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Abstract

ABSTRACT 

This study examines and monitors the impact of the cooperation bet-
ween India and the EU to obtain further in-depth information and in-
sight on a broad range of project outputs. A qualitative design is used to 
understand the project coordinators and participants’ views within the 
umbrella of the Seventh Framework Programme and bilateral program-
mes. 

The results prove positives outcomes in terms of advancement of know-
ledge, both at bilateral and European level in the fields of Water, Energy, 
Health, Social Sciences and Humanities, as well as, the enhancement of 
EU-India international research collaboration. Conversely, the economic 
outcomes and the level of policy uptake are considered to be very limi-
ted. 

This study concludes that the Seventh Framework and bilateral program-
mes are an excellent avenue for the enhancement of bilateral collabora-
tion and strengthening of international research collaboration between 
India and the EU. 
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Introduction

INTRODUCTION 

India and the European Union (EU) have been important research and 
innovation partners since 2001 and the collaboration is significant, both 
at EU level and at bilateral level, in the field of Science, Technology and 
Innovation (STI). This policy brief presents the analytical results of a study 
comprising interviews with project coordinators and project participants 
under the umbrella of the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7) and bi-
lateral programmes in selected EU Member States. 

The study adopts a qualitative approach, and monitors the outcomes 
of the cooperation between both regions. The objective of the study is 
to obtain further in-depth information and insight on a broad range of 
project outputs, including: 1) advancement of knowledge; 2) interregio-
nal knowledge and knowledge transfer; 3) economic outcomes; 4) poli-
cy outcomes and 5) community benefits (including the development of 
EU-India partnership).

The first part of this report presents background information about the 
theoretical and methodological framework for the study, as well as, some 
of the key challenges identified by the literature on outcomes assess-
ment and evaluation of EU funded projects. 

The second part of the report presents the results of the interviews taking 
into consideration the five elements mentioned above. 

The conclusions highlight the main results of this ex-post qualitative 
outcomes analysis.
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Setting the context of the analysis

1 SETTING THE CONTEXT OF THE 
ANALYSIS 

1.1 INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH COLLABORATION 
BETWEEN INDIA AND THE EUROPEAN UNION

International research collaboration is defined as a joint research activity 
with a common aim or shared objective (Katz and Martin, 1997; Shrum 
et al., 2007) among scientists based at public research institutes in diffe-
rent countries and regions across the globe. Under this definition lies the 
concept of deep collaboration involving a division of labour and creative 
contributions from all partners, rather than weaker forms of collaborati-
on (Laudel, 2011). 

Since this concept can be defined differently, depending on the area of 
study, this policy brief will be looking essentially at international research 
collaboration within programmes whose raison d’être is to foster glo-
bal cooperation in research through project support (Georghiou, 1998), 
which is the case of the Seventh Framework Programme. 

As identified by Georghiou (1998), the concept of international research 
collaboration is particularly relevant to our study and can be operatio-
nalised in different formats, including: researcher exchange; formal in-
tergovernmental agreements on scientific cooperation; meetings and 
workshops; international large-scale facilities, collaborative projects, 
publications, and the establishment of laboratories. The international 
research collaboration can also be measured through co-publications 
and collaborative projects. Co-publications, for instance, are considered 
to be key indicators in helping to define strategic international research 
collaboration, and they are used as one of many proxies for the assess-
ment of the status of collaboration in science. 

In the case of Indo-European collaboration, which is the main focus of 
this study, co-publication data is particularly important. Several biblio-
metric studies have shown that the annual number of India-Europe co-
publications has rapidly increased in the past decade. In fact, the figures 
have quadrupled over this period of time (Granqvist and Büsel, 2015). 
Europe is the most important co-publication partner for India, even 
ahead of the United States.

As regards the collaborative projects, a testament of India’s growing 
strength as a research and innovation partner to the European Union 
has been its participation in the EU´s Framework Programmes for Re-
search and Technological Development1 since 2002. 

As mentioned above, India and the EU have become important research 
and innovation partners. India participated in 181 FP7 projects and the 
European Commission‘s contribution received by Indian participants 
was approximately €35.8m. India’s participation in the FP7 has signifi-
cantly increased compared to previous Framework Programmes (FP). The 

1 As this regard, INDIGO POLICY also published a Policy Brief entitled: “Horizon 2020 Oppor- 
tunities for India”. Within this paper, chapters 1 and 2 give a clear picture of India’s participation  
in FP7 and Horizon 2020 until November 2015. For further information: https://indigoprojects. 
eu/object/document/210. 



8

Setting the context of the analysis

number of Indian participants in FP6 (2002-2006) was 142, and this more 
than doubled in FP7 (2007-2013), which counted 305 Indian participants. 
The highest degree of cooperation is in the Health and Knowledge-
Based Bio-Economy fields. Other active cooperation thematic fields are 
Environment, Security and Social Sciences and Humanities.

Considering the level of international research collaboration between 
both regions, this framework of collaboration is very useful for monito-
ring the outcomes of collaborative projects, not only for the purposes of 
evaluation programmes and accountability, but also to demonstrate the 
value of research investments. 

However, as pointed out by several scholars and studies (Morton, 2015; 
European Science Foundation, 2012), assessing the impact of the outco-
mes of projects is challenging, mainly due to the considerable difficulties 
encountered in collecting data (both in terms of quantity and quality) for 
projects’ outputs and effect, as well as problems regarding the interpre-
tation of the data gathered (European Science Foundation, 2012). 

According to several authors regardless of the framework or model used, 
effective impact/outcomes assessment requires a good and clear under-
standing of the research cycle: what the results (outputs and outcomes) 
of the research are, how the results are used and applied by the end 
users and what impact the results can have on both academic and non-
academic spheres (Guinea et al., 2015). 

For instance, the methodologies and approaches currently used by the 
European Commission (EC) to evaluate Research & Development (R&D) 
actions (individual projects and programmes) are standardised for ex-
ante project evaluation (selection of the best proposals) (Guinea et al., 
2015). As reported by several scholars in the field of evaluation (for the 
interim and ex-post evaluation of projects or programmes), the metho-
dologies employed vary enormously (Piric and Reeve, 1998; Reeve, 2010) 
and there are no specific methodologies to monitor and assess R&D pro-
jects and actions. 

Moreover, several of the methodologies and approaches used by the 
European Commission to evaluate R&D actions are focused on quanti-
tative analysis, essentially measuring programme expenditure and per-
formance (European Commission, 2015a). 

Our study adds a new dimension to the understanding of outcomes of 
the FP7. Using the qualitative approach, it assesses the important out-
comes of FP7 funded projects and (to a lesser extent) bilaterally-funded 
projects. In the study, five key dimensions of analysis were defined, co-
vering a large range of project outputs, including: 

•	 Advancement of knowledge; 
•	 Interregional knowledge and technology transfer; 
•	 Economic benefits; 
•	 Policy impacts;
•	 Community benefits (including the development of EU-India 

partnership).

These five dimensions served as guidelines for interviews, combining 
cooperation-related impact dimensions with more directly research-re-
lated ones according to Becker’s model (Bernard Becker Medical Library, 
2014). 
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Figure 1: The five key dimensions for the outcomes assessment study.

In addition, a mid-range theory building up from aggregate empirical 
data has been applied to this study, aiming at integrating theory and 
empirical research to explain a specific set of phenomena (Merton, 1968). 

The next section presents the theoretical framework applied to this study.  

