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SUMMARY 

This document presents the findings of the research undertaken regarding bi-regional EU-LAC mobility 

as part of Task 4.2.1 of the EULAC Focus project. The main purpose of the task was to identify key 

actors, instruments and schemes of (bi-regional) academic cooperation as well as of patterns and 

trends of (bi-)regional mobility of researchers and to explore opportunities for connectivity and up-

scaling of bi-regional mobility and cooperation between the EU and LAC.  

The report is covering three different dimensions of mobility and academic cooperation between LAC 

and the EU: 1) a general stock tacking and mapping exercise of Academic networks and mobility 

schemes; 2) an analysis of mobility trends and patterns (e.g. in FP7 and Horizon2020); and 3) an in-

depth examination of needs and potentials for the up-scaling of bi-regional cooperation and mobility. 

These different dimensions were investigated through a methodology that was composed of both 

quantitative and qualitative methods and which was implemented according to the specific 

requirements of the respective dimension.  

Based on the experiences of EU-LAC academic networks, mobility schemes and cooperation projects 

a set of conclusions was drawn: First, it became clear that there is already quite a wide range of 

possibilities for researchers and students to study or work abroad in the other region for a certain 

period of time. Nonetheless, further support measures are needed not only in terms of promoting 

exchange possibilities but also in terms of creating easier access and continued support. Second, 

coherence and alignment of national, regional and bi—regional scientific cooperation and mobility 

priorities is crucial to ensure a smooth interlock between various instruments and to prevent 

duplication efforts. The EU-CELAC Academic Summit plays a key role in supporting this alignment 

process. Third, funding of mobility should be increased, and the bi-regional component should be 

strengthened. This means CELAC Funding Agencies need to develop a more active role in the funding 

of bi-regional mobility and cooperation projects. Fourth, academic networks and especially university 

associations play a key role in the framework of bi-regional mobility and cooperation. Networks in the 

EU and in LAC have to be included more profoundly in bi-regional cooperation, for example through 

establishing a “EULAC University Association”.  

All in all, there is a solid basis in terms of cooperation on mobility, but EU-LAC cooperation in the 

scientific dimension needs to be adaptive to needs from both regions and try to highlight its unique 

features to make it even more worthwhile and to reinvigorate its strong ties. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

In March 2016 the EU-CELAC Senior Officials Meeting committed to advance the Joint Initiative on 

Research and Innovation (JIRI) and its key role in the support of sustainable development and 

productivity. To foster the role of R&I in bi-regional relations, three pillars were established which 

shall be the foundation of a Common Research Area (CRA) between the EU and CELAC: 

1. Mobility of Researchers; 

2. Access to and outreach of Research Infrastructures (RIs); 

3. Jointly tackling societal challenges such as health, sustainable urbanization and clean urban 

transport. 

EULAC-Focus is dedicated to contributing to the advancement of the Common Research Area in all of 

these three areas. This report is specifically targeted at identifying key actors, instruments and 

schemes of (bi-regional) academic cooperation as well as patterns of (bi-)regional mobility of 

researchers. Furthermore, we explore opportunities for connectivity and up-scaling of bi-regional 

mobility between the EU and LAC.   

First step in our methodological approach was a stocktaking of institutionalized regional and sub-

regional academic networks and schemes in order to get a comprehensive overview of relevant actors 

and the existing practices that support knowledge transfer and researcher/post-graduate mobility 

between and inside the two regions. This stock-taking action, resulting in a mapping of over 100 

academic networks, schemes and projects, is accompanied by the analysis of available data on 

mobility of researchers who participate in different mobility programs and schemes (e.g. FP7, 

Horizon2020 and Erasmus+) with the aim to evaluate trends and patterns of mobility. On the basis of 

this stock-taking exercise, needs and potentials for the up-scaling of bi-regional cooperation and 

mobility are explored in order to develop policy recommendations in support of the EU-CELAC 

Academic Summit.  

Being aware of differences in terms of institutionalisation of academic networks, mobility schemes 

and funding programmes as well as internationalisation of universities, research facilities and funding 

agencies in the two regions the second methodological step was to select a number of networks and 

schemes out of the mapping for closer examination. In a follow-up qualitative analysis, we assessed 

established practices of bi-regional cooperation in order to identify the aforementioned potentials for 

synergies and up-scaling of cooperation.  

While this report presents the key findings of the activities undertaken in task 4.2.1 of the EULAC – 

Focus project, it cannot provide a full representation of all the accomplishments of this task. For 

example, the mapping of academic networks, mobility schemes and projects will be made available 

on the EULAC-Focus homepage. In this report, only a short summary and visualisations of the mapped 

networks will be presented.  

In the following chapters, the report will present the results of the different research actions 

undertaken. To give a solid background, a short theoretical contextualization of the role of mobility, 

internationalization and academic cooperation is provided in chapter 2. This background knowledge 
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is critical to understand why a pluralistic methodological approach, explained in chapter 3, was chosen 

for this report. Subsequently, the key insights of the mapping exercise are presented together with 

the analysis of trends and patterns in mobility (chapter 4 and 5.1). Chapter 5 presents key results of 

the in-depth research on academic networks and mobility schemes as well as an assessment of 

practices in bi-regional academic cooperation and mobility. Finally, the results are brought together 

in chapter 6, where conclusions from the undertaken analysis are drawn and recommendations for 

up-scaling mobility and academic cooperation are developed. 

2 SETTING THE SCENE: THE ROLE OF MOBILITY IN BI-REGIONAL 

RELATIONS 

For scientific communities, especially for the more peripheral ones, international collaboration is a 

very important factor in increasing scientific capacities and the inclusion into the global scientific 

community. Mobility of the scientific community hereby is a key instrument to foster international 

collaboration and to tackle the rising complexity of research as well the high costs connected to it  

(Gaillard et al. 2013a, S. 157).  

Therefore, mobility of researchers was chosen as one of the three pillars of the Common Research 

Area between the EU and CELAC, agreed upon in the SOM 2016 in Brussels. Mobility is seen as a key 

factor in reaching the objectives already laid out in the Madrid Action Plan in 2010, such as an 

improved quality and effectiveness of scientific cooperation between the two regions (Council of the 

European Union, p. 4). Arguably, the circulation of knowledge is fostered through mobility of 

researchers and therefore information exchange becomes more effective which in turn leads to 

mutually beneficial outcomes.  

To maximize the beneficial outcomes of scientific mobility, some preconditions should be met (Vessuri 

2003, p. 6). For one, common standards of universities assure a seamless flow of researchers and help 

overcoming barriers preventing researchers or students from moving freely between different higher 

education institutions. Furthermore, the mutual recognition of qualifications is a key to enabling 

mobility between diverse countries with different educational systems. In relation to this, quality 

assurance and evaluation procedures are important, as they allow applying the comparison of 

different higher education institutions. The basis of these conditions is a developed scientific 

infrastructure as well as research capacities which are able to deal with science in an internationalised 

context.  

Looking at the European Union, these preconditions for mobility have been strengthened with the 

implementation of the Bologna process and the standardised European Credit Transfer System (ECTS). 

Although criticised for its problematic implications regarding economization, university autonomy and 

educational liberty the Bologna process surely was a big step in terms of internationalization of 

European universities (see Schulmeister and Metzger 2011, Kellermann 2016). Further, the European 

Qualifications Framework (EQF) serves as a tool to make qualifications earned in different EU 

countries more readable and transferable. In the area of evaluation, the Institutional Evaluation 

Programme of the European university Association has developed a benchmark tool for European 

universities.  



  WP4-Dl-122 D4-1: Bi-Regional Mobility 

D4.1_WP4_Dl_122_Bi-Regional_Mobility_v2_1__Final_PB 9 May 2018 

On the LAC side, no comparable standardised system exists. However, various initiatives are 

approaching the different preconditions that have been mentioned above. In terms of capacity 

building towards internationalization, progress has been achieved both through the work of regional 

academic networks (UDUAL, AUGM, AUDALCPI, etc.) and projects and collaboration programmes 

funded by the EU (Erasmus+, ALFA, etc.). Recently, there are also several initiatives tackling the issues 

of university evaluation on a regional level, such as SIELU – The Latin America University Evaluation 

System developed by CLACSO (Consejo Latinoamericano de Ciencias Sociales) or the CEAI – 

International Evaluation and Accreditation Council by UDUAL (Unión de Universidades de América 

Latina y el Caribe). These processes show that Latin American and Caribbean associations are aware 

of the needs that are required if internationalisation and a Common Research Area should be achieved. 

Arguably, there has also been some progress as regards regional and international mobility schemes 

and the integration of academic networks in international cooperation (Gacel-Ávila 2014, p. 3) 

However, mobility has to be understood as a multifaceted phenomenon that effects knowledge 

circulation in different ways and does not only have positive effects. In case of long term or permanent 

mobility, the phenomenon of “brain-drain” can come into effect and lead to a loss for the emitting 

society. Therefore, already in the Madrid Action plan it is stated that the goal of bi-regional scientific 

cooperation should be to foster cooperation for human and institutional capacity building and 

encourage the return of researchers to their countries of origin” (Council of the European Union, p. 

2). The ideal scenario foresees that researchers who undertake abroad stays eventually return to their 

home country and create transnational collaborations which include home and receiving country 

(Andújar et al. 2015, p. 324).  

As mentioned before, the professionalised internationalization of higher education institutions is 

crucial to foster bi-regional cooperation in the scientific area. Arguably, mobility is only one 

component of the internationalization, but it does not only depend on an institutional framework but 

also contributes to a further internationalization of universities. Gacel-Ávila differs between three 

levels of higher education in which internationalisation has to be included (Gacel-Ávila 2014, p. 1): the 

macro (decision - making and policy design), the medium (curriculum structure), and the micro 

(teaching and learning activities). Mobility, on a very basic notion understood as the physical mobility 

of researchers or other academic personnel, is located at the micro level, as its effect is limited to the 

individuals themselves. However, it can also become relevant on the medium level, as for example 

joint Master or PhD programmes can lead to mobility between regions, additionally affecting the 

degree of internationalisation of the curricula of a university. Finally, from a long term perspective, 

mobility on these two levels also contributes to a more structural change in decision making processes, 

adapting higher education systems to the realities of a globalized knowledge economy. In addition to 

the mobility, international research and academic networks have a crucial role to play in this process, 

as they are also deeply interconnected with international cooperation through mobility and nurture 

the possibility of more democratic and cosmopolitan knowledge societies (Teodoro 2015, p. 28).  

