
grant peer review, although the idea of random grant allocation is also being discussed as an
alternative to peer review [5]. Funding for research is allocated through a competitive bidding
process: academics write grant proposals, and then the proposals are reviewed for quality, and
a panel of experts decides which proposals will be funded. However, researchers spend an
increasing number of hours writing grant proposals with uncertain outcomes. Not everyone is
successful in obtaining the necessary funds. What are the ingredients that ensure success in
research funding competitions? and What are the influencing factors that positively affect the
participation and success rates in such research funding competitions?

The results obtained in the literature are varied. Some studies focused on the role of the qual-
ity of the proposal, previous publications and other factors in this field on the success rate in
funding competitions [6, 7]. Other studies have shown that not only the quality of the proposal
is significant for ensuring success in a funding competition. The frequent success amongst
those who obtain grants is usually associated with a number of factors that may be viewed as
conferring advantages. For example, the study of Viner et al. [8] pointed out that in the award
of the research grants there exist ethnicity and gender biases. In another study, Lawson et al. [9]
showed that individual competitive funding is linked to several individual characteristics such
as: career stage, prior performance, gender, and socio-political capital. The authors also exam-
ined the impact of caring for a young child, and they found that women produce lower impact
research (motherhood penalty). Their findings confirm the Matthew effect that is an important
driver for funding success, as researchers who previously obtained funding for their projects are
more likely to succeed again, producing increasing distinction [9-11]. This advantage will lead
to a more successful careerbecause it offers the chance to publish more, to get more citations,
awards and employment records. This aspect is very important especially in the early-career
stage because it motivates researchers to compete for research funding again (while grant rejec-
tion has a negative consequence on future participation in funding contests). On the other
hand, the Matilda effect underlies the idea that women’s achievements do not receive the same
recognition as men, gaining fewer awards and prizes in research [12, 13].

Demographic variables such as age, gender, main field, affiliation, and scientific rank have a
determinant role in obtaining research funding. We discuss in the following the influence of
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those variables on the participation process and in the success rate. A significant role is played
by the research field where there are differences concerning the parity of men and women in
applying and also getting grant allocation. There are certain disciplines (such as the social sci-
ences) where equality is better upheld given that women have a more equal role to men [14].
Asvan der Lee and Ellemers consider, gender disparities were most pronounced in scientific
disciplines in which female applicants were more visibly present and larger numbers of appli-
cations had to be processed (i.e., life sciences and social sciences) [15]. For example, in Iceland
[16], the gender distribution is generally equal: women and men globally show comparable
success in their granted amounts and numbers, particularly in the social sciences, whereas
women are more likely to receive higher grants than men in female-dominated fields like edu-
cation, and men are substantially more likely to be awarded grants and receive higher amounts
of funding in male-dominated fields such as engineering, natural sciences, health sciences, and
humanities. The relative absence of women in the STEM fields thus produces a tenuity of
female role models and networks, where women are demanded to comply with the discipline’s
masculine culture to advance into their careers [17]. In this sense, Casad et al. [18] consider
that there are three factors that contribute to the gender inequalities in STEM: numeric under-
representation and stereotypes, lack of supportive social networks, and chilly academic cli-
mates, while proposing solutions to this state: recruiting diverse applicants (e.g., training
search committees), mentoring, networking, and professional development; and improving
academic climate.

Widespread in scientific communities, gender effects in research funding show various
intensities across countries, disciplines and organisational levels. Most studies have shown that
women’s likelihood of receiving research funding is lower than that of their male colleagues.
The research on this gender gap in academia has focused on post-PhD academics, making it
difficult to discern whether the female disadvantages in number of publications, previous
grants, maternity leave, and h-indexes are at the root of the gender gap in received funding, or
whether it is due to a more fundamental gender bias in academia. A great body of literature
admits the idea that there are still disparities in the treatment of women and men in the grant
funding process, issues central to understanding differences in female and male career trajec-
tories [19]. However, there are more factors involved in developing professional status in
research: structural biases related to how academic scientific institutions function [20], gender
biases [21], and differences in field, career, stage, or scientific productivity [22].

Another issue is the idea that women apply less [15, 23, 24], and as a consequence, they suc-
ceed less often [15, 16, 25-27]. Deriving from here is the fact that this could be one of the key
causes for women having less successful scientific careers [28].

Representing another determining factor in funding research, the career stage is a potential
source of bias in grant awards. Early-career female applicants for research funding have been
found comparable to men competitors in submission, success rate and grant amounts. On the
contrary, as women advance in their careers, they receive fewer grants [14]. According to the
years elapsed from the doctoral degree, there are different stages of research activities across
countries, regions and research systems. For example, in Romania, there are specific financing
tools that concern young researchers (Postdoctoral research projects: PD and Research proj-
ects to stimulate young independent teams: TE) and experienced researchers (Exploratory
research projects: PCE and Complex Border Research Projects: PCCF).