1.2 AN INSTITUTIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON 
INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH COLLABORATION 

The literature on institutional perspective explains and captures the 
landscape of formalised programmes and the agreements in the field 
of Science, Technology and Innovation. The Institutional perspective is 
based on the assumption that science and technology policy strategies 
manifest themselves in specific goal-oriented and purposely planned 
activities (Loudin and Schuch, 2009) and this can be measured at dif-
ferent levels at national and international level, within different scopes 
and sizes. 

According to T. Parsons (1990), institutions are systems of regulative 
norms, which steer social and institutional behaviour. For Hubner and 
Nill (2001), the term “institution” means broadly defined norms, habits, 
practices, rules and regulations that “direct” interactions of groups. The-
se institutional rules and procedures are to be considered conditions that 
can facilitate certain activities and prevent other potentially meaning-
ful activities. From this theoretical framework viewpoint, the European 
Frameworks Programmes for Research and Technological Development 
are therefore considered in this policy brief as main institutions of sys-
tems of innovation. Indeed, formalised research in the form of national 
and international programmes can be considered one of the main insti-
tutions of a system of innovation. 

As part of systems of innovation, the Framework Programmes have been 
a constituent part of the European research and innovation policy since 
their introduction in 1984 and they have been changing, adapting and 
introducing in new strategic objectives over time. The programmes were 
originally conceived as research support mechanisms to foster scienti-
fic excellence and industrial competitiveness in Europe and over time 

Advancement of 
knowledge

Interregional  
knowledge 
and 
technology 
transfer  

Setting the context of the analysis
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have evolved into a more sophisticated set of instruments supporting 
certain socio-economic objectives. The latest FPs appear to have shifted 
their emphasis from supply-side factors to diffusion-oriented projects, 
with a greater focus on learning skills and increased knowledge diffusion 
among Europeans and researchers from other countries (Aimilia et al., 
2010).

The Seventh Framework Programme was designed with the aim of encou-
raging scientific and technological collaboration among organisations 
originating from all European Member States and open to participation 
of third countries, such as India. It brought about a new perspective on 
innovation, seen therefore, as a complex, interactive knowledge-sharing 
process that involves a wide set of heterogeneous actors. This perspec-
tive is based on the understanding that the EU programmes provided a 
legal framework for cross-country, cross-region, and cross-institutional 
collaborative agreements, which may encourage at the same time, intro-
ducing new difficulties for collaboration (Luukkonen, 1998). 

According to the European Commission, the FP7 has five main objec-
tives: 1) Promoting excellence in research; 2) Fostering competitiveness 
and economic growth; 3) Contributing to solving social challenges; 4) 
Strengthening the human potential and researchers’ mobility; 5) Foste-
ring transnational research cooperation. Its overriding aim, as set out in 
the European Parliament Decision No 1982/2006/EC1, was to contribute 
to the Union becoming the world’s leading research area. The task of 
the FP7 was also to strengthen industrial competitiveness and to meet 
the research needs of other community policies. In achieving this aim, 
the programme has focused on promoting and investing in world class 
state-of-the-art research, based primarily upon the principle of excel-
lence in research (European Commission, 2015b).

The next section presents the challenges and particularities that need to 
be considered when measuring and assessing the outcomes of the FP7 
and bilateral (to a lesser extent) projects. 

1.3 MEASURING THE OUTCOMES OF 
COLLABORATION: CHALLENGES AND 
PARTICULARITIES 

There is a substantial body of literature on impact/outcomes assessment, 
and monitoring of research programmes and projects, some of the most 
important being: Horton et al., 1993; Fayl et al., 1998; Georghiou and Ro-
essner, 2000; van Raan, 2000; Millstone, Van Zwanenberg and Marshall, 
2010; Link and Vonortas, 20132.

Other evaluations put their emphasis on evaluating the impact and out-
comes of research in general (Grant et al., 2010; Bornmann, 2012; Coun-
cil of Canadian Academies Expert Panel on Science Performance and 
Research Funding, 2012) or in specific areas, such as Health Research  

2 Cited in Guinea, J. et al. (2015, February 02): Impact oriented monitoring: A new methodology for 
monitoring and evaluation of international public health research projects. Oxford Academic, p. 
131-145. [Online] https://academic.oup.com/rev/article/24/2/131/2364625/Impact-oriented-monito-
ring-A-new-methodology-for - accessed: February 02, 2017.

Setting the context of the analysis



11

(Hanney et al., 2004; Banzi et al., 2011), Agriculture (Horton et al., 2007) or 
Environmental Research (Boaz, Fitzpatrick and Shaw, 2009)3.

Despite the large number of tools and diverse methodologies on impact 
and outcomes assessment, there are important challenges4 previously 
studied by several authors (OECD, 2008; Morgan et al., 2013; Penfield et 
al., 2013) that are largely related to the following issues: 

•	 Attribution: determining the contribution of specific research 
projects (as opposed to other factors) to the expected long-term 
impacts;

•	 The dynamic nature of impact, as impact changes over time and 
these changes can result in an increase or decrease in the degree 
of impact;

•	 Problems with the interpretation and accessibility of data (Kerssens-
van Drongelen and Bilderbeek, 1999; Leitner and Warden, 2004); 

•	 The impacts of R&D activities are quite often manifested only after 
a certain time lag (Kerssens-van Drongelen and Bilderbeek, 1999; 
Leitner and Warden, 2004); 

•	 Some impacts of the projects are simply intangible in nature. 
For example, learning experience, social cultural exchanges and 
changes, institutional and non-institutional cultural changes, 
expansion of knowledge, are indeed difficult to measure, quantify 
and capture; 

•	 Each R&D project is unique and affected by cultural and contextual 
features – producing different kinds of impacts, outcomes and 
externalities and therefore, generally, a fixed set of indicators cannot 
totally capture the different outcomes of the projects; 

•	 The R&D projects tend to produce a wide range of outcomes and 
impacts, including unexpected slipover effects and it is, to a certain 
degree, difficult to anticipate all potential and possible impacts 
being produced (Vuolle et al., 2014). For example, the applied R&D 
projects, in particular, take place in a real-life context, where there 
are countless factors affecting the same business and technology 
environment that is being impacted by the R&D initiative; 

•	 R&D projects tend to produce a multitude of direct and indirect 
effects. The measurement and the monitoring have to take into 
account the direct and indirect cause-effect mechanisms and 
map the different forms of value generated through the project in 
accordance with a particular stakeholder’s point of view (Vuolle et 
al., 2014).

 
The next section provides a brief introduction to the methodology frame-
work used in the study.

3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.

Setting the context of the analysis
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Methodology

2 METHODOLOGY 

The study employed a qualitative approach, using semi-structured inter-
views as a research method, followed by subsequent content analysis of 
the interviews. The semi-structured interviews were conducted with pro-
ject coordinators and project participants from India and the EU within 
the FP7 and under bilateral projects in the field of Water, Energy, Health, 
Social Sciences and Humanities. 

2.1 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS AS 
RESEARCH METHOD

As mentioned above, semi-structured interviews were used to gather 
qualitative information from the project coordinators and project parti-
cipants. Conversation situations were set up (the interview) that allowed 
respondents the time and scope to express their opinions and percep-
tions on international research collaboration, more specifically, their out-
comes. After the interviews were completed, we compared the findings 
and extracted valid generalisations.

Semi-structured interviews have the benefit of permitting the necessa-
ry flexibility to allow following interviewees’ relevance structures rather 
than our own. In addition, we pre-defined some key impact and out-
come dimensions of interest for our analysis, structuring the guidelines 
for the interviews (combining cooperation-related impact dimensions 
with more directly research-related ones according to Becker’s model 
(Bernard Becker Medical Library, 2014). 