Academic networks are also at the centre of attention of this report, as they build a crucial frame not 

only for enabling mobility, but also as a potential instrument to coordinate bi-regional mobility with 

the joint elaboration of research priorities and identification of work areas. The number of networks 

in the academic area is vast and encompasses a diverse field of networks on research, innovation, 

thematic priorities, disciplinary orientation or political issues. The knowledge flows that are created 
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through these networks not only link public and private sector but also distribute knowledge in a 

flexible and adaptive way that meets the requirements of a digitalized knowledge economy (Vessuri 

2003, p. 6). The range of actors included is equally diverse and ranges from traditional universities to 

science and technology organizations, university associations, rectors conferences, student mobility 

and exchange groups, development assistance agencies, student recruitment bodies, quality 

assurance agencies or funding agencies  (Jaramillio und Knight 2012, p. 335).  

Although these networks are created with the target of tackling specific objectives, they can serve as 

a reference point in the development of a more stable bi-regional cooperation scheme that 

institutionalises researcher and student mobility as a mutually beneficial way of internationalizing 

science and strengthening academic collaboration. Arguably, it is this experience in the area of 

academic networks, may they have been established by dedicated multilateral funding mechanisms 

or developed through the interest of the institutions for cooperation, on which decision-making 

processes should base their further interventions. Therefore, this report focuses on insights that are 

derivable from some exemplary cases in this area. The next chapter describes more in detail how this 

is done from a methodological point of view. 

3 METHODOLOGICAL ASPECTS 

The aim of this report is two-folded: The first aim was to identify key actors, instruments and 

stakeholders of bi-regional mobility. The second aim was to identify potentials for upscaling bi-

regional mobility and creating synergies in international cooperation. To cover these two aims, 

different approaches were needed that allowed to treat the different objectives adequately.  

First, some basic analysis was done on trends and patterns in mobility. This means looking at very 

different environments in LAC and EU and, in terms of bi-regional mobility, mainly focusing on existing 

EU funded programmes. For example, participation of LAC researchers and students in EU funded 

(framework) programmes (e.g. Marie Skłodowska Curie Actions in FP7 and H2020, Erasmus+ or ALFA 

programme) can easily be assessed, but no similar instruments reaching the same coverage do exist 

in Latin America and the Caribbean. Therefore, as first step the key instruments from the EU side were 

studied and some basic information on LAC schemes was gathered (see chapter 4). The information 

on LAC schemes was extended step by step, fed by the contributions of consortium partners.  

However, in order to identify key institutions and stakeholders of cooperation and mobility, this report 

additionally implemented an analysis of publicly funded co-publications in Web of Science. This 

analysis allows pinpointing the most active public institutions in terms of funding co-publications of 

European and Latin American and Caribbean researchers. Furthermore, it contributes to an 

assessment of international collaboration that lead to tangible outputs and that enhances cooperation. 

The analysis hereby focused on the identification of key funding institutions in LAC and the EU without 

taking into consideration thematic orientations. The results of this analysis are presented in 

chapter4.2. 

While it is relatively easy to determine the relevant programmes from the EU side, the scene in LAC is 

a bit more diversified, with a lot of different players engaging in academic collaboration and mobility 
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programmes, partly due to the high degree of autonomy Latin American and Caribbean universities 

still have. Therefore, a mapping exercise was done by screening three sets of data sources: 

1. Pre-existing data-bases (e.g. from the ALCUE NET project1)  

2. Literature and online research (e.g. World bank, CORDIS) 

3. Consortium—partner consultation 

This mapping exercise primarily looked for bi-regional and regional networks engaging in scientific 

knowledge exchange, but in the case of LAC also included some national networks like rector’s 

conferences and Alumni networks. In chapter 5.1 a brief description of the mapped networks and 

projects is given, including a visualisation of selected bi-regional and regional LAC networks2. A broad 

definition of academic network was hereby used, using the participation of at least one higher 

education institution and the clear focus of some sort of knowledge exchange (scientific, strategic, 

administrative) or the focus on mobility itself as a criterion for selection. While this stock-taking task 

produced a rich mapping of active academic networks, it did not allow giving insights in the challenges 

these networks are facing or on their needs of support to foster bi-regional collaboration and mobility. 

Therefore, a second methodological step was needed to capture the existing knowledge that resides 

within these networks and to use it to identify potentials for up—scaling, strengthened collaboration 

and the creation of synergies. To this purpose an online survey was designed which had the purpose 

to answer the following questions: 

- What is the thematic scope of these networks and mobility schemes? 

- What are actions implemented by these networks and mobility schemes? 

- How is the network/mobility scheme organized (participants, hierarchies, target groups etc.)? 

- Which are the most important thematic areas of (bi-)regional networks? 

- In which areas does (bi-)regional cooperation work well? 

- What needs to be done to improve (bi-)regional cooperation? 

The survey was sent out to 103 regional and bi-regional academic networks in EU and LAC3. In total 47 

responses to this survey were received, 25 of them complete, which makes for a return rate of almost 

50%, respectively 25% in terms of complete answers. Hereby it is to mention that two slightly different 

versions of the survey were prepared, one for academic networks and mobility schemes and one for 

projects funded by the EU. These projects might as well be regarded as academic networks or mobility 

schemes, but due to their nature of timely limited projects some adaptions had to be made. If not 

expressed explicitly, the presented outcomes of the survey take into consideration both surveys, 

which were highly overlapping. 

                                                           
1 The ALCUE NET project was an INCO action funded under FP7 and supporting the EU-CELAC SOM meetings by 
delivering analytical and administrative inputs.  
2 The visualisation was elaborated using R and specific extensions for visualising tri-bartite networks, allowing 
interactive data manipulation.  
3 The difference is due to lack of publicly accessible contact details for the other networks (mostly terminated 
projects). 
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As a follow-up additional in-depth interviews were conducted. Out of the survey responses, 10 

interesting cases (only 7 interviews were conducted in the end as the others did not respond) were 

selected for further questioning, aiming to developing case studies of different networks engaging in 

EU-LAC scientific cooperation. To ensure a variety of experiences and perspectives, the academic 

networks represented the different categories of the mapping: 

- regional LAC network; 

- regional EU network; 

- bi-regional network; 

- EU-funded network (ALFA, Erasmus+, MSCA). 

These interviews focused more in detail on the last two thematic blocs of the survey (see questions 

above) and additionally tried to explore good practices and further potentials for/ bi-regional 

cooperation and mobility as well as needs and requirements to explore for new areas of bi-regional 

cooperation. The results of the survey and the interviews are presented in chapter 5. 

4 RESEARCHER MOBILITY AND ACADEMIC COOPERATION – TRENDS AND 

PATTERNS 

As already mentioned above, the two regions have different scales in terms of mobility programmes 

in place. While the European Union, or more precisely the DGs Research and Innovation (MSCA in FP 

and H2020) and Education and Culture (Erasmus+) as well as the European Research Council (ERC), 

has implemented large scale programmes specifically targeting mobility of researchers and students, 

the situation in LAC is different. While LAC mobility programmes which foster researcher, student and 

staff mobility in and sometimes also between the regions exist, none of them comes close to the 

extension and regional coverage of their European counterparts, as they are mostly settled on a 

national level. In the following the focus lies on showing how trends in mobility developed in the main 

bi-regional programmes. Further, some insights into regional LAC mobility programmes, often open 

to participation from all over the world are provided. At the end of the chapter, a co-publication 

analysis of publicly funded papers identifies most important stakeholders and institutions involved in 

fostering EU-LAC collaboration. 

4.1 BI-REGIONAL MOBILITY PROGRAMMES IN PLACE – A INSIGHT IN KEY INSTRUMENTS  

  
Framework Programme 7 (2007-2013) 

The biggest EU funding programme for research in the EU are the Framework Programmes for 

Research and Innovation. The last Framework Programme, FP7 lasted from 2007 to 2013 and was the 

first instrument in which international (third-country) cooperation was officially welcomed in an 

attempt to internationalise the European science scene. A dedicated activity was specifically targeting 

“International Cooperation” strengthening the ties of the EU to different world region including LAC. 

In total, 747 LAC institutions participated in FP7 projects, receiving more than 100 Million Euro of EU 

support (see EC 2015). While cooperation took place in different areas of FP7, mobility was organised 
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mainly through the European Research Council (ERC, see below) and Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions 

(MSCA) where more than 150 different organisations participated around 400 times in more than 200 

different projects (European Commission 2017, p. 7).  

LAC participation in MSC projects can be classified from two points of view: 

a) Based on the hosting institution and/or the countries where the project is implemented. 

b) Based on the researcher and his/her nationality.  

 

In total 22 projects were financed by the EC where perspective a) is applicable, which means that the 

LAC partners where either participating as a hosting institution or even the coordinator of the project. 

In the financed projects, the country involvement was the following: 

• Argentina:  13 participating organisations 

• Brazil: 4 participating organisations 

• Chile: 3 participating organisations 

• Uruguay: 2 participating organisations 

• Mexico: 1 participating organisation. 

This shows, that there is a clear dominance of bigger LAC countries with well-established research and 

innovation systems in MCSA in terms of participating as a hosting institution. Only Uruguay as a smaller, 

but rather well-established LAC country, was participating two times as a hosting institution. Although 

this does not come as a surprise, it highlights the problematic tendency of reinforcing already existing 

asymmetries in the landscape of LAC higher education systems. Especially since the same tendency is 

visible in projects that can be classified under category b). In these projects, 212 researchers of LAC 

nationality were participating in MCSA under the leadership of some an EU based organisation.  

As Figure 1: Participation of CELAC researchers in MSCA, FP7 shows, the predominant countries in 

terms of researcher cooperation coincide with the countries that are also most active in terms of 

hosting researchers from Europe. However, it is notable, that a significant number of Cuban 

researchers were able to participate in MSCA projects, surpassing countries like Peru, Ecuador or 

Uruguay and being on an equal level with Colombia. Additionally, it is to mention, that only one other 

Caribbean country, Trinidad and Tobago, had (one) researcher participating in MSCA. This shows that 

even though the first implementation of MSCA with LAC countries succeeded in reaching attention in 

the region, the distribution of countries that took part in this area was strongly biased towards bigger 

countries with well-established R&I systems.  
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Figure 1: Participation of CELAC researchers in MSCA, FP7 

 
Source: CORDIS, own elaboration. 