To summarize, academic excellence such as employment, performance evaluation, the
grade of payment, and attainment of research grants represent a more challenging reality for
women researchers than for male researchers, and visible progress toward gender equality
especially in STEM fields is slow.
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Methodology

The empirical analysis from this study is focused on a sample of teachers and researchers from
Public Romanian Universities and Research Institutes. Given the fact that university teachers
also carry out research activities, in the following, we will include the two categories under the
umbrella of researchers. In order to carry out the quantitative analysis, we developed a ques-
tionnaire entitled Participation and success in Research Funding Competitions. The items from
the questionnaire focus on identifying the experiences of researchers in participating in
research project funding competitions. The questionnaire comprises a set of 17 items. The
time required to complete it is around 10 minutes. Even if our study involved the participation
of individuals, they were not required to give written or oral consent because they were not
asked for personal identification data, were informed of data protection and the data obtained
were processed anonymously. Regarding ethics, this paper was carefully anonymized in order
not to disrupt respondents’ privacy and not to harm them or other individuals involved. This
paper was written in the spirit of transparency, specifically concerning the methodology and
the evaluation of research weaknesses.

The data for the study was collected by an online questionnaire survey, during the period
July-October 2021. The questionnaire comprises two types of questions: some questions where
the answers are formulated according to the Likert scale of 5 points (1- total disagreement; 2-
partial disagreement, 3- neutral, 4- partial agreement, 5- total agreement), other questions
with only one allowed answer, but also with several possible answers. The questionnaire ends
with some socio-demographic questions.

In the initial phase, we made a qualitative and quantitative pre-test, on a small number of
respondents (10 people) in order to verify the understanding of the content but also to make
changes so that the questions are as clear as possible and follow our main objective. Starting
from the recommendations received in the pre-test phase, we have adjusted the questionnaire
and then we applied it at an extended level. The total number of valid answers we received fol-
lowing the online application of the questionnaire is 243. The structure of our sample is pre-
sented in Table 1 below.

Therefore, the sample is formed 51% from respondents from”Alexandru Ioan Cuza” Uni-
versity of Iasi (UAIC), 15% from University of Craiova, 9% from Dunirea de Jos University of
Galati. The remaining 25% of the respondents came from University of Bucharest, University

Table 1. The structure of the sample.

Number Percentage
Home university
UAIC 124 51.0%
University of Craiova 36 14.8%
Dunirea de Jos University of Galati 23 9.5%
Other 60 24.7%
Total 243 100%
Gender
Female 99 40.7%
Male 135 55.6%
Did not want to say 9 3.7%
Total 243 100%

Source: authors own calculations

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t001
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of Medicine and Pharmacy Iasi, Romanian Academy Iasi, Gheorghe Asachi Technical Univer-
sity of Iasi (TUIASI), University of Petrogani, West University of Timisoara, Iasi University of
Life Sciences, Technical University Cluj-Napoca,”Stefan cel Mare” University of Suceava and
Romanian Academy Bucharest.

The gender distribution shows that 55% of the respondents were males and 41% females.
Around 4% preferred not to say their gender.

Based on this sample, we aimed at analysing the factors that determine the participation
and the success rate of the Romanian researchers in competitions for financing research proj-
ects. Starting from the findings obtained by other studies in the literature mentioned in the
previous section but also from the main objective of this paper we have formulated a set of
hypotheses that are the base of the quantitative analyses performed in this study, as follows:

Hypothesis 1: The field of research has a significant influence on the participation and success
rate of researchers in research funding competitions.

Hypothesis 2: The professional level experience has a significant influence on the participation
and success rate of researchers in research funding competitions.

Hypothesis 3: The applicant gender has a significant influence on the participation and success
rate in research funding competitions.

To test the formulated hypotheses, we used a series of quantitative methods, such as: graphi-
cal method, to present in a clearer way the results and to facilitate a rapid assimilation and
understanding of information; and the method of comparison. Also for a more in depth analy-
sis in identifying the factors that influence the participation and success rates of researchers in
research projects funding competitions we used binary logistic regression modelling. The
equations for the logit models applied are:

Model 1: Participation = B0 + B1 - Main field 4+ B2 - Specific field + B3 - Academic Rank
+ P4 - Gender + B5 - Age + m (1)

Model 2 : Success = B0 + B1 - Main field + B2 - Specific field + B3 - Academic Rank
+ B4 - Gender + 5 - Age + m (2)

Where Si represents the coefficients and m is the error term.