We interviewed twenty-five project coordinators from India and the Eu-
ropean Union under the umbrella of the FP7. Additionally, interviews with 
project coordinators from different European Member States (e.g. Aus-
tria, France, Germany, Netherlands, and Portugal) were also included in 
this final study. A total of thirty interviews were carried out.

2.2 DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The study was conducted by two different teams: one in Europe and 
another in India. The research team in India was coordinated by the 
Professor V.V. Krishna5, from the Centre for Studies in Science Policy, Ja-
waharlal Nehru University, based in New Delhi, India, together with the 
assistance of Mr Rajiv Mishra, from the same research centre. This team 
carried out interviews with Indian project coordinators and project parti-
cipants within the FP7. Moreover, the team in charge of interviewing the 
European project coordinators was the Centre for Social Innovation (ZSI) 
in Vienna, Austria. 

5  Professor V.V. Krishna - Centre for Studies in Science Policy, Jawaharlal Nehru University.
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In addition, questions and methodology were elaborated jointly and im-
plemented between September 2015 and November 2016. ZSI develo-
ped a preliminary draft of the questionnaire, with the question set being 
designed to address the various information requirements contained in 
the INDIGO POLICY description of work, and focusing on elements that 
could not be answered by the quantitative analysis of participation data. 
In particular, the questionnaire was designed to elicit a more detailed 
understanding of the extent to which outcomes of FP7 can be assessed 
as well as to provide evidence of the outcomes of the EU-INDIA STI col-
laborative projects. 

The first draft questionnaire was prepared in August 2015, and sent for 
comments to the team involved. A number of revisions were then made 
based on the feedback received. The final version of the questionnaire 
consisted of 20 open-ended questions, the responses to which were re-
corded in the interview notes. All interviews were conducted either by 
Skype or phone. 

A complete version of the final version of the survey questionnaire can 
be found in the Annex.

2.3 SELECTION OF PROJECT COORDINATORS 
AND PARTICIPANTS

The selection of project coordinators and project participants was con-
ducted by the responsible team in charge of the implementation of the 
study.  

The team based in Europe, the Centre for Social Innovation, took as 
a sample the dataset from the European Union Open Data Portal  
(CORDIS) and selected project coordinators and project participants 
from projects connecting India and the EU. A list of selected projects 
related to the three main areas of Water, Energy, Health, was chosen, as 
these are considered key areas of collaboration between both regions6.

The CORDIS dataset contains projects funded by the EU under the FP7 
from 2007 to 2013. The information provided in this portal contains grant 
information for each project, including reference, acronym, dates, fun-
ding, programmes, participant countries, subjects and objectives (Euro-
pean Union Open Data Portal).

Additionally, for projects at bilateral level, diverse funding agencies were 
contacted in different EU Member States and projects were selected on 
the basis of thematic area and year of implementation. We targeted the 
same areas as those selected for the FP7, meaning Water, Energy, and 
Health, implemented during the period from 2007 to 2013. Different fun-
ding agencies in Austria, France, Germany, Netherlands, and Portugal 
were contacted and key outcomes are included in this study.

6  It was decided to include one project in the field of Social Sciences and Humanities.
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2.4 DATA PROTECTION AND PRIVACY ISSUES 

Confidentiality in the restitution of the results was applied to this study. 
As a matter of fact, project coordinators and project participants reques-
ted that their names remain unnamed. As anonymity of participants and 
confidentiality are central to ethical research practice in social research, 
this study does not disclose any information regarding personal data, 
institutional affiliation and any other information. 

Moreover, it was assumed that participants would be more likely to pro-
vide honest responses if their identity (name, address, institution of affi-
liation, and contact details) was not going to be revealed.

Project coordinators and participants were required to volunteer and 
disclose information about outcomes of the projects implemented un-
der the umbrella of FP7 and the bilateral programmes of some selected 
countries (Austria, France, Germany, Netherlands, and Portugal). 

Therefore, for this study, it was decided to protect research participants 
and to honour trust between the interviewer and interviewees and follow 
the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity 2011, as well as, the 
Guidance Note for Researchers and Evaluators of Social Sciences and 
Humanities Research 2010. An internationally-recognised and globally-
accepted standard (such as ISO/IEC 27001:2005) was applied by Social 
Sciences and Humanities team engaged in the implementation of the 
study (European Commission, 2009).

In addition, participants were informed about the purpose of the study 
and gave full consent to be interviewed. The principle of informed con-
sent expresses the belief in the need for truthful and respectful exchan-
ges between social researchers and the interviewees whom they study.

The next section presents the main results of the in-depth analysis of the 
outcomes of collaboration within the framework of FP7 and a number of 
bilateral programmes between India and the European Union. 

Methodology
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3 EXPLORING THE OUTCOMES 
OF THE PROJECTS FROM A 
MULTILATERAL AND BILATERAL 
PERSPECTIVE 

This third section presents the results of the interviews with the project 
coordinators and project participants under the FP7 and a number of 
bilateral programmes between India and the European Union. However, 
the focus of this part is on assessing the outcomes of collaboration under 
the FP7.   

As a general sampling characterisation, the vast majority of individu-
als interviewed were project coordinators7 from both regions. In Euro-
pe, only project coordinators of EU-funded projects were interviewed, 
whereas, in India, the interviewees comprised both project coordinators 
and project participants. All in all, most of the project coordinators and 
project participants were male, and were involved in different areas such 
as Water, Environment, Health, Health Management issues, Water puri-
fication, and Water treatment.

In addition, most of the interviewees had been involved in scientific col-
laborations prior to the EU-funded projects. It seems that for both Eu-
ropean and Indian researchers, collaboration established under the FP7 
was a way to operationalise and continue the scientific collaboration that 
existed in another format, for example, at bilateral level. This result re-
inforces what several studies have already confirmed, which is that suc-
cessful collaboration prompts further successful collaboration (Katsoula-
cos, 1994; Georghiou, 1994).

The interviews with project coordinators from different European Mem-
ber States showed that they had long-standing scientific collaborations 
with India in the fields Water, Energy, Health, Social Sciences and Huma-
nities. The EU-funded projects allowed them to work further and gave 
them the possibility to contributing to solving important societal chal-
lenges in those fields.  

As for the Indian researchers, some had previously been involved in col-
laborative activities with Europe. Some of the Indian experts interviewed 
in this study had previously been working in industrial and scientific col-
laborations with EU countries, notably with France, Germany and Portu-
gal. 

Under the FP7, for instance, they had access to a pool of research net-
works that had not been accessible to them under the bilateral level for-
mat. The bilateral programmes involved a small group of scientists and 
the funding volume was less attractive compared to FP7. 

The results of the interviews suggest that the EU funding acted as ca-
talyst in the creation and re-invention of networks in an international 
dimension, from which both sides, India and the European Union, be-
nefited equally. 

7 Project coordinator – the person leading the project team and coordinating the project and all 
matters related to the project content, including project implementation. 
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The content analysis of the interviews also shows that, in general, the 
interviewees’ response was very positive. Overall, from the Indian side, 
the project coordinators and members of the consortium associated 
with EU-related projects gave a very positive response, indicating that 
the projects gave them good exposure to EU-based scientific institutions 
and researchers. The European side also reported a generally positive 
experience on being associated with Indian research teams and the pos-
sibility to be involved in significant research challenges in the field of 
Water, Energy, Health, Social Sciences and Humanities. 

The following section describes acquisition of new knowledge and ad-
vancement of knowledge as the main outcome of Indo-European colla-
boration under the FP7.