Framework Programme 8 – H2020 (2014-2020) 

At the beginning of 2014 FP7 was replaced by the new H2020 programme. While some things changed, 

as for example the nature of “International Cooperation” actions, the main programme in terms of 

mobility remained MSCA. Compared to FP7, a clear increase and diversification, but also a shift in LAC 

participation is notable, although not in terms of LAC institutions as hosting organisations. Until June 

2017 three projects were financed by EC under H2020 in area a), which means partners from CELAC 

were directly involved in the project or coordinating the project (Argentina 2, Chile 1).  

In total, 261 projects were financed by the EC under H2020 in the area b), involving 579 researchers 

and/or other academic staff from LAC. In these projects, the researchers of CELAC nationality were 

usually participating in the related project research under the leadership of an EU 

organisation/university. Figure 2 illustrates that while Argentina clearly remains the most active 

country, Brazil and Mexico are not so involved anymore. This is due to the fact that these two countries 

are not automatically eligible for funding anymore, as their research and innovation systems are 

deemed strong enough to support mobility programmes themselves4. Contrary to Mexico and Brazil, 

Chile and Colombia were able to increase their participation significantly, as did Venezuela. In terms 

of Caribbean countries, it is notable that two more countries (Dominican Republic and Saint Vincent) 

engaged in the mobility programme. Generally, researchers from seven additional countries 

participated in the first rounds of H2020 MSCA (compared to all FP7 projects). This indicated that the 

measures of the EC to promote the participation of LAC researchers in its programmes were fruitful. 

Nevertheless, there is immanent potential for up-scaling, as various countries have a very limited 

participation with only 1-5 researchers participating and nine LAC countries still not participating at 

all. 

                                                           
4 Nonetheless the countries have matching funds to get their researchers involved. 
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Figure 2: Participation of CELAC researchers in MSCA, H2020 

 

Source: CORDIS, own elaboration. 

Another interesting perspective is to look at the countries where LAC researchers are spending their 

research stays in the course of MSCA. Without surprise, Spain is clearly leading the European countries 

as a destination for LAC researcher with so far 176 persons having spent time in Spanish host 

institutions. Spain is followed, a long way behind, by UK and Germany as top research destinations, 

with Germany only attracting half of the researchers than Spain does. Clearly, the most important 

factor in this development is language affinity. However, other factors like cultural vicinity, historical, 

established collaboration patterns and alignment of geographic priorities play a role in the formation 

of this pattern. 

European Research Council – ERC  

Besides the already mentioned mobility actions implemented in the Framework Programmes, the 

European Research Council is a key instrument in attracting top-researchers from all over the world 

to the EU research area. Until December 2017, the ERC has funded more than 7000 researchers at 

different stages of their career. Of these, 624 researchers were from a non-ERA country, but only 38 

nationals from CELAC countries have received a grant from the ERC so far. Table 1 shows the 

nationalities of the researchers participating in ERC grants.  

The picture is quite similar to the trends in the Framework programmes, as Argentina and Brazil are 

by far the most active countries with Chile, Mexico and Colombia trailing behind. This tendency is 

reinforced through the implementing agreements signed with Argentina, Mexico and Brazil, providing 

additional career opportunities for researchers from this countries and encouraging funding agencies 

from these countries to enable participation of their scientific communities in research teams run by 

an ERC grantee (European Commission 2017). However, there is still no consistent basis of LAC 

researchers applying and/or participating in ERC grants, be it due to little knowledge of this possibility 

in the LAC region or the Excellency approach of the funding scheme. To cover the first issue, the EU 

already reacted by expanding the access to the Euraxess-Brazil portal to all LAC countries. This portal 
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links researchers in LAC with Europe and provides free information and events on research funding, 

research careers and collaboration opportunities (see also chapter 5).  

Table 1: LAC participation in ERC grants (2007-2017) 

Country # of participations 

Argentina 13 

Brazil 7 

Chile 3 

Mexico 3 

Colombia 2 

Costa Rica 2 

Bolivia, Ecuador, Jamaica, Panama, Peru and Venezuela 1 

Source: Euraxess 20185, own elaboration. 

Erasmus+  

Aside of the framework programmes and the ERC, the most prominent mobility scheme between the 

two regions is the Erasmus+ programme, which was established in 2014 as a successor of the Erasmus 

Mundus programme and also includes the programmes Tempus, Alfa, Edulink and the programme for 

co-operation with industrialised countries. Under the direct predecessor Erasmus Mundus (2007-

2013), and with an EU contribution of 95.6 million Erasmus+ financed53 EU-LAC partnerships and 

allowed 6650 students and academics to take part in the mobility programme, 21% of them Master 

students, 23% Doctorates and 26% Post-Doctorates while undergraduates where the biggest group 

with 39% and 11% where classified as research staff. (DG EAC 2015, p. 18–19).  

The Erasmus+ programme classifies its projects in three different key actions: 

- Mobility (Key Action 1) 

- Cooperation for Innovation and Exchange of Good Practices (Key Action 2) 

- Support for Policy Reform (Key Action 3) 

The following elaborations take reference only to the action specifically dedicated to mobility (Key 

Action 1). Under Erasmus+ Key Action I, specifically dedicated to fostering mobility between the EU 

and the world, institutions from LAC can enable their students and doctoral candidates a research stay 

of up to 12 months in the EU. Until December 2017, 523 projects had been funded under this area, 

allowing for the mobility of almost 5000 researchers and students. As Figure 3 illustrates, the exchange 

rates of academic staff between the regions is almost equal (1486 LAC staff to the EU vs. 1278 EU staff 

to LAC), while the number for students moving from LAC to the EU is more than the double of EU to 

                                                           
5 See: https://cdn4.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/focuserc_celac.pdf.  

https://www.erasmusplus.org.uk/what-are-the-key-actions#Key%20Action%201
https://www.erasmusplus.org.uk/what-are-the-key-actions#Key%20Action%202
https://www.erasmusplus.org.uk/what-are-the-key-actions#Key%20Action%203
https://cdn4.euraxess.org/sites/default/files/focuserc_celac.pdf
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LAC. This reflects the trend anticipated in the outline of the programme and that is also visible in Table 

2: Planned LA participation in Erasmus+, (2015-2017) Key action I.  

Figure 3: EU-LAC Mobility in Erasmus+, Key Action I (2015-2017) 

 
Source: EC factsheet: https://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/eu-celac-cooperation-

factsheet_en.pdf. 

The LAC countries which mostly engage in Erasmus+ are once more Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico 

and Colombia. However, as Table 2: Planned LA participation in Erasmus+, (2015-2017) Key action I 

and Table 3: Planned Caribbean participation in Erasmus+, (2015-2017) Key action I show, the 

diversification of mobility is pretty high, taking into account also the smaller countries from Central 

America and the Caribbean.  

Table 2: Planned LA participation in Erasmus+, (2015-2017) Key action I 

Country Selected projects Participants from Latin America > 

EU 
Participants from EU> 

Latin America 
Total mobilities 

planned 

Brazil    183 600 397 997 

Argentina     104 360 243 603 

Chile   108 331 249 580 

Mexico   126 326 223 549 

Colombia     93 314 194 508 

Cuba    41 145 78 223 

Peru   46 129 80 209 

Ecuador     30 102 49 151 

Paraguay     23 77 35 112 

Bolivia    23 62 45 107 

Uruguay   28 61 25 86 
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Guatemala   18 69 24 93 

El Salvador     17 59 30 89 

Costa Rica  22 43 24 67 

Nicaragua     12 41 28 69 

Honduras    20 51 20 71 

Panama   5 9 5 14 

Venezuela    6 10 2 12 

Total  *5232 2.789 1.751 4540 

Source: EC: http://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/annexes_final_en.pdf 

However, only 18 out of 33 countries in Latin America are eligible for funding in Erasmus+:  Argentina, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, 

Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela, which means that all countries eligible 

are also represented to a fair amount in the mobility programme (European Commission, 2017b).  

Table 3: Planned Caribbean participation in Erasmus+, (2015-2017) Key action I 

Source: Source: EC:  http://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/annexes_final_en.pdf 

In terms of LAC higher education institutions that are participating in the projects, it is to note that 

some universities, like the Universidade de São Paulo or the Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile 

Country Selected projects Participants from Latin America > 

EU 
Participants from EU> 

Latin America 
Total mobilities 

planned 

Bahamas    2 9 3 12 

Barbados     2 11 10 21 

Belize   2 16 1 17 

Dominican 

Republic     
16 57 25 82 

Guyana     1 2 0 2 

Haiti   6 38 34 72 

Jamaica    9 47 27 74 

Suriname    5 20 18 38 

Trinidad and 

Tobago    
6 29 18 47 

Total     394 229 136 365 
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have been especially successful in engaging in Erasmus+ projects as Table 4 shows. This points to the 

fact that they could rely on the benefit of their sound and well-structured internationalisation systems 

and their previously built academic networks to engage in mobility projects and send their students 

to Europe or receive European students. While this is not surprising, an interesting case has to be 

highlighted. The University of West Indies, with campuses in various Caribbean countries, has 

managed to bundle efforts of smaller universities and hereby achieve a high participation rate. Its 

institutional mechanisms seem to be reinforcing the capabilities to join international research projects 

and to engage effectively in the international research community (Rampersad 2014, p. 1).  

 

Table 4: Most active institutions from Top 12 LA countries + Caribbean universities with multiple participations, 

Erasmus+, Key Action 1 

Country Universityx Participations 

Brazil Universidade de São Paulo  25 

Argentina Universidad de Buenos Aires 10 

Chile Pontificia Universidad Católica de Chile  12 

Mexico Instituto Tecnológico y de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey  10 

Colombia Pontificia Universidad Javeriana  8 

Cuba Universidad de La Habana  8 

Peru Pontificia Universidad Católica del Perú  5 

Ecuador Escuela Superior Politécnica de Chimborazo  3 

Paraguay Universidad Nacional De Asunción  4 

Bolivia Universidad Mayor de San Simón 3 

Uruguay Universidad de Montevideo 5 

Costa Rica Universidad de Costa Rica  5 

Trinidad and 

Tobago, Jamaica 

and Barbados 

The University of the West Indies – Jamaica, Trinidad and Barbados  7 

Dominican 

Republic 

Instituto Tecnológico de Santo Domingo 3 

Source: Source: EC: http://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/annexes_final_en.pdf 

Summing up, the Erasmus+ is surely the most equally balanced mobility programme, where 

continuous academic exchange between the two regions is secured 6 . Together with the actions 

dedicated to the development of institutional capacities, exchange of good practices and policy reform, 

                                                           
6 For a more detailed overview on the funded projects, participating institutions and EU partners please 
consult the following document: http://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/annexes_final_en.pdf.  

http://ec.europa.eu/education/sites/education/files/annexes_final_en.pdf
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the Erasmus+ programme has provided a sound framework for fostering international cooperation. 