We use two dependent variables. The first variable expresses the rate of participation to
research projects funding competitions, and takes the value 1 for the respondents that said that
they participated in at least one competition in the last five years and the value 0 for those who
did not participate in any competition in the last five years. The second dependent variable
expresses the success rate of the applicants, and takes the value 1 for the respondents that said
that they obtained financing at least for one project submitted in research funding competi-
tions in the last five years and the value 0 for those who did not obtain financing.

The independent variables we are referring to are: the age of the researcher, the main field of
interest, the specific field of interest, the didactic or research rank and gender of the respondent.
For statistical data processing we used the SPSS software package. Thus, in order to perform
the binary logistic regression modelling we quantified the independent variables mentioned so
that they can be run by the program.

Results and discussions

The results obtained from the data processing after the application of the questionnaire are
detailed in this section. Thus, depending on age, almost half of the respondents are included in
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the age group between 35 and 44 years, and a little over a quarter in the age group 45-54 years.
13% of respondents are between 55 and 64 years old and 10% between 25 and 34. The extreme
values of age, those who are up to 25 years old or those over 65 years old have low shares, both
of 1%. This is justified by the fact that those up to 25 years old are usually still in the develop-
ment phase of doctoral studies, not being employed as a researcher or university teacher. And,
65 being the retirement age, there are only a few persons who are still researching/applying for
funds after this age, as we can notice in Fig 1.

In an analysis of fundamental areas of research, we notice (Fig 2) that the respondents are
divided more or less evenly. Thus, for 38% of the respondents the field of interest falls into Nat-
ural Sciences, Exact Sciences and Engineering Sciences, for 33% the field of interest is Human-
ities, and for around 28% Social and Economic Sciences.

Fig 3 shows the specific areas of interest of the respondents. The largest shares are held by
the humanities and social sciences, which together hold about 50% of the interests of those
who responded to the questionnaire. The remaining 40% is divided between the other fields,
with higher shares for Engineering sciences (11%), Social sciences (approximately 7%), Health
(5%) and Informatics (around 5%). The other specific areas of interest have shares of 4% or
less.

Regarding the experience of the respondents related to the project submissions in previous
research funding competitions, we took into account how many competitions the respondents
applied in the last 5 years and how many of the applications received funding. The results are
shown in Fig 4:

Thus, we note that the largest share of respondents, around 55%, participated in between
one and four research projects funding competitions. Almost 21% did not participate in any
competition. This result is to some extent worrying because it is a rather high share of those
who did not participate in funding competitions at all. 20% of respondents participated in over
5 competitions in the last five years.

From those who applied to these competitions only about 55% obtained funding. 24%
obtained funding for only one project application, 14% for two applications, 9% for over three
applications, and 7% for three applications. This failure rate is significant and the underlying
reasons must be identified. Our findings are in line with the results of the Executive Unit for
the Financing of Higher Education, Research, Development and Innovation (UEFISCDI)

1.2% - —1.2%

10.3%

46.9%

=up to 25 years = 25-34 =35-44 =45-54 =55-64 = over 65

Fig 1. Sample structure according to the age of the respondents. Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.9001
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= Natural Sciences, Exact
Sciences and Engineering
Sciences;

= Humanities

= Social and economic
sciences

Fig 2. Fundamental areas of interest of the respondents. Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.9002

which showed in recent reports regarding the research projects funding competitions that
most research proposals will fail to secure funding for their authors: for example, it reported
that for the national competitions only 15% from projects were funded in 2020-2021. In the
case of Exploratory Research Projects (PCE 2020) the success rate was 24.2%, for Postdoctoral
Research Projects (PD 2019) the average success rate was 43.4% while for Research Projects for
the stimulation of young independent teams (TE 2019) the average success rate was only
18.5% [28].

We also decided, for testing the hypothesis formulated, to analyse the submissions and suc-
cess rates of funding applications broken down by gender and fundamental research areas of
interest. The results obtained highlight a series of differences.

1.2%

1.6%
3.3%
/_

= Mathematics

4.9% /»

2.9% = Informatics

= Chemistry

= Phisics

= Materials sciences
= Earth sciences

= Engineering sciences

\ = Biology and ecology
= Health

1.2%
= Applied life sciences

= Social sciences
= Economic sciences

= Humanties

Fig 3. Specific areas of interest of the respondents. Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.9003
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= None

= -2 competitions

= 3-4 competitions

= 5-6 competitions

= above 6
competitions

7.8%

AN

v

h

= above 3

B
‘ .3

Fig 4. Number of competitions in which respondents participated in the last 5 years and number of applications that obtained funding. Source: authors own

calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.9004

Therefore, from Table 2 we notice that the number of funding competitions to which the
respondents applied differs depending on the main field of research. Thus, most respondents
in the field of Social and Economic Sciences applied only to 1 or 2 funding competitions. The
results are similar for researchers in the Humanities. While the largest share of researchers
belonging to the Natural, Exact and Engineering Sciences applied for 3 or 4 funding
competitions.