3.1 ADVANCEMENT OF KNOWLEDGE BETWEEN 
INDIA AND THE EUROPEAN UNION: KEY 
FINDINGS

For this specific dimension, we were mainly interested to know about the 
project’s major findings, as well as, the concrete benefits resulting from 
the project in terms of new knowledge. 

The analysis of the interviews suggests that the FP7 had very positi-
ve outcomes and results in terms of scientific excellence and technical 
advancement. Indian and European research teams seemed to benefit 
from the consortia, both scientifically and technically, and the consortia 
tended to be conceived on the basis of knowledge-sharing and equal 
footing. 

Almost all the projects in our sample may be characterised as research 
projects and applied projects. Indian scientists stated that projects were 
not so much about advancing a piece of frontier knowledge. They rather 
emphasised how the projects enabled them to address a problem in the 
specific Indian context. 

From the European side, it was mentioned that partnering with India 
brought complementarity and a better understanding of a number of 
specific challenges. In the FP7 project context, advancement of know-
ledge often led to acquisition of new perspectives on joint problems and 
the development of joint solutions. The FP7 projects helped to strengthen 
knowledge, to enhance scientific and technical capacities and support 
the development and implementation of effective tools, methods and 
services in both regions. 

The analysis of the interviews with project coordinators and participants 
also suggests that the enhanced skills in international collaboration 
learnt from the EU projects would facilitate future international collabo-
ration efforts and further enhance the acquisition of new skills. 

Another important positive effect is related to the promotion of collabo-
rative networks between Europe and other regions of the world among 
new configurations of partners: i.e., FP7 projects helped to create a com-
munity of professionals sharing a knowledge base and trusting each 
other, and this can be confirmed by the voices of the coordinators. 

Exploring the outcomes of the projects from a multilateral and bilateral perspective
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As one project coordinator from the EU said:

“This FP7 project in particular, gave me the possibility to work with 
Indian scientists in one area that is crucial for India, that is Health, 
and universal and equitable access to health care and health fi-
nancing (…), we have put together a very good consortium to 
tackle and develop a community-based health insurance model.” 

An Indian researcher highlighted the real complementarity of the 
consortium, as shown below: 

“I learnt a lot with this consortium and with this project, […] and 
we were here sharing knowledge and techniques that otherwi-
se wouldn’t be possible. European and Indian sides were sharing 
their expertise on the basis of equal partnership. There is no such 
thing that Europeans have more knowledge than Indians, and 
Indians are there to provide specific expertise. Not at all. We ex-
change, we share and have create new knowledge and new tech-
nologies”.

And, as one consortium member from a FP7-funded project sharply 
observed: 

“In terms of advancement of knowledge, there has been num-
ber of fallouts, no doubt, that, this project has improved our own 
knowledge but has helped to generate a transnational reposito-
ry of data and facts related to Himalayan Rivers of India, Nepal 
and Bangladesh. The generation and collection of empirical evi-
dences, facts and scientific data, further helps in deployment of 
knowledge in other areas which are similar to this research and 
development”. 

Similar responses were recorded from other projects related to Wa-
ter. An Indian researcher noted that: 

“In terms of knowledge advancement we learnt in an integrated 
manner. Our expertise was more into engineering and technolo-
gy, but with the help of this project we learnt a lot about natural 
water sciences and more specifically science of natural water pu-
rification and filtration”.

Staff of other projects also outlined that the knowledge advancement 
led to acquiring new perspectives. A scientist from an Indian scientific 
institution revealed that the EU-funded project provided an “excellent 
opportunity for learning and acquiring knowledge. We not only learnt 
and acquired knowledge but we also shared”.

Many researchers involved in this study clearly stated that the internati-
onal network allowed a circularity of knowledge and knowledge-sharing 
with not only researchers but with a pool of different of stakeholders as 
well. 
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As one Indian researcher emphasised unequivocally: 

“This project was for me as coordinator simply great, as Indian re-
searcher living abroad and having the possibility to tackle challen-
ges not only important for Indian but as well as for the world. In 
the framework of this project, we are currently studying the role of 
technology and innovation to attain the Millennium Development 
Goals, and the corporate social responsibility of firms with respect 
to innovation”.

Another project coordinator of a FP7 project mentioned that:

“Our collaboration with India is driven exclusively with the idea 
of excellence and solving societal and scientific problems. For us, 
and for our university, there is a growing interest in collaborating 
with India and their knowledge in the field of Energy. We have 
been learning a great deal of knowledge that otherwise would be 
more difficult to manage”. 

Another European researcher pointed out that in his view, the col-
laboration with Indian researchers clearly led to “gaining new know-
ledge on the water management system in India; the performance of 
the natural treatment on water in India; the social environment of the 
project; excellent personal and scientific collaborations between some 
others colleagues and me”. 

The importance of a EU project for the advancement of knowledge 
and its importance in contributing to solving pivotal challenges for 
India in the field of Maternal Health were also stressed by another 
European researcher. According to one European coordinator: 

“I believe that with this project we achieve a great deal for India, we 
are trying to develop strategies for improving reproductive health 
and this is very beneficial for women and for the communities”. 

For other projects, advancement meant also an exchange of views 
and networking. A scientist from an Indian top research institution 
highlighted that the project provided a “good opportunity for lear-
ning and meet other people all across Europe and working all in all 
crucial issues for both regions, and concentrating knowledge resour-
ces for both regions”.   

The different interviews strongly emphasise the positive impacts of the 
FP7 on the reinforcement of scientific knowledge and networks through 
different channels. Indeed, there is a plethora of literature on the im-
pact of EU-funded projects on strengthening and expanding networks 
all across Europe and globally (Aimilia et al., 2010; European Commis-
sion, 2016). The content analysis of this study confirms there is general 
agreement that the networking effects and the inspiration received from 
others members of the different networks serves to enhance researchers’ 
own activities, and they are one of the most important and positive ef-
fects of participation. 
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Several researchers interviewed in this study use superlatives to describe 
how much they appreciated the effects of scientific exchange and net-
working (“tremendous effect, huge impact, largely impressive”), in the 
framework of the FP7.

Another positive outcome outlined by Indian and European researchers 
was the fact that there is a certain degree of direct cascading between 
projects; these networks are embedded in, meaning that one project 
leads into another. For most of the researchers, the results of the pro-
jects led to a continuation of the network established under the FP7 and 
bilateral programmes.  

It seems that the FP7 was felt to be a unique opportunity for Indian par-
ticipants to leverage all of the European Research Area’s research infra-
structure and expertise, while it gave their European counterparts access 
to many of the top institutions in an exciting emerging knowledge area. 
In fact, according to the Indian participants, the FP7 had a substantial 
impact, as it brought them added size and scope to research networks, 
increasing quality and including them in a more EU network. 

The results of this study suggest that international research collaboration 
played a crucial role in meeting the challenges for science and know-
ledge, by gathering scientific expertise, identifying, clarifying and tack-
ling global challenges such as Water Supply and Water Management, to 
the benefit of both regions. 

The next section describes the outcomes of the EU projects with a focus 
on technology transfer and inter-regional knowledge perspective. 

3.2 TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER AND INTER-
REGIONAL KNOWLEDGE: KEY FINDINGS

According to the literature, the EU Framework Programmes are clear pro-
moters of STI collaboration and are the cornerstone of Europe´s innova-
tion policy (Hoekman et al., 2009; Scherngell and Lata, 2013), particularly 
as they stimulate the recombination of knowledge across technological, 
social, institutional and organisational boundaries and strengthens the 
knowledge productivity of and between regions. Moreover, the definiti-
on of technology transfer described by Bozeman (2000) places emphasis 
on the sharing of technology, technique or knowledge and also as the 
movement of know-how, skills, technical knowledge or technology from 
one organisational setting to another.