Nonetheless it is critical to ensure that the projects that are financed under this framework are not 

simply abandoned after project run—time, but rather can maintain the networks created during the 

collaboration in a project. Chapter 5 will inquire further on this question and try to identify further 

requirements that are needed to put the collaboration on a more permanent and resilient basis that 

taps all potentials between LAC and the EU.  

LAC mobility programmes 

Taking a look at LAC mobility programmes, the picture is much more scattered as there are a lot of 

different mobility programs that allow participation of EU researchers or that send LAC nationals to 

the EU for conducting studies. As brain drain has been a critical issue for most LAC countries, a lot of 

these programmes include terms and conditions for the return of the researcher. The ALFA Puentes 

project financed under the ALFA programme identified the following key national instruments that 

exist in Latin America7: 

• In Argentina, the programme R@íces (Network of Argentinean Researchers and Scientists abroad) 

supports the researchers career development after their return and sets incentives for their return.  

• In Ecuador, all scholarships which are awarded by the government include the obligation to return 

to the country. The programme Prometeo is an initiative that seeks to reinforce research, academy, 

and knowledge exchange in specific topics through the inclusion of international researchers and 

Ecuadorian experts (including the Diaspora) into various host institutions in Ecuador. Research stays 

can last between six months to one year. 

• Chile has various programmes to attract recently graduated Phd students from abroad. For example, 

there is PFCHA - Programa Formación de Capital Humano Avanzado or the prgrammes of CONICYT - 

Comisión nacional de Investigación Científica y Tecnológica.  

• In Panama, the National Secretary for Science and Technology (SENACYT) established a scholarship 

programme for the PhD and postdoctoral level demanding the return of the grantees. 

• In Mexico, the National Science and Technology Council (CONACYT) initiated a programme named 

“Retention and Return”. Aim of the project is to encourage Mexican researchers in the diaspora to get 

engaged with universities and private research facilities. Further the programme has to strengthen 

the high-quality research groups fostering the training of qualified researchers / professors. 

• In Brazil, the Science without Borders programme was probably the most prestigious mobility 

programme in Latin America and the Caribbean. It had the objective to support researchers in career 

development and to keep young researchers and students in Brazil while at the same time enabling 

research stays abroad. At the same time the programme aimed towards attracting researchers from 

all around the world in its specific sub-programme "Special Visiting Researcher".  European 

cooperation partners for the programme where from Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Spain, 

                                                           
7 Obviously, EU MS also have national mobility programmes open for LAC researchers. However, this report 
focuses on the EU level and therefore does not analyse these national programmes. 
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Finland, Netherlands, Ireland, Portugal, UK, Czech Republic and Sweden. However, this most 

prominent example of bi-regional got severely cut-down by the Brazilian government in 2015 and later 

no new calls were issued. Nevertheless, a more limited scholarship approach is still in place.  

Besides these national programmes, there are also some mobility programmes in place established by 

regional organizations like Mercosur (Grupo Montevideo), the UDUAL network (PAME-Programa 

Académico de Movilidad Educativa), the Association of Universities for Integration - AUCALPI (EMUAL 

programme), CLACSO or FLACSO. However, these programmes are targeting only the participating 

universities from LAC countries and aim to contribute to strengthening regional mobility rather than 

bi-regional mobility. Nevertheless, some of these networks are working on or have implemented also 

bi-regional forms of mobility, as chapter 5 will show.  

4.2 IDENTIFYING KEY INSTITUTIONS OF BI-REGIONAL MOBILITY - NATIONAL FUNDING AGENCIES 

The focus in this chapter is put on national funding agencies active in bi-regional cooperation. As the 

aim of this report is to identify enabling players in research cooperation and to further identify docking 

points for EU mobility strategies, this seems to be a crucial component. To do so, an innovative 

approach was chosen in identifying the most active funding agencies enabling bi-regional scientific 

collaboration. Using this method is a valid approach, as scientific collaboration between EU and LAC is 

often the result of scientists’ mobility. Gaillard et. al. show in a study of collaboration between EU and 

LAC Biologists, that over  90% of scientists who have co-published scientific papers, met their 

counterparts during long stays abroad (Gaillard et al. 2013b, p. 153).  Therefore, a co-publication 

analysis was conducted looking at the publicly funded papers between EU and LAC researchers. The 

database that was consulted was Web of Science (WoS), as Scopus does not allow making the 

distinction between public or non-public funding.  

The analysis identified the top 50 public funding agencies8 in terms of EU-LAC cooperation; eleven of 

them being from LAC (see Table 5: Most active Latin American and Caribbean Funding Agencies). In 

total, in the WoS database (2005-2017) there are 176,507 EU-LAC co-published documents9. There is 

a total of 31,085 funding agencies within the EULAC sample, which funded research resulting in 

102,621 documents (58.140%), while 73,886 documents (41.860%) are indexed by WoS as not funded. 

Amongst the top 50 funding agencies we find 11 LAC agencies and 39 EU agencies. In case of the Latin 

American funding agencies in the top 50, a clear dominance of Brazilian institutions is observable, as 

they take the first three spots in the ranking. The next single funding agency is the National Scientific 

and Technical Research Council (CONICET) from Argentina. Besides that, only the Administrative 

Department of Science, Technology and Innovation (COLCIENCIAS) from Colombia and Chiles National 

Commission for Scientific and Technological Research (CONICYT) appear on the list as a single funding 

agency. The case of CONACYT is special as it this acronym is used in Mexico, Bolivia and Paraguay and 

therefore cannot be counted as a single entity.  

                                                           
8 The analysis filtered co-publications which were funded by a public funding agency from LAC or the EU. 
9 The full results can be found in Annex I. 
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Table 5: Most active Latin American and Caribbean Funding Agencies 

# Country Funding Agency Records Top 5 EU cooperation 

partners 10 

Records 

1 Brazil CNPQ - Conselho Nacional de 

Desenvolvimento Científico e 

Tecnológico  

15645 FRANCE 5083 

GERMANY 4680 

SPAIN 4611 

ITALY 3457 

PORTUGAL 2984 

2 Brazil CAPES - Coordenação de 

Aperfeicoamento de Pessoal de Nível 

Superior  

8645 FRANCE 2793 

 SPAIN 2440 

 GERMANY 2195 

 PORTUGAL 1763 

 ITALY 1681 

3 Brazil FAPESP- Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa 

do Estado de São Paulo   

7920 FRANCE 2891 

 GERMANY 2860 

 SPAIN 2733 

 ITALY 2199 

 United Kingdom 1866 

4 Mexico, 

Bolivia, 

Paraguay11 

CONACYT - Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y 

Tecnología   

6189 SPAIN 3071 

 FRANCE 1962 

 GERMANY 1740 

 ITALY 1211 

 ENGLAND 1089 

5 Argentina CONICET - Consejo Nacional de 

Investigaciones Científicas y Técnicas  

4048 SPAIN 1594 

GERMANY 1090 

FRANCE 889 

ITALY  441 

                                                           
10 The number of papers funded with the different countries can be found in Annex I. 
11 Due to the same name of the science ministries in these three countries, the results could not be separated. 
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ENGLAND 276 

6 Chile FONDECYT - Fondo Nacional de 

Desarrollo Científico y Tecnológico  

4010 SPAIN 1328 

GERMANY 1085 

FRANCE 1062 

ITALY  469 

ENGLAND 455 

7 Argentina ANPCYT – Agencia Nacional de 

promoción científica y tecnológica  

2727 SPAIN 1434 

GERMANY 1102 

FRANCE 1034 

ITALY  834 

ENGLAND 693 

8 Brasil FAPERJ - Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa 

do Estado do Rio de Janeiro  

2385 FRANCE 1470 

GERMANY 1303 

SPAIN 1161 

ENGLAND  1110 

ITALY 1069 

9 Chile CONICYT .- Comisión Nacional de 

Investigación Científica y Tecnológica -+ 

ECOS-CONICYT - Programa de 

Cooperación Científica  

2326 France 1195 

Spain 1181 

Germany 1027 

England 791 

Italy 782 

10 Colombia COLCIENCIAS COLOMBIA - 

Departamento Administrativo de 

Ciencia, Tecnología e Innovación  

2009 Spain  1599 

France 1422 

Germany 1418 

England 1350 

Czech Republic 1287 

Source: Web of Science, own elaboration. 
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The table furthermore shows the cooperation partners of the different national funding agencies. 

Notably, the Top 5 collaboration partners are almost always the same, but in a varying order: France, 

Germany, Spain, Italy and England, with France being the preferred collaboration partner for Brazil 

and Spain being more important for the Spanish speaking LAC countries. Portugal is a special case and 

makes the Top 5 list twice with Brazilian institutions. Other EU countries that were at least mentioned 

once if we look at the Top 10 collaboration partners are Belgium, Czech Republic, Sweden, Denmark, 

Poland and the Netherlands.  

Considering the patterns described above it becomes clear that EU MS countries are the most 

important collaboration partners for LAC funding agencies, leaving the United States, China and Russia 

behind. This shows that the ties between the two regions have a strong basis and that national 

programmes, at least regarding LAC countries with a well-established research system, are actively 

engaging with European partners. The agencies that are funding bi-regional research papers in LAC 

are mostly national science foundations, except in the case of Brazil, where three science foundations 

on state level also made the list (Minas Gerais, São Paulo and Rio de Janeiro). While Brazil is a 

comparatively well-established player in the scientific field and profits from being the biggest 

economy in the region, the high activity of some other countries in funding bi-regional collaboration 

is notable. For example, Chile has two institutions in the Top-10 funding agencies and shows that its 

collaboration interest with EU MS is quite high. Additionally, Argentina is quite active in funding 

collaborative research papers as it has two funding institutions represented in the ten most active 

Latin American ones, namely the National Scientific and Technical Research Council and the National 

Agency for Science and Technology promotion, the operative agency for science promotion of the 

Ministry of Science and Technology (MinCyT).  

Looking at the case of the Caribbean, the most active funding agency in international collaboration is 

the Conselho Nacional De Desenvolvimento Cientifico E Tecnologico (CNPQ) from Brazil, whose 

funded documents amount to 230 of the 6502 produced by the Caribbean region in the examined 

period (2005-2017). It is followed by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC), which 

funded 166 documents; the FINEP from Brazil, with 165 documents; the Carlsberg Foundation from 

Denmark, with 163 documents; and the Academy Of Finland, with 150 documents. Now Caribbean 

funding agency can be found in the list of the 50 most active institutions. However, the analysis of the 

documents produced by the Caribbean region confirms the prominent role of Brazilian agencies in 

funding international collaboration, yet it also shows that the region has established important 

collaboration networks with Northern European countries. Indeed, agencies from Northern Europe 

that funded co-publications with the Caribbean countries include not only the Carlsberg Foundation 

from Denmark and the Academy of Finland, but also the Danish Natural Science Research Council, the 

Danish National Research Foundation, the Research Council of Norway (NFR), the Helsinki Institute of 

Physics, the Swedish Research Council, and many others. 