The percentage of those who applied to most competitions is the highest for the Social and
Economic Sciences at a short distance from those researchers from Natural, Exact and Engi-
neering Sciences. The Economic and Social Sciences dominate the ranking even when we ana-
lyse the percentage of those who did not apply to any competition for funding research
projects, with a quarter of respondents. These findings highlight that the field of research plays
an important role in the decision of researchers to apply to a competition for research project
funding, thus confirming hypothesis 2 formulated above. This can be explained by the eligibil-
ity criteria which are different depending on the field of research but also by the publication
possibilities specific to the field which favours or limits the fulfilment of these criteria. There-
fore, a part of our first hypothesis is confirmed.

Likewise, we found some important differences in terms of participation in research project
funding competitions depending on the gender of researchers. Thus, the largest share of

Table 2. Number of competitions in which respondents participated in the last 5 years by respondent’s fundamental area of interest and by their gender.

Social and economic sciences Humanities Natural, Exact and Engineering Sciences Females Males
None 25.0% 21.0% 18.1% 24.4% 17.2%
1-2 competitions 39.7% 38.3% 25.5% 37.8% 29.3%
3-4 competitions 13.2% 28.4% 29.8% 23.0% 25.3%
5-6 competitions 5.9% 6.2% 10.6% 8.2% 8.1%
above 6 competitions 16.2% 6.2% 16.0% 6.7% 20.2%

Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.1002
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respondents for both men and women applied to 1 or 2 competitions. But, going further, we
see that the bottom is dominated by a greater proportion of women.

Thus, more women than men did not apply to any research project funding competition.
The higher shares for women are maintained when analysing the respondents who partici-
pated in 1 or 2 funding competitions. However, men applied in a higher proportion to 3 or 4
financing competitions. For those who applied to 5 or 6 competitions, the percentages are
close, slightly higher for women. But, in the case of those who applied to over 6 competitions,
the difference is significant in favour of men. These results confirm a part of our third hypoth-
esis, and are in line with the results of other studies in the literature [15, 23, 24, 29, 30] that also
point out that women apply less than men in research funding competitions.

Statistics from the Executive Unit for the Financing of Higher Education, Research, Devel-
opment and Innovation (UEFISCDI) in Romania for the latest research funding competitions
show that as the complexity of research projects increases the participation of women
researchers in these competitions decreases and increases the participation of men. For the
Postdoctoral projects, the project director has the title of doctor obtained no more than 6 years
ago, compared to the time of submitting the project proposal. For Young teams projects, the
project director has the title of doctor obtained no more than 12 years ago, compared to the
time of submitting the project proposal. Thus, if for the post-doctoral projects and young
teams projects there are more women who have submitted applications, in the case of explor-
atory research projects there are more men who have submitted [31]. As in the UEFISCDI
report for the 2020 competitions, for Exploratory Research Projects there were submitted: 460
proposals by women and 593 by men, from which 104 were won by women and 143 by men
[32].

From Table 3 we observe that the didactic or research rank has a significant influence on
the number of competitions in which the respondents participated in the last 5 years.

Thereby, more than half of those who are research assistants did not participate in any
funding competition. This can be justified by their limited experience, the non-fulfilment of
the eligibility criteria, which from year to year become more and more severe, making it diffi-
cult for researchers at the beginning of their academic road. As they advance in their career,
there is a slight increase of the submitted applications followed by a stagnation. Thus, 61% of
Scientific Researcher/Teaching assistants applied to 1-2 funding competitions, while 31% of
Scientific Researcher II/Associate professors applied to 3—4 funding competitions. Most of the
Scientific Researcher III/University lecturer (i.e. 33%) and 20% of Scientific Researcher I/Pro-
tessor applied for 1-2 funding competitions. These findings confirm a part of our second
hypothesis.

Table 3. Number of competitions in which respondents participated in the last 5 years by didactic or research rank of the respondents (the didactic and research
ranks considered are specific to Romania, because there is no ranking system worldwide recognized).

Research
Assistant

None 58.8%
1-2 competitions | 17.7%
3-4 competitions | 17.7%
5-6 competitions | 0. 0%

above 6 5.9%
competitions

Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t003

Scientific Researcher/ Scientific Researcher III/ Scientific Researcher I1/ Scientific researcher I/
Teaching assistant University lecturer Associate professor Professor

19.1% 25.0% 13.9% 5.9%

61.9% 33.7% 29.2% 20.6%

9.5% 22.8% 31.9% 16.2%

4.8% 5.4% 13.9% 4.4%

4.8% 13.0% 11.1% 13.2%
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Table 4. Number of applications that obtained funding by the fundamental area of interest and by gender.