It is important to note that when we applied the filter of inter-regional 
knowledge and technology transfer to our study, all project coordina-
tors and project participants mentioned that in general, the EU-funded 
projects have made a positive contribution to the sharing of knowledge, 
information, and capabilities, even if these two regions are not geogra-
phically close to each other. 

Generally speaking, the content analysis of the interviews shows that the 
interaction between these two regions had certainly impacted possibi-
lities for learning and exchange and had globally improved their know-
ledge of a particular issue. 

Exploring the outcomes of the projects from a multilateral and bilateral perspective
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In this regard, one project coordinator highlighted the following as-
pects:

“Now that you are asking these questions, I had never thought 
about this […] but the fact that we are very far away from Europe 
and from the coordinator of this project, we have been exploring 
other rules and procedures that we were not considering at the 
time. I am pretty sure that the same happened with Europeans. 
We had very specific tasks in the projects and sometimes it is very 
hard to change some rules inside our own organisations. With this 
particular project, we had managed to learn, exchange, we share 
all kind of skills and competencies”. 

In the same vein, another European researcher stated that:

“The good thing about this project is that we had internalised cer-
tain rules and procedures and it might be difficult to change and 
improve after all […] when we are exposed to international colla-
boration, we learn how to do things in another way and (…), all in 
all, we have created interesting networks and managed to spread 
the acquired knowledge”. 

Additionally, another researcher also pointed out that both teams 
were involved in a project in which the production of knowledge was 
equally distributed: 

“Indians were fully involved; joint experiments and joint work-
shops; India has a long history using technologies for the use of 
natural ways of water treatment. This project was not a project of 
technological transfer between Europe and India; this was a joint 
proposal and they were on the same footing; the project has been 
important for us for Indian side”. 

However, there were divided opinions among project coordinators and 
project participants. Some positively emphasised the enhanced sharing 
of knowledge and interconnection of networks between India and the 
European Union, whereas, some others had different perceptions, and 
stated that it was actually difficult to get connected and share the know-
ledge. More concretely, if we take a closer look at the technology transfer 
within the projects we studied, it seems that only few projects were actu-
ally able to transfer knowledge into the market. 

Some projects also highlighted the need to make sure that the EC 
evaluators paid greater attention to the evaluation and inter-linkage 
between different stakeholders in the consortium. One particular 
European coordinator mentioned the following: 

“This project was very problematic from the very beginning. One 
of the partners, the Indian8, this agency was implementing the 
trials schemes together with the NGO’s; they have a role of the 
evaluation that costs a lot during the implementation of the pro-

8 All projects, names of persons and institutional affiliation remain confidential, as it was mentioned 
in the methodological considerations.  
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ject. This (…) agency was implementing those schemes in the field 
and didn’t like to have and see some negative results; and some 
point, the communication just stopped. I believe that the Euro-
pean Commission and the evaluators must pay more attention in 
the future, because it was very difficult for us to implement the 
project, considering all these problems. Imagine that, we must 
implement the trials in India, and it simply doesn’t work because 
they didn’t like the results, it was very frustrating for me as coor-
dinator, considering that one part of the deal was falling to the 
ground”.

Several project coordinators and project participants revealed that the 
EU-funded projects worked well within the perimeter of the project itself, 
but failed to create a self-sustaining network of stakeholders.   

The observation below illustrates this limitation: 

“We worked well together, there is no doubt about it; but if you 
asked if other scientific communities were aware of the results, 
they were not”.  

Another comment illustrates the challenge for some project coordi-
nators to spread the knowledge outside the consortium: 

“We were not able to reach and spread our own knowledge out-
side the consortium, and we tried, I can guarantee. For instance, 
our results were publicised on the website of the European com-
mission and I, as coordinator, tried to reach some companies, I 
would say green companies and some specific industrial sectors. 
Of course that I know that some other teams in the world are cur-
rently working on alternative energy crop for biofuel production, 
but nowadays there are no companies that will invest money and 
time on the production of alternative energies”. 

The same views were shared by Indians in FP7 projects:

“The results of our project didn’t lead to creation of new agree-
ments or even or not take up by another team, as far as I know. 
The companies were not that much interested in our results and 
therefore we only published papers and we attended some con-
ferences in Europe”. 

Additionally, one of the problems addressed by several interviewees 
was the difficulty in engaging with the local stakeholders. One of the 
EU project coordinators interviewed mentioned the following: 

“For me as coordinator it was extremely difficult to meet the local 
communities, I don’t know if it was because of the way the project 
was designed, or simply because the project was not giving im-
portance to this dimension. As a coordinator, I do believe that it is 
important, to share our knowledge with the locals, in an open and 
transparent way, without intermediaries. In our case, this never 
happened. For the future, before the project is designed, we must 
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verify the need to properly engage with the local communities; 
entrepreneurs; universities; covering the whole chain. If we want 
results with the EU money, we must carefully assess the needs and 
engage with the right stakeholders.”

Another researcher pointed out the lack of “high-impact logic” that 
would allow the prioritisation of the right stakeholders and the pro-
motion of a close dialogue with them: 

“The project was implemented for almost 3 years and we did the 
final conference at the end of project. Relevant people were there, 
the dialogue was interesting but minimal without the possibility 
to talk with those who can actually decide and allocate financial 
resources for it.”

Despite the limitations cited, the literature on the subject shows that one 
of the positive effects of EU-funded projects is the reinforcement of hu-
man capital and movement of people. This is clearly indicated by several 
authors, notably Hoekman et al. (2005) who argue that labour flows and 
movement of people also are important means of technology transfer 
and are an essential part of it. 

In this study, it was emphasised that the inter-regional collaboration 
was enhanced by the inter-linkage of different pools of competences 
and resources. The following example illustrates exactly this:

“I honestly think that with this project this was a win-win situati-
on. They had their own technologies and knowledge that are very 
different from ours. Both partners could take advantage of each 
other. We are in a temperate zone and Indians they are in a tropi-
cal zone and therefore we gained from their knowledge and them 
from us.” 

As identified by Aimilia et al. (2010), the impact of EU Framework Pro-
grammes has been addressed in several studies since 1980. Thus far, the-
re is no direct evidence to confirm their contribution to the enhancement 
of industrial competitiveness of Europe, which is their major aim. Howe-
ver, there is enough evidence that demonstrates that they had generally 
positive impacts on sharing knowledge (Barker and Cameron, 2004). As 
our study also proves that the FP7 played a role in the enhancement of 
knowledge capabilities and skill sets, technological learning, access to 
complementary expertise and the formation of new networks, factors 
which appear to be more prevalent than direct and transferable outputs.      

The next section describes the outcomes of the EU projects in terms of 
the economic uptake in the FP7.
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3.3 DIFFICULTIES IN CREATING ECONOMIC 
UPTAKE IN THE INDO-EUROPEAN 
COLLABORATION: KEY FINDINGS

For this dimension of the outcomes assessment, the economic benefits 
are looked at in terms of four major dimensions: a) creation of new pro-
ducts and services; b) establishment of new business opportunities; c) 
creation of new jobs and d) innovation activities generated by the project 
and from international collaboration.

The majority of the European and Indian researchers interviewed em-
phasised that the projects were not able to create any service, product 
or substantial business opportunity during the lifetime of the project or 
after its completion. This is particularly true for most of the projects un-
der the FP7 umbrella. 