In terms of European funding agencies, the agency most actively collaborating with LAC researchers 

was the German “Forschungsgemeinschaft” (DFG), with the primary collaboration partner being Brazil. 

In general, Germany is one of the most active countries in collaboration with Latin America, as two 

more funding agencies from Germany rank in the Top-10, namely the Ministry for Education and 

Science and the Max-Plank Gesellschaft (see Table 6). Arguably, the data show that German 

cooperation is very much focused on Brazil and does not show a high degree of diversity. Besides the 
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German funding agencies five other national funding agencies made the list, two from Spain (Ministry 

of Science and Ministry of Economy), one from the United Kingdom: Science and Technology Facilities 

Council) and the Portuguese Foundation for Science and Technology. 

Regarding the nationality of the researchers involved in co-publications, the trend observable from 

the most active funding agencies is continued. Besides Brazil only Argentina, Mexico, Chile and 

Colombia appear as frequent cooperation partners. In addition to these national partners, there are 

also three EU agencies appearing in the list, namely the European Commission and two of its agencies, 

the Regional Development Fund and the European Research Council. This illustrates that the EU as 

such is already deeply involved in cooperation with LAC researchers, funding co-publications to a high 

extent. However, German and Spanish national agencies are still surpassing the EU institutions in 

terms of absolute numbers, which shows that there is still room to grow and to get more active from 

a European Union perspective. 

Table 6: Most active EU Funding Agencies 

# Country Funding Agency Records Most active LAC 

partners amongst the 

TOP 10   

Records 

1 Germany DFG GERMANY - DEUTSCHE 

FORSCHUNGSGEMEINSCHAFT 

5168 Brazil* 2885 

2 Spain MICINN - SPANISH MINISTRY OF SCIENCE AND 

INNOVATION 

4443 Brazil 1466 

Mexico 1190 

Chile 1036 

Argentina 999 

3 Spain MINECO - MINISTERIO DE ECONOMIA Y 

COMPETITIVIDAD (Ministry of Economy and 

Competitiveness) 

4059 Brazil 1731 

Chile  1064 

Argentina 911 

4 EU EUROPEAN UNION- European Commission 2991 Brazil 1869 

Chile 912 

Argentina 657 

5 Portugal FCT PORTUGAL - Fundação para a Ciência e a 

Tecnologia 

2885 Brazil** 2421 

Colombia 1036 

6 EU EUROPEAN RESEARCH COUNCIL 2545 Brazil* 1697 

7 United 

Kingdom 

STFC - Science and Technology Facilities Council 2375 Brazil* 1846 

8 EU 2039 Brazil 1035 
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ERDF -- EUROPEAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

FUND 

Mexico 803 

Colombia 545 

9 Germany BMBF GERMANY - Bundesministerium für 

Bildung und Forschung 

1922 Brazil* 1777 

10 Germany  MPG GERMANY - Max Planck Gesellschaft 1730 Brazil* 1170 

** In this case, only two countries were in the Top-10 of cooperation partners of EU funding Agencies. 

* In this case, only one LAC country was under the Top-10 collaboration partners of this EU funding agency. 

Source:  Web of Science, own elaboration. 

Summing these results up, it can be concluded that there are already very strong collaboration ties 

between certain well-established funding agencies, contributing to comparatively high numbers of co-

publications between certain LAC and EU countries. Especially the connections between Germany-

Brazil, Portugal-Brazil, Spain-Argentina, Spain-Chile and Spain-Mexico are strong and recognised. The 

role of the European Union as a funding agency must be highlighted, as it shows a comparatively 

diverse picture of cooperation partners. While the MS mostly have a stronger focus on one or two 

countries in Latin America, most of the time involving either Brazil or Argentina, the EU cooperates in 

a more diversified way, and has established strong ties with Chile, Colombia and Mexico. Arguably, 

this is a result of EU institutions pooling input from its MS and transferring this input in international 

collaboration efforts. It gives an indication that the strength in EU engagement is precisely this more 

diverse approach to research funding. Including and collaborating with all the LAC countries is a clear 

priority of the Common Research Area and the data point to the fact that this is working. However, 

there is still room for improvement, as many LAC countries are still underrepresented in these 

collaboration patterns. Although in some cases this is a natural trend resulting from the size of the 

researcher communities in smaller countries, the added-value in including these countries might come 

from their contribution of very specific knowledge. 

While the results presented above give an insight into most important institutions involved in bi-

regional collaboration (and therefore mobility), the results say nothing in terms of general importance 

of public financing of collaboration. Therefore, in another step, the overall numbers of publicly funded 

co-publications between LAC and the EU were compared to non-publicly funded papers as well as to 

the ratio of these in the regions themselves. Finally, to have a yardstick in terms of collaboration, this 

ratio was also calculated for co-publications between LAC and the United States of America.  

The results, visualised in Figure 4, show that the share of publicly funded co-publications between EU 

and LAC is considerably higher than in the regions themselves, both from a historical (considering the 

time span 2005-2016) and a current perspective (considering only the year 2016). Focusing only on 

the year 2016, the rate of publicly funded co-publications is 71% (22,318 co-publications in total) 

compared to 56% publicly funded papers in a historical perspective (157,566 co-publications in total). 

These numbers are considerably higher than the numbers for publicly funded publications in the EU 

(2005--2016: 34%, 2016: 50%) and in LAC (2005--2016: 42%, 2016: 54%). In conclusion, the support of 

funding agencies is even more important in bi-regional collaboration than in intra-regional 

collaboration. Stressing that fact is crucial in understanding the key role of publicly support for 
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scientific cooperation, but also shows that there is a lot of room to grow in terms of private funding. 

Comparing the results for EU-LAC publications to co-publications between LAC and the US confirms 

the results for EU-LAC as almost the same numbers are achieved, although, in terms of absolute 

numbers, the results for LAC-US are slightly lower (2005--2016: 131,315, 2016: 16,745). This once 

again strengthens the finding that EU-LAC cooperation in the scientific area already has quite a 

significant standard, at least from taking into consideration only the results of the WoS database.  

Figure 4: Rate of funded publications, 2005-2016, 2016, LAC, EU28, USA, EULAC and USALAC 

 
Source: WoS, own elaboration. 

Overall, the analysis of publicly funded co-publications in the WoS database highlighted some key 

institutions in LAC and the EU, which are involved in academic collaboration. Using this data might 

help to further narrow down best practice approaches towards bi-regional collaboration and mobility. 

Moreover, it indicated that EU strategies in terms of bi-regional scientific cooperation are already 

having an impact on collaboration patterns and that these collaboration patterns need to be 

strengthened even more to move towards a Common Research Area. To identify possible pathways 

on the way to an even more efficient and impactful way it is necessary to look at the specific 

experiences of actors of the actual cooperation. Therefore, the next chapter will present the results 
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of a survey targeting bi-regional academic networks and mobility schemes and expert consultations, 

which aim at the identification of these pathways.  

5 BI-REGIONAL NETWORKS AND MOBILITY SCHEMES – INSTITUTIONS, 

SYNERGIES AND FURTHER POTENTIAL 

So far, we have presented results on academic networks and mobility schemes in LAC and the EU, with 

a special focus on patterns of the bi-regional level of academic cooperation. What follows is a short 

description and visualisation of the stock-taking exercise (chapter 5.1) and a more qualitative 

approach which goes beyond numbers and assesses experiences and needs of networks. This 

qualitative information was gathered by sending out an online survey to the academic networks which 

were mapped in the previous step in order to ask for their assessment of ongoing cooperation or ways 

to build- and scale-up this cooperation. Results of the online survey are presented in chapter 5.2. 

Finally, to get a more profound insight in hands on experience with bi-regional cooperation, 10 

networks and/or mobility schemes were selected for follow-up interviews. The results of these 

conducted expert-interviews are presented in chapter 5.3.  

5.1 NETWORK AND SCHEME STRUCTURE IN LAC AND THE EU – A STOCK-TAKING EXERCISE 

The stock-taking exercise conducted in the course of this report came up with 197 mapped academic 

networks, mobility schemes and cooperation projects. Of these 197 cases, 87 are academic networks 

defined as institutionalised entities in which cooperation between higher education institutions, from 

both regions or only in one region is ongoing. The others are either mobility schemes or temporary 

cooperation projects. Additionally, to focus even more on the mobility aspect, the mapping process 

included projects that foster or enable mobility of researchers in or between the two regions, both on 

a national (only in LAC) and regional level. This means that the mapping also includes some national 

mobility programmes, projects from Erasmus Mundus (2010-2013-Key action 2), ALFA (all three calls) 

and Erasmus + (only a selection of projects in key action 1+2, Higher education sector).  

The stock-taking exercise showed, that both in LAC and the EU there is a rich system of different 

academic networks in place. While the focus regarding academic networks was placed on the LAC 

region, some European university networks like the League of European Research Universities (LERU), 

the European University Association (EUA) or the Coimbra Network are also on included. In total, 59 

of the mapped cases are based in LAC, 18 of them are national networks (like the CRUCH- Council of 

Rectors of Chilean Universities) or mobility schemes put in place by a single country (like the Chilean 

“Programa Formación de Capital Humano Avanzado”). 12  In addition to these regional schemes, 

another 13 networks were mapped that have institutions from both LAC and the EU participating in 

an institutionalised way, not including the projects funded by the EU programmes (ALFA, Erasmus 

mundus und Erasmus+). The following networks were classified as bi-regional:  

                                                           
12 The stock-taking exercise relied on publicly accessible data-bases and partner input, therefore it cannot 
claim to be representative for EU-LAC cooperation in the academic sector in general. However, it allows 
deducting certain tendencies and patterns. 
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Table 7: Bi-regional academic networks and mobility schemes 

Name of the network LAC partner countries EU partner countries 

Rede Magalhães AR, BR, CL, CO, DO, MX, PA, PE, VE BE, CZ, FR, FI, DE, IT, PL, PT, ES, 

SE, UK 

RIACES - Red Iberoamericana para el Aseguramiento de la 

Calidad en la Educación Superior  

BR, BO, CL, CO, CR, CU, EC, SV, MX, 

NI, PA,PY, PE, DO, UY 

ES 

CUIB - Consejo Universitario Iberoamericano AR, BO, BR, CO, CR, CU, EC, SV, GT, 

HN, MX, NI, PA, PY, PE, DO, UY 

ES, PT, IT, PL, LT 

COLUMBUS  Network AR, CR, BR, EC, PE, MX, CL, CO, VE,  BE, IT, IR, ES, PT,  

AUIP - Asocioación Universitaria Iberoamericana de Postgrado AR, BO, BR, CL, CO, CR, CU, EC, SV, 

GT, MX, NI, PA; PY, PE, PT, DO, UY, 

VE 

ES, PT  

AULA CAVILA - Campus Virtual Latinoamericano AR, BR, CL, MX, NI, PA, HN, PY, CO, 

CU 

ES, PT, IT, PL, LT 

Convenio Andrés Bello - Instituto Internacional de Integración  BO, CL, CO, CU, EC, MX, PA, PY, PE, 

DO, VE 

ES 

CINDA - Centro Interuniversitario de Desarrollo AR, BO, BR, CO, CR, CL, EC, MX, PA, 

PY, PE, DO, UY, VE 

ES, IT 

RECLA - Red de Educación Continua de América Latina y 

Europa. 