Social and economic sciences Humanities Natural, Exact and Engineering Sciences Females Males
None 44.9% 44.4% 46.8% 48.2% 40.4%
1 24.3% 25.9% 22.3% 25.2% 22.2%
2 14.4% 17.3% 13.8% 14.1% 15.2%
3 7.0% 7.4% 5.3% 4.4% 10.1%
above 3 9.5% 4.9% 11.7% 8.2% 12.1%

Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t1004

When analysing the success rate of the submitted applications (see Table 4), we notice that
the Natural, Exact and Engineering sciences field is the one with the highest rejection rate,
with a small difference compared to Socio-Economic Sciences and Humanities.

But this is also the field with the highest share of applicants who have obtained funding for
over 3 projects. The applicants from the Humanities field predominate as a share for one, two
or 3 funded applications. Starting from those results obtained above we notice that hypothesis
one is confirmed.

Our findings are correlated with the reports of UEFISCDI which also show different success
rates depending on the field of interest. For example, in the case of Exploratory Research Proj-
ects (PCE 2020) the highest success rate was obtained for the field of Materials Sciences
(24.81%) and the lowest rate was obtained for the field of Earth Sciences (23.6%) [32]. For
Postdoctoral Research Projects (PD 2019) the highest success rate was obtained for the field of
Exact Sciences (Mathematics and Chemistry- 44.4%) while the lowest success rate was
obtained for the Economic Sciences (33.3%). In the case of Research Projects for the stimula-
tion of young independent teams (TE 2019) the highest success rate was obtained also for the
field of Exact Sciences (Mathematics— 0.8%) while the lowest success rate was obtained for
Engineering Sciences (17.7%) [28].

Also, our analysis depicts that, in general, male respondents had more success compared to
female ones. Almost half of the women who answered the questionnaire did not receive fund-
ing for any project they submitted in grant competitions. On the other hand, only 40% of men
did not obtain funding. Regarding respondents who received funding for 3 or more research
projects, men are the ones who have higher weights. Thus we notice that the applying men are
more likely to get financing for the submitted projects compared to women applicants. These
results confirm the third hypothesis and are in accordance with those obtained by other studies
[20, 25, 33, 34]. In all these studies the analysis suggested higher rejection rate for female rela-
tive to male [20], and the gaps are partly or wholly driven by women being assessed less favour-
ably as principal investigators compared with their male colleagues [34].

In terms of teaching/research ranks, the results show that 82% of the research assistants did
not receive funding for any submitted project applications, while only 47% of the Scientific
Researcher/Teaching assistants were in a similar situation. Although we would expect the rates
to continue the downward trend, 55% of Scientific Researcher III/University lecturers did not
obtain funding for any submitted projects. This result can also be correlated with the structure
of the sample that holds the largest share of respondents with this teaching or research rank.
Going further, 31% of Scientific Researcher II/Associate Professor did not obtain funding for
any submitted project, and 36% of Scientific researcher I/Professor obtained funding for a sub-
mitted project (see Table 5). Analysing those who obtained funding for over 3 of the submitted
projects, we notice that Scientific researcher I/Professor has the highest share, here the
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Table 5. Number of applications that obtained funding by didactic or research rank of the respondents.

Research
Assistant
None | 82.4%
1 11.8%
2 0.0%
3 0.0%

above | 5.9%
3

Scientific Researcher/Teaching | Scientific Researcher III/University | Scientific Researcher II/Associate | Scientific researcher I/
assistant

47.6%
28.6%
14.3%
4.8%
4.8%

Source: authors own calculations.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t005

lecturer professor Professor
55.4% 31.9% 26.9%
16.3% 29.2% 36.6%
13.0% 18.1% 17.1%
6.5% 9.7% 7.3%
8.7% 11.1% 12.2%

ascending trend is obvious as the teaching/research rank increases. Thus, we observe that
hypothesis two is confirmed.

For analysing the results of our econometric analysis, we first run the descriptive statistics
for the variables considered. The independent variables included take different values. Main
field of research takes the value 1 for Social and Economic sciences, the value 2 for Humanities
and the value 3 for Natural, Exact and Engineering Sciences. The Specific field variable takes
value from 1 to 13 describing each specific field considered. The didactic or research rank
takes values between 1 and 5, starting from the lower didactic or research ranks to the highest
ones. Table 6 shows the minimum, and maximum values but also the mean and standard devi-
ation for all the variables included in the analysis. We can observe that the mean for Participa-
tion is 0.79 which indicates that, on average 79% of the respondents chose the answer”yes”
showing their participation in research funding competitions in the last five years. As regards
success rates the mean value shows that only 56% from the applicants obtained funding in
research funding competitions in the last five years. The mean value for the main field is show-
ing that the respondents are somehow evenly distributed between domains. On the other
hand, the average value obtained for the Specific Field variable shows a distribution of respon-
dents to the right, to the higher values of this variable, for example, a higher share of respon-
dents come from the fields of social sciences and humanities. This result is also confirmed by
the graphical representation in Fig 1.