As stated by one of the European researchers and project coordina-
tors: 

“These new materials are not profitable yet; the industrial compa-
nies they are not yet interested in these kind of projects (…). We 
had in the consortium, one big German company and they went 
several times to India, Mexico and Brazil, but nothing relevant has 
happened there.”

In the same vein, another European researcher and project coordi-
nator at bilateral level revealed that:

“In our case, this is was not intended, the project was a research 
project, we did a lot of conferences, and publications, but we had 
no impact when it comes to jobs and products to the market, and 
as far as I know, a lot of FP7 and bilateral projects were about ad-
vancing our own knowledge about one particular question and 
not applied to the market”. 

Another researcher pointed out that “in our case this was not foreseen 
to create any service, product or whatever: our main contribution was 
at policy level and science level”.

This issue was also addressed by another project coordinator that 
stated “economic outcomes of the project are very small, because the 
main point of the project was not transfer of any results nor create new 
jobs or services”.

Only a small amount of projects led to the creation of products or new 
services. It seems that the projects were originally not business-oriented, 
and it was very difficult to transfer key scientific results into the market, 
and most of the projects were not able to establish business opportuni-
ties during the implementation process. 
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However, others EU project coordinators mentioned that have contacts 
working in the private and corporate sector and some of the results of 
the project were close to being taken to market as services and products. 

In particular, one European coordinator stated the following:

“Some of our findings were very interesting for companies and 
all over the project we had contacts with a lot of companies. As 
we were developing the water production system, we were in 
touch with medium-sized companies that were interested in wa-
ter modelling tools, and some of our broad knowledge, is closer 
to the market and some companies both in Europe and India are 
interested. They were concretely interested in natural treatments 
components. No doubt that some of the results and methods can 
be applied in India and in Europe.”  

The dominant trend in this sample of projects is that few jobs are being 
created as a direct result of FP7 projects between India and the EU in the 
field of Water, Energy, Health, Social Sciences and Humanities. These 
results are not surprising, as it is widely recognised from previous studies 
that there has only been moderate success in developing commercial 
products, services and processes thought the Framework Programmes 
(European Union Committee, 2006).

Yet, the innovative features are fully embedded in the projects and 
knowledge-sharing among the project partners between both regi-
ons. As was pointed out by an Indian project participant of a EU-
funded project in the field of Water: 

“With the knowledge and an experience gained from this EU pro-
ject related to river bank filtration technology, we are looking to 
potential sites throughout the country which could be feasible 
and practical to implement this technology, (…). And we haven’t 
stopped here; we have as well other types of spin-offs related to 
new course curriculum in Master’s Research at our university in 
India, we are trying to innovate on all fronts.” 

Innovations in learning emerged as one of the results of the EU projects 
and bilateral programmes. One member of staff of an Indian Universi-
ty clearly stated that this international collaboration had strengthened 
their capacity of innovation and concentration of knowledge, opening 
new areas of collaboration in which innovation and knowledge transfer 
was part of it. 

In this connection, one Indian project participant stated: 

“I have learnt about temperature sensors and also how small tools 
and equipment are used for temperature sensing of water be-
neath the surface of the river and we have changed some of our 
approaches to our local needs. Therefore, the innovation is an 
essential part of our work and brings new ideas for solving real 
problems, as we are really engaged on doing research for helping 
and change people´s life and not only focused on market needs. 
(…), therefore this collaboration between India and the EU was 
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very valuable. There is, absolutely no, doubt that this collaboration 
has helped us very much, to get more and good ideas on our core 
research activities and definitely the innovation approach that is 
within.”

Below, an Indian researcher involved in a EU project related to Mari-
ne research area also highlighted the value and scope of Indo-Euro-
pean collaboration: 

“Within this network of different researchers, as other insights 
from this project indicated the major fall out of EU based work-
shops and training programmes enabled the scientists to learn 
more about the operation of EU-purchased equipment. Additio-
nally, a major spin-off that has resulted from this project has been 
the establishment of the Laboratory for Marine Eco-System. This 
type of insight led us to point out that international transfer of 
knowledge is in many ways embedded not only in getting aware 
of new technologies for their operation, but as one of the scien-
tists from our project, sharing of knowledge, association of net-
works is achievements of this project (…) it has helped in training 
and capacity development.”

Another EU researcher pointed out the most important indirect be-
nefits of the EU-funded project, emphasising the reinforcement of 
skills and knowledge as a clear impact of the project:

“For me, as project coordinator, even if we were not able to crea-
te jobs, services or any kind of concrete market outcomes...but 
for us was far away more important to advance our main know-
ledge, share different points of view, as well as having funding for 
sending researchers and young students to attend international 
events, and exchange between different communities, and this 
is for me this is innovation and great things came come out from 
here.”

Despite the abundance of evidence relating to the lack of economic up-
take from the FP7 projects, the results of this study suggest that there are 
in fact a number of different ‘indirect payoffs’. One of them is innovation, 
as it seems to be embedded in the activities of the projects, enabling 
those involved to gain access to new knowledge and technology, as well 
as, fostering collective learning processes and development of interna-
tional networks. 

The next section presents the results linked to the lack of policy uptake.
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3.4 THE LACK OF POLICY UPTAKE IN THE INDO-
EUROPEAN COLLABORATION: KEY FINDINGS

One of the dimensions that project coordinators and project participants 
identified in the framework of the FP7 as being neglected was the out-
comes at policy level. Within this dimension, two main questions were 
asked: was policy-making in Europe or India aware of your results? Did 
the project’s findings feed into policy activities or result in policy chan-
ges? Did the project lead to the creation of new scientific agreements or 
political agreements between both regions? 

The vast majority of the project coordinators outlined that the poli-
cy-makers and decision makers both in Europe and India were not 
aware of the results of the projects. Most of the project coordinators 
from the EU clearly revealed that this dimension was not that impor-
tant to them, and added that they considered the community of po-
licymakers to be inaccessible to most of them. Several coordinators 
expressed their views in this issue: 

“As a coordinator, and the whole group, never clearly thought 
about this, or, we didn’t have any kind of strategy for addressing 
and developing a communication with different stakeholders, in-
cluding the policymakers both in Brussels and New Delhi. I have 
never met them, to be totally honest. Our project was dealing with 
environmental issues and we were not involved with policymakers. 
In theory, we should have met some of them at least the Minis-
try and even someone at national level, but this was never the 
case. So, to answer precisely your question, I think you are right, 
we could have thought and planned to meet this people, but ho-
nestly I am a scientist, and it took already a lot to write proposals 
and all the management issues that this was enough for me. But 
in the end, we had as well all the reporting to the European Com-
mission and newsletter to send out, but no one ever asked about 
the results of the project.”

Another EU coordinator stated that he has no idea whether his pro-
ject has led to any change at policy level:

“Concerning the European side, I am not sure if we were able to 
have any kind of results at policy level; we sent the projects re-
sults to the European Commission and to some private European 
companies; but we had no feedback. Concerning the Indian side, 
I know that they have some follow ups at national level, but I am 
not able to precise exactly. I know that the Indian Ministry of Sci-
ence and Research was there at the final meeting, but I really have 
no idea about policy level and if our results had somehow contri-
buted to change of the state of play.”

As far as policy-community engagement is concerned, none of the pro-
ject coordinators were ever contacted by decision-makers, either from 
India or from the European Union. However, this was hardly surprising, 
since the vast majority of the coordinators had never contacted any poli-
cymakers and decision-makers with the aim to influencing policy. 
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More precisely, of the whole sample, only one project coordinator men-
tioned that he intended to seek the advice of the policymakers for future 
funding opportunities between India and the EU and informed them 
about the concrete results and impacts of the project in the given field.