AR, BR, CL, CO, CR, EC, GT, MX, NI, 

PE, DO, UY 

ES 

FUNIBER - Fundacion universitaria Iberoamericana AR, BR, CL, CR, CU, EC, SV, GT, HN, 

MX, NI, PA, PY, PE, DR, UY 

ES, IT, PT,  

CIELO - Comunidad para el Estudio Laboral y Ocupacional BR, AR, BO, CL, CU, CR, SV, EC, GT, 

HN, MX, NI, PA, PY, PE, UY, VE, HT,  

DO 

ES, PT, IT, FR 

AIJDTSSGC - Asociación Iberoamericana de Juristas de Derecho 

del Trabajo y la Seguridad Social «Dr. Guillermo Cabanellas»  

BR, AR, BO, CL, CU, CR, SV, EC, GT, 

HN, MX, NI, PA, PY, PE, UY, VE, HAT, 

DO 

ES, PT, IT, FR 

OBREAL - Observatorio de las relaciones Unión Europea - 

América Latina 

AR, BR, CO, PE, EC, BO ES, PT, IT, PL, BE, LT, FR, UK 

Figure 5 is an illustration of these bi-regional networks combined with key LAC academic networks, 

highlighting some tendencies regarding bi-regional cooperation. The bigger agglomeration on the top 

right shows that the bigger LAC networks13, are connected to bi-regional networks14 through a set of 

                                                           
13 More precisely the following networks: UDUAL-Union de las Universidades de America Latina y el Caribe, 
Asociación de Universidades de América Latina y el Caribe para la Integración - AUALCPI 
14 RECLA - Red de Educación Continua de América Latina y Europa, AULA CAVILA - Campus Virtual 
Latinoamericano, AUIP - Asocioación Universitaria Iberoamericana de Postgrado, AUIP - Asocioación 
Universitaria Iberoamericana de Postgrado 
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“gatekeeper” institutions 15  which have multiple affiliations. Through these “gatekeepers” a high 

number of higher education institutions are connected, at least indirectly. In the context of bi-regional 

cooperation, this is a chance to create synergies as these institutions potentially could work as 

intermediaries between different networks and foster the mutual exchange between these networks.  

Figure 5: Bi-Regional Academic Networks. 

 
Source: Own elaboration. 

In the left bottom of the visualisation there are a few networks that are only loosely interconnected 

with the agglomeration on the top-right. These networks are regional LAC 16   and bi-regional 

networks17, which have interconnections amongst themselves, but only loose connections to the 

strong network visualised in the upper right. This shows that while there are some networks that are 

highly interconnected (especially the bigger ones), there are also bi-regional networks where 

synergies with other networks are probably more difficult to forge. Further, the networks which can 

be seen on the top in the middle and at the bottom right, add another component to the picture. They 

are mostly networks of non-university associations like e.g. the Pan-American Association of 

Educational Credit or the Iberoamerican Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education and are 

isolated in terms of participating institutions, although often national agencies are participating in 

                                                           
15 For example, the following universities have more than three affiliations: Universidad de Buenos Aires, 
Universidad Nacionall Autonoma de Mexico, Universidad Tecnica Particular de Loja, Universidad de Costa Rica, 
Universidad de Panama.  
16 Red de Macrouniversidades Publicas de América Latina y el Caribe, Consejo Superior Universitario 
Centroamericano, ODUCAL-Organización de Universidades Catolicás en América Latina y  el Caribé 
17 Grupo Magalhaes, CINDA - Centro Interuniversitario de Desarrollo, COLUMBUS Association. 
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these networks, which means they have access to the universities in other networks. Figure 6 

illustrates the diversity of the networks by showing which kind of institutions participate in academic 

networks apart from universities18. 

Figure 6: Legal nature of the institutions participating in EU and LAC Academic networks besides universities 

 
Source: Own elaboration, n=19. 

While the visualisation above gives an insight into the relations between different networks and key 

institutions that are connecting these, it does not say anything about how they approach cooperation, 

which thematic or geographic focus they have or how they assess bi-regional cooperation ongoing in 

their network. For this reason, a survey was designed and sent out to the academic networks and 

mobility schemes. The results of this survey are presented in the following. 

5.2 COOPERATION OF ACADEMIC NETWORKS AND MOBILITY SCHEMES – SURVEY RESULTS 

The online survey was designed on the basis of the results of the mapping exercise. To be more precise 

two different surveys were set up to cover the specific nature of the mapped cases. The first survey 

was targeted at bi-regional and regional academic networks and the second survey targeted the 

mapped projects from EU supported programmes (ALFA, Erasmus Mundus and Erasmus+). Although 

there were some differences in the survey, the guiding questions remained the same: 

- What is the thematic scope of these networks and mobility schemes? 

- What are actions implemented by these networks and mobility schemes? 

- How is the network/mobility scheme organized (participants, hierarchies, target groups etc.)? 

- Which are the most important thematic areas of (bi-)regional networks? 

- In which areas does (bi-)regional cooperation work well? 

                                                           
18 The Figure includes responses from both regional and bi-regional networks.  
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- What needs to be done to improve (bi-)regional cooperation? 

The survey was sent out to 103 networks19 and 47 responses were received, 25 of them complete, 

which makes for a return rate of almost 50% (respectively 25%). Of the total responses 19 came from 

academic networks and mobility schemes, while 28 came from EU funded Erasmus mundus, Erasmus+ 

or Alfa projects. The following results focus mainly on the information gathered through the responses 

from academic networks and mobility schemes, but also take into account the responses of the EU 

funded projects. 

 

The first question of the survey was aimed at finding out if bi-regional cooperation of some kind was 

already in place in the academic network. Figure 7 shows that the majority of surveyed networks, 9 in 

absolute numbers, is already collaborating in some way with partners from the other region.  

 

Figure 7: Are institutions from both regions participating in your network/scheme? In% 

 
Source: own elaboration, n=14. 

 

In terms of thematic focus areas of these networks, seven out of 14 responded, that EU-LAC mobility 

was a priority area of their network. Thus, as  

 

Figure 8 shows, mobility is the highest priority area, followed by scientific and strategic cooperation 

(multiple selections possible). Out of the 14 academic networks that answered the survey, almost 50% 

(networks) stated that the actions they are undertaking are funded by the participating institutions 

themselves. While another four answered that they receive support from other public sources, only 2 

networks stated that they are financed, at least to a relevant amount, by private sources. This shows 

that private funding is a potential source that can help to up-scale bi-regional cooperation and mobility. 

However, the role of public funding remains crucial, as only through public funds it can be assured 

that thematic priorities are aligned with the priorities set out in the bi-regional dialogue on scientific 

cooperation or the priorities jointly determined in the Common Research Area.  

 

 

                                                           
19 The difference to the absolute number of mapped cases is due to unavailable contact details. 
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Figure 8: Focus area of academic networks and mobility schemes, in % 

 
Source: own elaboration, n=14. 

Looking closer at mobility as a priority area, it seems that postgraduate and researcher mobility are 

the most important fields for the academic networks followed by administrative staff mobility. The 

concentration on these three areas points to the fact that in bi-regional cooperation, exchange 

between more advanced researchers, respectively exchange regarding administrative issues is 

regarded as more rewarding than undergraduate mobility. In terms of main challenges, responses 

indicate that they are to be found in a lack of financial resources, as five out of eleven academics 

networks named this as the core challenge. Another important challenge is the insufficient support by 

(supra)national institutions, that was selected by three academic networks. Arguably, this can be 

understood as an indication that national and supranational organisation like the EU and, with 

limitations, CELAC need to provide a framework which can be used by the academic networks. While 

the CRA sets out ambitious goals for bi-regional cooperation, the fact that the absence of sufficient 

support measures is still regarded as an issue shows that more work still has to be done here.  

This observation is also affirmed by the responses to the question that asked for the main drivers in 

the networks that keep the bi-regional cooperation for mobility ongoing (see Figure 9). More than a 

third of the networks responded that the main driver that keeps mobility between the participating 

institutions ongoing is the special commitment of the participating institutions, whereas the political 

commitment of national or regional institutions is only regarded as main driving factor by less than 

20% of the networks. Both results stress the fact that the potential for supporting bi-regional mobility 

trough regional measures is not fully exploited. The cooperation efforts between the two regions 

should be even more coherent and jointly approved to contribute to fruitful environment. 
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Figure 9: Main drivers for EU-LAC mobility, in % 

 

Source: own elaboration, n=10. 

Results of the survey which was sent out to EU funded bi-regional projects dealing with mobility 

further confirm these conclusions. Figure 10 illustrates that defining areas of mutual interest and 

better promoting EU-LAC cooperation possibilities in LAC countries are the most important measures 

that could be taken to foster EU-LAC mobility. For both activities a sound framework supported by 

national and supranational institutions can be a valuable factor in supporting bi-regional cooperation 

efforts. So, also for the projects that are already operating under the framework of a supranational 

funding programme, there are still certain areas where more coherent support is required.  

Figure 10: Measures that should be taken to foster EU-LAC mobility according to EU funded projects 

 

Source: own elaboration, n=16. 
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In case of the EU funded projects that were consulted, it is also useful to look at their assessment of 

the main results that they achieved during and after their project. The question is if the temporary 

academic network, which was formed in the framework of the project, lead to continued cooperation 

in future calls or eventually resulted in more institutionalised forms of cooperation. Figure 11 gives an 

overview of the most important results selected by the projects that participated in the survey. 