The mean value for the didactic or research rank shows that in the sample we have more
respondents who have higher teaching or research ranks.

Table 7 summarizes the results of the logistic model estimation. The results for Model 1
revealed that the Main field, Academic rank and Age are significant determinants of the
participation of researchers in research funding competitions. Therefore, the participation
in research funding competitions is positively related to the Main field of interest and the

Table 6. Descriptive statistics of the variables included in the logistic model estimation.

Participation
Success

Main field
Specific field
Academic rank
Gender

Source: authors own calculations.

Minimum
0.0
0.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.0

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t006

Maximum Mean Standard Deviation
1.0 0.8 0.41
1.0 0.6 0.50
3.0 2.1 0.81
13.0 8.9 2.74
5.0 3.4 1.09
1.0 0.6 0.50
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Table 7. Logistic model estimation results.

Model Model 1 Model 2

Dependent variables Participation rate Success rate

Independent variables Coefficient B (S.E.) Exp (B) Wald Coefficient B (S.E.) Exp (B) Wald
Constant 1.19 (1.32) 3.29 0.83 -0.32 (1.15) 0.73 0.08
Main field 0.42% (0.24) 1.52 3.03 0.05 (0.19) 1.05 0.07
Specific field 0.08 (0.07) 1.08 1.22 0.05 (0.06) 1.05 0.63
Academic rank 0.75*** (0.28) 2.11 6.95 0.98*** (0.25) 2.66 14.81
Gender -0.22 (0.37) 0.81 0.34 -0.12 (0.30) 0.89 0.15
Age -0.11°** (0.03) 2.40 11.36 -0.07** (0.03) 0.94 4.86
Chi-square 39.86*** 41.33***

R square 0.24 0.22

Note: *, ** and *** represents statistically significant at 10%, 5% and 1% respectively.

Source: processed by the authors.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.t1007

professional level experience of the applicants. This shows that researchers belonging to the
field of Natural, Exact and Engineering Sciences have higher participation rates to research
funding competitions, compared to those in the field of Humanities and Social and Eco-
nomic Sciences.

Participation in research funding competitions is also positively related with the profes-
sional level experience measured by the didactic or research rank, showing that as researchers
have higher experience their rate of participation in competitions is higher. This increase in
the participation rate can be based on two reasons: (1) applicants are motivated by the inten-
tion to be promoted to higher professional ranks, and (2) the capacity to raise funds is becom-
ing a needed skill in managing research groups/ laboratories.

On the other hand, the participation in research funding competitions is negatively related
with the age of the researchers, showing that younger researchers are more interested in partic-
ipating in research funding competitions. Thus, younger researchers with higher teaching or
research ranks are more interested and submit more proposal projects in research funding
competitions. These results confirm hypotheses 1 and 2 previously formulated, but reject
hypothesis 3. Because, from an econometric point of view, gender did not result in having a
statistically significant influence on the participation in research funding competitions.

The results of Model 2 emphasize that Academic rank and Age are significant determinants
of the success rates in research funding competitions. Thus, younger researchers with higher
teaching or research ranks are more interested and submit more projects in research funding
competitions. These results confirm hypothesis 5 and reject hypotheses 4 and 6 because the
main field and gender did not result in having a statistically significant influence on the success
rate of the respondents in research funding competitions.

Conclusions

The main purpose of our paper was to identify the determinant factors of the participation and
success rates of the researcher in research funding competitions, in the case of Romania. To
achieve this purpose, we used different methods of analysis.

The main findings of the empirical analysis emphasize that the participation of the
researchers from Romanian universities in research funding competitions is influenced by
their main field of interest and professional level experience. Age and gender are also signifi-
cant determinants of participation in research funding competitions. Thus, we found that men
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participated in more competitions compared to women. Also, younger researchers with higher
teaching or research ranks participated to a greater extent in these competitions. Those who
are interested in the field of exact sciences have had higher levels of participation compared to
other fields of research (such as social and humanities sciences).

In terms of success rates, our results show that, for Romanian researchers, the success in
grant competitions depends on their professional level experience, age and gender. Therefore,
the researchers with the highest success rates are men, but also younger researchers with
higher teaching or research ranks.