Indeed, this in-depth qualitative analysis showed that there is a general 
lack of awareness and communication between policymakers and the 
community of researchers involved in FP7 projects. The lack of collabora-
tion and dialogue between the different stakeholders, scientists and po-
licymakers is one of the key results to emerge from our studies. It seems 
that there are no channels available for the exchange of information, 
either during the project lifetime or after project completion. 

One project coordinator pointed out the following: 

“In reality, we would have liked to have some discussions with po-
licymakers in Europe and in India, but actually this was not possi-
ble. We have finished the reports and sent it out to the European 
Commission and nothing happened in this regard. I know as well 
that the partners from India had talks with their own ministry, but 
nothing has happened since then. Of course, we did some confe-
rences and different people were there but I am not aware if our 
results have had an impact at policy level. I think that it would be 
good that the European Commission decides whether they ex-
pect from us a certain impact at policy level.”

Another researcher mentioned the following: 

“This is a very good question, overall during the project we wanted 
to have had an impact at policy level and change the rules of the 
game both in Europe and India. I have worked with Europeans 
many times, not only in the framework of bilateral level, Germany, 
France and Spain. I always had struggled with rules that are very 
hard to comply with if companies and researchers wanted to put 
into the market new products and new services but the rules are 
so strict. We can innovate if then the circle it is closed at some 
point. In our projects, we wanted for instance to have easy access 
to research of other countries, exchange material that is current-
ly very complicated, we would have liked to show our results to 
decision-makers, regulators and policymakers, not only to present 
the results as well as to show them that their rules are sometimes 
outdated and they are counterproductive both in Europe and In-
dia, when it comes to put services and products into the market.”

The previous comments clearly reveal that there is a need to instituti-
onalise the consultation process between research communities and 
policymakers in the framework of EU-funded projects. The project co-
ordinators and project partners interviewed in this study expressed the 
wish to have continuous contact with the community of policymakers 
and decision-makers – (those who are actually in charge of designing 
and implementing the STI collaboration programmes), and establish a 
process of consultation and dialogue through formalised direct contact 
with interested parties. 

The results of this study also encourage the European Commission to 
communicate more consistently with the project coordinators when it 
comes to discussing, measuring and assessing the potential policy im-
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pacts of EU-funded projects. The consultation and dialogue process that 
is suggested by project coordinators and project participants of EU-fun-
ded projects would provide opportunities for input from different stake-
holders, regional and local authorities, ministries from both Europe and 
India, from academics, technical experts, and interested parties, inclu-
ding those from third countries. 

Possible channels for interacting with policymakers are also suggested 
by the European and Indian researchers interviewed. One European 
project coordinator clearly stated: “University relations offices should be 
open to engage with different stakeholders at EU level and as well as 
third country level“.

In terms of determining whether the FP7 projects had led to the creati-
on of new scientific and political agreements between both regions, it 
seems that no additional scientific agreements were created. However, it 
is important to underline that at bilateral level, the results are different.  

As already stated, in addition to various India-EU multilateral colla-
borative projects, there are also several bilateral S&T collaboration 
projects with several EU member countries. The most notable Indian 
joint collaboration is with France, and Germany and United Kingdom 
(Krishna and Mishra, 2016). As a matter of fact, the project coordi-
nators from France and Germany mentioned that their projects led 
to the signing of new bilateral scientific agreements. In particular, 
both projects were very successful and both parties wanted to conti-
nue expanding the collaboration in their particular fields (Water and 
Energy). One project coordinator at bilateral level expressed the fol-
lowing view: 

“We have been collaborating with the Indian colleagues at all le-
vels, including training of young researchers and enhance as well 
the scientific mobility between France and India. Our government 
has put an emphasis on mobility programmes and we are very 
happy about it. In the recent past, we had excellent collaborati-
on with other third countries, notably Brazil. But now France has 
some resources for India and we take obviously advantage of this.”

One of the positive externalities of the projects, both on a bilateral and 
a multilateral level, was without any doubt the mobility and exchange of 
scholars and scientists. There is a positive response with regard to mo-
bility and exchange of scholars, students and researchers among Indian 
and EU-based institutions. The EU and bilateral projects generated con-
siderable interest and motivation for research by providing mechanisms 
for exchange of personnel.

As general a conclusion, it can be assumed that the challenge of ensuring 
an adequate policy follow-up of project coordinators during the project 
lifetime and even after the completion of the project should be carefully 
examined by the European Commission. By fulfilling its duty to monitor, 
the European Commission would then be given the possibility of helping 
to improve the quality of the policy outcome and equally, by enhancing 
the involvement of all parties involved in the process. In other words, the 
analysis of the interviews clearly suggests that some measures should be 
taken to strengthen the principles of dialogue and feedback, leading to a 
stronger link between the Commission’s impact assessments procedures 
and the project coordinators. 
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The following section presents the results of the interviews regarding the 
importance of EU funding in addressing community benefits, including 
the relationship between India and the EU. 

3.5 THE IMPORTANCE OF EU FUNDING 
IN ADDRESSING COMMUNITY BENEFITS, 
INCLUDING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INDIA 
AND THE EU: KEY FINDINGS

The benefits resulting from the EU-funded projects in the field of Water, 
Energy, Health, Social Sciences and Humanities have been significant 
in addressing key societal issues in India. Several EU and Indian project 
participants and coordinators mentioned that the EU funding was very 
important since it contributed substantially to tackling important issues 
for both regions.

 A number of comments are reproduced below:

“I believe that with this project we achieve a great deal for India in 
the field of Water”. 

“This project was very important to India, but not only; to Europe 
as well. We tackled scientifically speaking important subjects for 
India on Energy matters and developing new devices to be further 
implemented in the field of Water in India, and for us Europeans it 
was very important too as we could have a different approach and 
in the end this is very positive for both regions as very probably we 
will continue working together in the near future.”

For the Indian researchers interviewed in the study, the features of 
satisfaction were evident, as confirmed by the interview extracts 
below:

“For our team this project was very important, the funding beyond 
the opportunity was so valuable that it is a clear pity that the EU 
has now changed the rules for the participation within the frame-
work of Horizon 2020. The funding behind the network allowed us 
to work with a great team of European researchers and this was 
as valuable for them, as it was for us. Moreover, this project had a 
clearly impact on our young researchers; they were involved since 
the very beginning. All in all, this experience with EU-funded pro-
jects was very positive and we are thrilled to work with Europeans.“ 

Another dimension worthy of note is the strength of STI partnerships 
forged in the course of FP7 projects. The project coordinators and 
participants remarked that the most positive output of the collabo-
ration was the reinforcement of partnerships to tackle global and so-
cietal challenges. The FP7 projects were tools for the enhancement of 
inter-sectorial scientific dialogue between India and the European 

Indian researcher and 
project participant of a FP7 
project

Indian researcher and 
coordinator of a EU funded 
project

European researcher and 
coordinator of a FP7 project.

European researcher and 
coordinator of a bilateral 
project between France and 
India
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Union. One of the Indian researchers who had participated in a FP7 
project stated the following: 

“For us, the project had a very positive impact, this type of insight 
lead us to point out that international transfer of knowledge is 
in many ways embedded not only in getting aware of new tech-
nologies for their operation but as one of the scientists from the 
project, sharing of knowledge, association of networks is the best 
achievements of this project…the expertise gathered here in the 
consortium was simply amazing.”