Looking at the three different funding programmes that were represented in the mapping, the result 

that receives the most agreement is “strengthened institutional networks between the partner 

institutions of the network”. Furthermore, continued cooperation of the partners that worked 

together in a project is regarded as an essential outcome of these projects. Arguably, this indicates 

that cooperation in an EU-LAC setting, although funded only for a certain period of time, results in 

strengthened bi-regional cooperation. In addition, the result “strengthened personal ties between the 

partners” point in the same direction, especially in the mobility actions of Erasmus Mundus and 

Erasmus+, were personal acquaintance is a big factor in researcher and student mobility.  

Figure 11: Most important results of EU funded EU-LAC cooperation projects. 

 

Source: own elaboration, n=16. 

All in all, a need for supranational and national support structures for bi-regional mobility is observable. 

To pin down more concrete measures departing from experiences of the networks and projects 
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Strengthened personal ties
between the partners

Strengthened institutional
networks between the

partner institutions

More knowledge about
scientific capabilities in the

other region

Generation of new
knowledge

Acquaintance with new
scientific perspectives

Strengthened administrative
capacities

Continued cooperation with
the partner institutions from

the other region

Higher visibility of
participating institutions?

Important element for
accreditation

ALFA Erasmus Mundus Erasmus+



  WP4-Dl-122 D4-1: Bi-Regional Mobility 

D4.1_WP4_Dl_122_Bi-Regional_Mobility_v2_1__Final_PB 36 May 2018 

explore for new areas of bi-regional cooperation. The following chapter presents the findings of theses 

in-depth interviews. 

5.3 UPSCALING OF BI-REGIONAL COOPERATION – GOOD PRACTICES, CHALLENGES AND 

POTENTIALS  

After getting an overview on the (bi-)regional network and scheme structure in academic EU-LAC 

cooperation, the next step was to select interesting cases for further examination. These cases were 

selected following three criteria: 1) representativity, 2) indication of good practice and 3) potential for 

further cooperation. While the first criteria was assessed by the general classification in the mapping 

and included geographic diversity, criteria 2) and 3) were assessed by the researcher team through 

the responses received in the survey. Out of 10 networks and schemes that were selected for further 

questioning, only seven agreed to participate in an interview at the end. Table 8 lists the participating 

organisations. In addition to these seven networks that were interviewed more in-depth, the 

responses to open questions in the survey also contributed to this analysis to get an even more diverse 

outlook on the topics in focus.  

Table 8: Interviewed networks and schemes 

Name of the network/scheme Classification  Programme 

CLACSO Academic Network / 

Fundación Carolina Mobility scheme / 

UDUAL – Union de Universidades de 

América Latina 

Academic Network / 

KITE – Knowledge Integration and 

Transparency in Education 

EU-funded mobility scheme Erasmus Mundus 

FORINT - Fortalecimiento de la 

Internacionalizacion entre las Universidades 

Europeas y Latinoamericanas 

EU-funded academic network Erasmus+ 

VISIR  - Educational Modules for Electric and 

Electronic Circuits Theory and Practice 

following an Enquiry-based Teaching and 

Learning Methodology supported 

EU-funded academic network Erasmus+ 

IBRASIL EU-funded mobility scheme Erasmus Mundus 
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The interview approach included questions on good practices, challenges and barriers and required 

support measures to strengthening bi-regional collaboration and mobility efforts. In the following, a 

synthesis of the feedback of the participating networks is presented. While these networks are quite 

different in their structures, purpose and scope, they still share a common experience of working 

towards fostering mutual exchange in an international environment. Therefore, they share a similar 

set of knowledge created at the intersection of intercultural interaction, institutional support 

measures and general framework conditions. Subsequently the main synthesis stemming from the 

insights provided by the different networks are provided, following the main thematic blocs of the 

interview.  

Development of joint actions and common approaches 

Naturally, due to the different kinds of networks that were surveyed, the approaches to cooperation 

were highly diverse. Academic networks seem to be organized very heterogeneously, connecting a 

vast number of higher academic institutions. In the case of academic networks, the structure can be 

one of a national NGO, an international organisation or even a foundation. The organizational 

structure has implications for the concrete operational work of the networks, as it determines 

decision-making processes and can contribute to reducing asymmetries in terms of power relations. 

Different organizational structures also mean different ways in how to set agendas and priorities. For 

example, in the case of the mobility scheme Fundación Carolina the interaction between private and 

public actors is quite close, as representatives from Spanish ministries and private companies are, 

under consultation of academic experts, setting the priority areas for the mobility programme. The 

objective of the Fundación Carolina is to foster scientific cooperation between Iberoamerican 

countries and to involve the private sector in academic cooperation to create synergies for economic 

growth. This means there is a close interaction between industry needs and governmental priorities, 

whereby these priorities are clearly Spanish ones and not specifically aligned with EU-CELAC priority 

areas. European funded projects on the other hand are obviously developed in the framework of EU 

priorities, with the specific consortiums forming around specific topics of interest. However, in this 

context, the claims of a Common Research Area seem to be difficult to implement in practice, as the 

kind of research that was to be conducted “was very much up to the European partners to decide”. 

Nonetheless the EU programmes present the chance to form a consortium that is adapted to the 

needs and requirements of the participating institutions. Due to the usually smaller size of these 

consortiums, an Erasmus+ project may include only around ten universities, while a big (bi-)regional 

academic network can encompass several hundred higher education institutions, it is possible to take 

a more direct approach between the different participating institutions. This can help to mitigate fears 

of administrative barriers and can contribute to a more efficient exchange both in scientific as in 

institutional and administrative matters. 

In terms of academic networks, various approaches to develop common actions were mentioned in 

the survey and the interviews, often even inside the same network. Roughly, a differentiation can be 

made through discerning thematic, strategic and administrative approaches. Mobility often serves as 

a cross-cutting actions present in all of these approaches in networks. For example, the CLACSO 

network is mainly organised along thematic working groups which are formed by the participating 

universities every three years. European universities are only associated members in this network, but 
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they are allowed and encouraged to participate in those working groups. Further, there are post-

graduate networks and a certain stock of mobility scholarships, but in this case only between LAC 

institutions. The working groups are created mostly in a bottom-up initiative according to the interest 

of universities. This gives a good example of how formation of thematic working groups could take 

place in a non-hierarchic way, taking into account both interests from the EU and LAC. Although 

CLACSO does not provide general funding for these working groups, it works as an important rooftop-

organisation. However, the interest of LAC universities to cooperate with other world regions like 

China or Africa has increased notably according to the experiences shared by representatives of 

CLACSO and UDUAL. Nevertheless, UDUAL is undertaking new approaches to start intensified 

cooperation with the European Coimbra network to “cooperate in a more coherent and specific 

manner”, especially in terms of mobility. Hereby, the focus shall be put not only on mobility 

cooperation, but rather on more institutionalised ways of securing inter-continental pathways of 

exchange that transcended individual mobility. 

Main challenges of bi-regional cooperation and good practices in tackling them 

Main challenges and barriers for EU-LAC cooperation and mobility have already been indicated in the 

previous sub-chapter, as the survey included a dedicated question on this issue. The trends that were 

already visible in the survey responses were confirmed by the interviews. A lack of financial resources 

is identified as a main problem regarding mobility, as for example daily rates for students or 

researchers on abroad trips are sometimes regarded as calculated too low in case of EU funded 

projects; or universities themselves are not dedicating enough money in case of academic networks. 

On a more basic notion, the interviews showed that often, especially when working with smaller LAC 

countries, the knowledge needed to jointly work in international projects is very limited. This 

highlights that administrative capacities are not well developed, meaning, for example that researcher 

groups don´t know how to organise research in an international context.  

An observed issue is the inclusion of Caribbean partners. Inside LAC networks this might be related to 

language issues, but often it is also a problem of lack of administrative capacities available in smaller 

Caribbean universities. Therefore, the case of the University of West Indies seems to be a good 

practice example as this university consortium manages to support its different branches all over the 

Caribbean with support measures regarding internationalisation and administration of bi-regional 

cooperation and mobility. Another, very practical issue, is the one of different time zones. Operating 

in different time zones often makes meeting more difficult, as working hours are limited each day and 

in case of universities other obligations like giving classes often have priority compared to online 

meetings with partners from the EU or LAC. In this specific regard, university administrations are called 

upon to provide the necessary support measures to researcher to be able to comply with their duties 

deriving from international cooperation projects.  

Another main challenge which becomes manifest especially in EU funded projects, but also in 

academic networks, is the bureaucratic work load that comes along with getting involved in 

international cooperation and mobility. This issue stretches from the level of individual researchers 

being overwhelmed with bureaucratic demands e.g. in their host institution of an abroad stay to the 

requirements set out for participating in e.g. EU funded projects. While a certain amount of 

bureaucracy is certainly necessary, more easily accessible assistance measures could help mitigating 
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this problem. For example, on an institutional level a network solved this problem by pairing more 

experienced “mentoring institutions” with newcomer institutions. This pairing ensured direct support 

channels between the partners and making cooperation more efficient by establishing a personal link. 

Another facet of this is complying with eligibility criteria for funding, which is not always easy, 

especially in case of international organisations like e.g. CLACSO. On an individual level this translates 

to better on-site support measures for researchers working in a foreign environment.  

Moreover, the issue of competing funding sources has to be taken into consideration. Arguably, 

regional or bi-regional funding sources can exert pressure on national funding opportunities and lead 

to duplication of efforts. And interview partner from an EU mobility project described a situation in 

which the project offered scholarships in the exact field were a big national scholarship programme 

was recruiting students. This led to a situation of competition in which the full potential of both 

scholarship programmes could not be exploited. Therefore, it is important to have aligned priorities 

for mobility on national, regional and bi-regional level. To avoid a situation where e.g. the EU is 

offering scholarships in fields that are already sufficiently covered by regional or national funding 

programmes, the continuous bi-regional exchange on priority areas for different zones and thematic 

needs has to be strengthened. An example for this is currently being set by the UDUAL-Coimbra 

cooperation, where national research and funding programmes are mapped as to get an overview on 

what should be the key areas for further cooperation.   