Our results complement the findings in the literature which consider gender as a determi-
nant of participation and success rates in research funding competitions. Thus, the results
show that men participate more in such competitions and have higher success rates compared
to women. The novelty part, which differentiates our research from other studies is the fact
that we emphasize that young researchers with higher teaching or research ranks have both
higher participation rates and increased success rates in competitions for funding their
research.

The study has some limitations which come from the limited number of participants who
answered the questionnaire. For the further development of this topic, we intend to extend the
questionnaire in order to identify the main reasons why the projects received or did not fund
in the research funding competitions by analysing the reasons from the opinion of the
researchers but also of the evaluators. We also intend to apply the questionnaire to other coun-
tries in Central and Eastern Europe in order to make a comparison with the case of Romania
and identify the patterns that characterize grant competitions in science. Also, the quantitative
analysis should be corroborated with a qualitative approach in order to complete the successful
applicant profiles.

Supporting information

S1 Data.
(Z1P)

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu.

Formal analysis: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu.

Investigation: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu, Anca-Diana Bibiri.
Methodology: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu.

Software: Valentina Diana Rusu.

Validation: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu.

Visualization: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu, Anca-Diana Bibiri.

Writing - original draft: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu, Anca-Diana Bibiri.

Writing - review & editing: Valentina Diana Rusu, Mihaela Mocanu, Anca-Diana Bibiri.

References

1. Zacharewicz T, Lepori B, Reale E, Jonkers K. Performance-based Research Funding in EU Member
States—a Comparative Assessment. Science and Public Policy. 2019; 46/1: 105-15.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292  July 29, 2022 15/17


http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292.s001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292

PLOS ONE

Participation and success rates in research funding competitions

10.

11.

12
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

Aghion P, Bloom N, Blundell R, Griffith R, Howitt P. Competition and Innovation: An Inverted-U Rela-
tionship. The Quarterly Journal of Economics. 2005; 120/2: 701-28.

Ayoubi C, Pezzoni M, Visentin F. The Important Thing Is Not to Win, It Is to Take Part: What if Scientists
Benefit from Participating in Research Grant Competitions?. Research Policy. 2019; 48/1: 84-97.

Etzkowitz H. Innovation in Innovation: The Triple Helix of University-Industry-Government Relations.
Social Science Information. 2003; 42/3: 293-337.

Philipps A. Research Funding Randomly Allocated? A Survey of Scientists’ Views on Peer Review and
Lottery. Science and Public Policy. 2021; 00: 1-13.

Boyack KW, Smith C, Klavans R. Toward Predicting Research Proposal Success, Scientometrics.
2018; 114/2: 449-61.

Aksnes DW, Langfeldt L, Wouters P. Citations, Citation Indicators, and Research Quality: An Overview
of Basic Concepts and Theories. SAGE Open. 2019; 9/1: 1-17.

Viner N, Powell P, Green R. Institutionalized Biases in the Award of Research Grants: A Preliminary
Analysis Revisiting the Principle of Accumulative Advantage. Research Policy. 2004; 33/3: 443-54.

Lawson C, Geuna A, Finardi U. The Funding-Productivity-Gender Nexus in Science, a Multistage Anal-
ysis. Research Policy. 2021; 50/3: 104182.

Merton RK. The Matthew Effect in Science: The Reward and Communication Systems of Science are
Considered. Science. 1968; 159: 56—-63. PMID: 5634379

Bol T, de Vaan M, van de Rijt A. The Matthew Effect in Science Funding. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences. 2018; 115/19: 4887-90.

Rossiter MW. The Matthew/Matilda Effect in Science. Social Studies of Science. 1993; 23: 325—41.

Lincoln AE, Pincus S, Koster JB, Leboy PS. The Matilda Effect in Science: Awards and Prizes in the
US, 1990s and 2000s. Social Studies of Science. 2012; 42/2: 307—-20. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0306312711435830 PMID: 22849001

Boyle PJ, Smith LK, Cooper NJ, Williams KS, O’Connor H. Gender Balance: Women are Funded More
Fairly in Social Science. Nature. 2015; 525/7568: 181-3. https://doi.org/10.1038/525181a PMID:
26354468

van der Lee R., Ellemers N. Gender Contributes to Personal Research Funding Success in the Nether-
lands. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America. 2015; 112:
12349-53. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1510159112 PMID: 26392544

Steinpdrsdottir FS, Einarsdéttir , Pétursdéttir GM, Himmelweit S. Gendered Inequalities in Competitive
Grant Funding: An Overlooked Dimension of Gendered Power Relations in Academia. Higher Educa-
tion Research and Development. 2020; 39/2: 362—75.

Hart J. Dissecting a Gendered Organization: Implications for Career Trajectories for Mid-career Faculty
Women in STEM. The Journal of Higher Education. 2016; 87/5: 605-34.