The research within this framework of FP7 and bilateral programmes pro-
ved to be a global endeavour that has greatly contributed to the achie-
vement of societal goals as confirmed by a significant amount of resear-
chers. According to the European Commission, Science, Technology and 
Innovation are fundamental drivers of sustainable growth as they deve-
lop new and more sustainable ways to satisfy human needs and empo-
wering people to drive their own future. The Science, Technology and 
Innovation policies are thus considered by the European Commission to 
be the keystones for making the EU the global frontrunner of sustainable 
development (European Commission, 2015c).

Another important element is the overriding importance of building 
strong partnerships with appropriate framework conditions as the basis 
for effective enhancement of bilateral relations between India and the 
European Union.

The results of the interviews suggest that India and the EU should 
pay greater attention to the frameworks conditions in which the in-
ternational research collaboration takes place. As the following pro-
ject coordinators carefully pointed out:    

“For me, as a European project coordinator, it is better to work 
with those that are driven by advancing a piece of knowledge, and 
the right framework to collaborate in terms of funding. Let´s be 
very honest, if people don’t have the appropriate framework, from 
both sides, they will seek the financial arrangements to collabora-
te and they will simply look for other sources of funding.”

In addition, the Indian researcher expressed that the multiplicity of 
funding will bring additional challenges to the EU-INDIA STI colla-
boration. This is one of the key topics that were addressed by the EU 
and Indian participants:

“I haven’t yet submitted any project with Europeans on Horizon 
2020, and it is not that clear for me how India will proceed with 
Europe on collaborative projects. We were used to the EU funded 
rules and requirements, and from one moment to another, they 
have changed the rules. This is a real pity, and now we, Indians, 
have to submit one proposal to Indian ministry and then another 
to Europe. This could have been avoided. For us, Indians, the re-
sources from the EU funding was very much appreciated. Pity that 
all is gone.”

Indian researcher and 
project participant of a EU 
funded project

Indian researcher and 
project participant of a EU 
funded project

European researcher and 
coordinator of a bilateral 
project between France and 
India
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The FP7, whose structure and procedures made it accessible to internati-
onal collaboration, has added new opportunities for international stake-
holders in both academic and technological fields and has the potential 
also to contribute to the enhancement of specific Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals, relevant for both regions, such as Good Health and Well-
being; Clean Water and Sanitation; Affordable and Clean Energy and 
Partnerships for the Goals.

Exploring the outcomes of the projects from a multilateral and bilateral perspective
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Conclusions

CONCLUSIONS 

This study clearly shows that EU funded projects generate a number of 
positive effects in terms of strengthening scientific excellence between 
India and the EU, notably, the advancement of state-of-art research in 
the field of Water, Energy, Health, Social Sciences and Humanities.

The FP7 proved to be an excellent opportunity for Europeans and Indians 
to address key societal challenges by gathering a community of know-
ledge holders and allowing the exchange of knowledge.

From the Indian side, there was a positive response from the project coor-
dinators and participants associated with EU-related project as this gave 
them a good exposure to EU-based science institutions and researchers. 
Overall, the European research teams had a positive experience with In-
dian research teams and they highlighted the opportunities to become 
involved in finding solutions to significant research challenges in the field 
of Water, Energy, Health, Social Science and Humanities.

The results per dimension show that both sides perceived the advance-
ment of knowledge as a very positive outcome of the projects. The FP7 
projects helped to strengthen the knowledge, thus enhancing scientific 
and technical capacities and supporting the development and imple-
mentation of effective tools, methods in both regions.

In most cases, a win-win relationship was established, where Indians and 
Europeans research teams seemed to benefit from the consortia both 
scientifically and technically. However, some challenges were identified, 
such as, the difficulty in engaging local stakeholders from the Indian side 
and the fact that the projects did not generate any technology transfer. 

In addition, most of the project addressed important issues for commu-
nities, but concrete results were scarcely obtained at this level. This is likely 
due to the significant lack of proper linkage with local stakeholders, as 
well as, lack of policy follow-up between India and the EU. It seems there-
fore that the dimension of policy impacts was clearly neglected in many 
EU funded projects. The scientific findings of the FP7 projects also did not 
feed into any policy activities, nor did they result in policy changes. Some 
project coordinators did not know where to send the project results.

As regards economic benefits, these projects did not lead to the creation 
of products or new services. However, since the projects were not actually 
originally intended to be business oriented, it was very difficult to transfer 
key scientific results into the market, and most EU funded projects were 
not able to establish business opportunities during the lifetime of the 
project. 

The key findings of the qualitative outcomes assessment study suggest 
that the Indo-European collaboration within the FP7 framework was 
a very worthwhile experience for both regions in terms of exchange of 
knowledge. It also identified a number of other challenges that need to 
be addressed by the policymakers, such as featuring local engagement in 
future collaborations and avoiding multiple funding sources. 

In conclusion, the results of this outcomes assessment study confirmed 
the importance of India as a strategic partner to the EU in the field of Sci-
ence, Technology and Innovation. The FP7 projects have exceptionally en-
hanced the framework of collaboration, and international collaboration 
in particular, with unique outcomes which are beneficial for both regions. 
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Annex: Questionnaire

ANNEX: QUESTIONNAIRE

1 BASIC BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT THE INDIVIDUAL 
INTERVIEWEE:

Q1 Do you have any previous experience with India? / And, why In-
dia, as a project partner?

 
2 IMPACTS IN TERMS OF ADVANCEMENT OF KNOWLEDGE:

Q2 What were the project’s major findings?
Q3 What did you gain from the project in terms of new knowledge? 
Q4 Were the results taken up by another research team, or did the 

project lead to any follow-up projects?
Q5 How relevant was the project for India and European needs?

 
3 IMPACT IN TERMS OF INTER-REGIONAL KNOWLEDGE AND 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER:

Q6 How would you describe the ways of work and knowledge pro-
duction in the project? To what extent were Indian partners in-
volved in the research?

Q7 Would you say the Indian partners benefitted from European 
knowledge or technologies? And vice-versa?

Q8 Have you continued to work with the project partners? / Do you 
still work together? / Did the project manage to create a susta-
inable network of different stakeholders (universities, transfers 
centres, political authorities, and enterprises)?

Q9  Did the project lead to the creation of joint research infrastruc-
tures, such as shared facilities laboratories, online platforms? 

 
4 ECONOMIC BENEFITS:

Q10 Did your project lead to the creation of products or new ser-
vices? If yes, were they commercialised or taken to the market 
(public policy, private sector market, etc.?)

Q11 Did you have the chance to establish businesses (spin-offs, 
start-ups) or to harness other business opportunities during the 
project (visits/company contacts, etc.)?

Q12 Did the results of the project lead to the creation of new jobs?
Q13 Did the project and the international collaboration generate any 

other innovative activities? If yes, what kind of innovations were 
they?
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5 COMMUNITY BENEFITS:

Q14 In your opinion, how relevant was the project for the enhance-
ment of EU-India relations?

Q15 What have you gained by working with the Indian partners (cul-
turally speaking, etc.)?

Q16 Did your project include or otherwise reach non-scientific com-
mu nities? Which ones and how? Did the project generate be-
nefits for these communities? For instance, improvement of 
quality of life; health; equal opportunities, poverty alleviation?

 
6 POLICY IMPACT:

Q17 Was policy-making in Europe or India aware of your results? Did 
the project’s findings feed into policy activities or result in policy 
changes?

Q18 Did the project lead to the creation of new scientific agreements 
or political agreements between both regions?

 
7 IMPLEMENTATION / LESSONS LEARNED:

Q19 Did you face any bureaucratic difficulties related to the imple-
mentation of the project´s objectives?

Q20 Do you have any other comments about the implementation of 
the project that might be useful for us to know?

Q21 What are the lessons learned in terms of science and technology 
collaboration with India?
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