Casad BJ, Franks JE, Garasky CE, Kittleman MM, Roesler AC, Hall DY, et al. Gender Inequality in Aca-
demia: Problems and Solutions for Women Faculty in STEM. Journal of Neuroscience Research. 2020;
99: 13-23. https://doi.org/10.1002/jnr.24631 PMID: 33103281

Sato S, Gygax PM, Randall J, Mast MS. The Leaky Pipeline in Research Grant Peer Review and Fund-
ing Decisions: Challenges and Future Directions. Higher Education. 2021; 82/1: 145-62. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10734-020-00626-y PMID: 33041361

Mackenzie Urquhart-Cronish, Otto Sarah P. Gender and Language Use in Scientific Grant Writing.
FACETS. 2019; 4/1: 442-58.

Kaatz A, Magua MW, Zimmerman DR., Carnes M. A Quantitative Linguistic Analysis of National Insti-
tutes of Health RO1 Application Critiques from Investigators at One Institution. Academic medicine: jour-
nal of the Association of American Medical Colleges. 2015; 90/1: 69-75. https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.
0000000000000442 PMID: 25140529

Symonds MR, Gemmell NJ, Braisher TL, Gorringe KL, Elgar MA. Gender Differences in Publication
Output: Towards an Unbiased Metric of Research Performance. PLoS ONE. 2006; 1: e127. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000127 PMID: 17205131.

Pohlhaus JR, Jiang H, Wagner RM, Schaffer WT, Pinn VW. Sex Differences in Application, Success,
and Funding Rates for NIH Extramural Programs. Academic Medicine. 2011; 86: 759-67. https://doi.
org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31821836ff PMID: 21512358

Bautista-Puig N, Garcia-Zorita C, Mauledn E. European Research Council: Excellence and Leadership
over Time from a Gender Perspective. Research Evaluation. 2019; 28/4: 370-82.

Bornmann L, Mutz R, and Daniel HD. Gender Differences in Grant Peer Review: A Meta-analysis, Jour-
nal of Informetrics. 2007; 1/3: 226-38.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292  July 29, 2022 16/17


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5634379
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312711435830
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306312711435830
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22849001
https://doi.org/10.1038/525181a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26354468
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1510159112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26392544
https://doi.org/10.1002/jnr.24631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33103281
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-020-00626-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-020-00626-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33041361
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000442
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000442
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25140529
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000127
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0000127
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17205131
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31821836ff
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e31821836ff
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21512358
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292

PLOS ONE

Participation and success rates in research funding competitions

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.

Bornmann L, Mutz R, Neuhaus C, Daniel H D. Citation Counts for Research Evaluation: Standards of
Good Practice for Analyzing Bibliometric Data and Presenting and Interpreting Results. Ethics in Sci-
ence and Environmental Politics. 2008; 8/1: 93—102.

European Commission. Directorate-General for Research and Innovation. She Figures Handbook
2021.2021; Available at: https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/058103b5-4da0-11ec-
91ac-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search.

UEFISCDI Report. 2019. Competition Research Projects for the Stimulation of Young Independent
Teams (TE 2019) and Competition Postdoctoral Research Projects (PD 2019). Available at: https:/
uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-821690-raport_pd_2019_si_te_2019.pdf

Wijnen MN, Massen JJM, Kret ME. Gender Bias in the Allocation of Student Grants. Scientometrics.
2021; 126:5477-88.

Stadmark J, Jesus-Rydin C, Conley DJ. Success in Grant Application for Women and Men. Advances
in Geosciences. 2020; 53: 107-15.

UEFISCDI Report. 2021. Available at: https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/

UEFISCDI Report. 2020. PCE 2020. Available at: https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-825333-raport-
proces-de-evalure_pce-2020_03.03.2021.pdf

Tamblyn R, Girard N, Qian CJ, Hanley J. Assessment of Potential Bias in Research Grant Peer Review
in Canada. Cmaj. 2018; 190/16: E489—E499. https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.170901 PMID: 29685909

Witteman HO, Hendricks M, Straus S, Tannenbaum C. Are Gender Gaps due to Evaluations of the
Applicant or the Science? A Natural Experiment at a National Funding Agency. The Lancet. 2019; 393/
10171: 531-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32611-4 PMID: 30739688

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292  July 29, 2022 17/17


https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/058103b5-4da0-11ec-91ac-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/058103b5-4da0-11ec-91ac-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-821690-raport_pd_2019_si_te_2019.pdf
https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-821690-raport_pd_2019_si_te_2019.pdf
https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/
https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-825333-raport-proces-de-evalure_pce-2020_03.03.2021.pdf
https://uefiscdi.gov.ro/resource-825333-raport-proces-de-evalure_pce-2020_03.03.2021.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.170901
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29685909
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32611-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30739688
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0272292