Needs for support and ways to strengthen cooperation 

A general issue that arose particularly by the EU funded projects is the one of information on funding 

possibilities. Apparently, these are often still not well known by LAC researchers or institutions and 

therefore the participation is still not where it could be. In the last decade, the EU has been dedicating 

significant resources towards communication and dissemination efforts in LAC and other world 

regions, but apparently there is still untapped potential in these areas. With the implementation of 

the Service Facility20 in support of the strategic development of international cooperation in Research 

and Innovation, the European Commission has taken another step to push communication efforts in 

different world regions forward. Making use of the ties already established in previous Framework 

Programmes will be crucial to ensure the success of this institution. The cooperation with LAC 

universities needs to be very intense on this issue. Regional academic networks like UDUAL, CLACSO, 

or AUALCPI can be very valuable in this regard as they have stable connection to a high number of LAC 

universities. Working together more closely with LAC regional university associations, maybe also 

enabling their participation in funding programmes, could contribute to higher visibility on the 

continent as well as to be more involved in the bi-regional scientific discourse. This could also be 

achieved by establishing a bi-regional platform for University Associations from both regions to discuss 

common approaches to cooperation. While the EU-CELAC Academic Summit already serves as a 

                                                           
20 The Service Facility in Support of the Strategic Development of International Cooperation in Research and 
Innovation set up under the provisions of the Horizon 2020 Work Programme 2016-2017. The service facility in 
support of research and innovation cooperation aims to support the European Commission in reinforcing 
bilateral, multilateral and bi-regional policy dialogues with Third Countries and regions as well as identifying 
and addressing barriers to and opportunities for increased cooperation. 
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framework for bringing multiple actors together, a more stable and continuous platform would 

facilitate interexchange. 

Furthermore, the issue of funding sources remains relevant. Notwithstanding the traditional demands 

for more funding sources raised in both regions there are other matters connected to this topic. For 

one, mobility funding should be linked to a better access to research infrastructures and knowledge 

systems. In case of peripheral universities from both regions, the access to basic resources that are 

necessary for conducting high quality research is not easy. The experience of sharing scientific results 

on an international level can be as rewarding as the access to research equipment not accessible in 

the home country of a researcher. 

Moreover, funding can become a measure of supporting cooperation on an equal-footing and with 

lesser asymmetries in terms of decision making power and agenda setting. If bi—regional cooperation 

takes the proclamations of the Common Research Area seriously and strives for mutually beneficial 

scientific exchange, a way to do so would be to work more towards co-funded or (CE)LAC funded 

networks and projects. This would strengthen the cooperation on multiple levels: First, it would 

reverse traditional cooperation patterns and their sometimes path-dependent routines and hereby 

facilitate innovativeness in and through cooperation. Second, it would shift the perspective of EU 

institutions and force them to adapt a bit more to the reality of LAC universities. By doing so, mutual 

understanding would be fostered, and up-scaling of cooperation and mobility would show more 

efficiency. Third, LAC countries could push their own research agendas and, at the same time, share 

more confident scientific knowledge on issues where LAC researchers are more proficient than their 

European counterparts. Obviously, the precondition for this is that regional organisations like CELAC 

or other regional bodies commit funds to bi-regional cooperation and get active in the field not only 

in the framework of political dialogue, but also in terms of bundling resources from its member 

countries.  

Mutual understanding of structures, systems and procedures in the higher education sector in both 

regions is crucial for strengthening cooperation and mobility. It is a precondition to work towards an 

environment more fit for international cooperation, especially on the LAC side. The EU has been 

serving as role model in terms of regional integration of university systems, including diploma 

recognition and credit transfer, in the last decades. However, the interview partners from LAC 

highlighted the fact, that EU experiences are not easily transferable to LAC due to national and regional 

peculiarities. If the EU wants to contribute to the development of an integrated university system it 

needs to “share its experiences with all its flaws (…) without imposing anything”, according to an 

interviewee. The cooperation of regional LAC networks has shown, that there are a diverse set of 

actors that needs to be taken on board when talking about internationalisation and integration in LAC. 

For example, it was mentioned multiple times in the interviews that students or teacher unions have 

a bigger role in a lot of LAC universities, which generally have a high degree of autonomy. A better 

understanding of this circumstance and offering assistance in an appropriate way can, in the long-

term, contribute significantly to strengthening bi-regional cooperation. A key role in this matter could 

be a stronger focus on administrative interchange between the regions fostering the foundation for 

EU-LAC cooperation. 
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Diversity of involved institutions is another way how cooperation could be strengthened. This means 

on the one hand, better inclusion of the private sector in bi-regional cooperation. An example for this 

is the Spanish Fundación Carolina, where private companies are contributing to scholarships available 

for LAC researchers and therefore have better access to research results. Although agenda setting 

should clearly remain with public institutions, match-making with the interests of private companies 

could be a very efficacious way to up-scale bi-regional mobility efforts and make more funding 

available. Thinking of the example just mentioned, a similar foundation on bi-regional level could 

include companies, universities and public institutions from both regions, extending the possibilities 

for cooperation and mobility significantly. On the other hand, such a bi-regional platform should also 

be integrative towards other organisations from Civil Society, as stressed by some interview partners, 

promoting the connection of science and research to society. Hereby, on interview partner from the 

EU pointed out that Latin American and Caribbean experiences could be more than valuable, as the 

connection to the Civil Society traditionally is higher in the case of LAC universities than in the EU. For 

example, under the label of “Extensão” Brazilian universities promote a strong connection with their 

communities. The outreach to these communities highlights the embeddedness of LAC universities in 

socio-economic environments. From a European perspective this could be an interesting docking point, 

considering the strong focus on Responsible Research and Innovation that was set by the latest EU 

funding programmes. 

6 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The conducted analysis gives an insight into the key institutions and patterns of bi-regional scientific 

cooperation, in general as well as regarding mobility. While this report provides a glimpse of the 

system of institutions and networks working in the area of bi-regional cooperation towards mobility, 

it also served to point out areas for further and strengthened cooperation, based on the experiences 

of networks, schemes and projects active in this field. A number of conclusions can be drawn from the 

combined analysis that lead to recommendations for improving and strengthening bi-regional 

relations in the scientific dimension.  

Firstly, looking at mobility schemes in place, it became clear that there is already quite a wide range 

of possibilities for researchers and students to study or work abroad in the other region for a certain 

period of time. Especially in the framework of the Erasmus+ programme and the MSCA actions which 

are part of the EU Framework Programme. These programmes are complimented by various national 

initiatives like the “Fundación Carolina” (Spain) or the “Science without borders” programme (Brazil). 

However, the possibilities and requirements for participation in these programmes are still not well 

known in some parts of the LAC scientific community. Further support measures are needed not only 

in terms of promoting exchange possibilities but also in terms of creating easier access and continued 

support. This is especially true for more peripheral regions of LAC, like Caribbean islands. The data on 

participation in mobility programmes show that there are some countries and institutions that are 

very proficient in participating in funded programmes. Smaller countries and universities often 

struggle to succeed in this highly competitive area and therefore need to be targeted more explicitly. 
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Recommendation I – Promote mobility and support the NCP network 

The EC has already taken steps to reinforce international cooperation. Establishing the Service Facility 

for Support of International Cooperation in R&I was one way of making science in Europe more “open 

to the world”. This basis could be used to develop coherent strategies for strengthening bi-regional 

mobility. Well established networks forged under the various support projects for EU-LAC dialogue 

(e.g. ALCUE NET) could be used as docking points to up-scale mobility. Further, support measures for 

the Latin American NCP-network (Red LAC-NCP) could be coordinated via this platform and extend 

their scope towards other mobility programmes and dedicate special resources to regions so far only 

minimally represented in these programmes.  

Secondly, a strong case was made for coherence and alignment of national, regional and bi—regional 

scientific cooperation and mobility in the framework of the Common Research Area. Taking the 

commitment to jointly addressing grand challenges seriously also has consequences for mobility and 

cooperation more in general. Intervening in Research and Innovation systems can create unintended 

side-effects such as building up competition through mobility scholarships. While this creates a lot of 

possibilities, it also generates unintended side-effects as for example that the availability of multiple 

scholarship programmes leads to duplications or undercutting of existing mechanisms. Therefore, 

alignment and harmonisation of bi-regional, regional and national efforts seem to be crucial to achieve 

the set out objectives. With the EU-CELAC Academic Summit a formal body has been established that 

can serve as umbrella organisation for discussion and strategic orientation. However, the summit 

needs to be accompanied and followed up by more concrete alignment measures. 

Recommendation II – Alignment and coherence  

To align bi-regional research and mobility programmes, a basic stock of knowledge on what is already 

going on in and between the two regions is necessary. While the EULAC Focus project, especially 

through D.4.2 on Research Infrastructures and the present report contributes to this task, other 

sources have to be consulted and new pathways have to be identified. A docking point for the EU 

would be to get engaged with academic networks already working on this topic. For example the 

UDUAL and the Coimbra networking are in a process of forging a closer alliance and setting priorities 

according to the research that is going on in their member institutions. The EU-CELAC Academic 

Summit could serve as framework that gives orientation to the process of alignment and coherence.  

Thirdly, the question of financial resources available for bi-regional mobility programmes and 

cooperation was omnipresent. Dedicating more resources to this area would contribute to 

strengthening the ties between the regions and make the outcomes more fruitful. However, funding 

should increasingly be diversified. A key factor would be that LAC countries progressively take the role 

of funding entities for bi-regional cooperation projects, giving money both to LAC and EU entities. 

Through this, bi-regional cooperation could unfold under more equal premises and the mutual benefit 

would be increased. Doing so would be possible on national level, for example through the funding 

agencies identified in this report, or under a common regional framework like it is provided through 

CELAC. Further the EU-LAC interest Group of funding could be a docking point to develop joint funding 

strategies. In relation to this, the analysis also showed the demand for including different actors in 

funding mobility and scientific collaborations. This could mean including Civil Society organisations as 
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well as private corporations. While LAC universities have a lot of experience with social outreach and 

are strongly embedded in their communities, European examples like “Fundación Carolina” show how 

private companies can be included in bi-regional mobility without compromising scientific integrity.  

Recommendation III – Focus on joint and LAC funding 

If cooperation and mobility is to take place on an equal footing, tackling the grand challenges starting 

from a common basis, the funding patterns need to change. While it is obvious that the EU countries 

have more resources ready to invest in this area, LAC funding agencies and regional integration 

projects like CELAC need to get more active. To do so, a bi-regional network of the identified most 

important, but also smaller and less active research funding agencies should be created to encourage 

bi-regional projects funded by LAC partners. This network could also include Civils Society 

organisations and private companies interested in contributing financial resources. Already existing 

instruments like the EU-CELAC Platform for Funding Agencies can serve as a framework, but the 

commitment to them should be reinforced both by LAC and EU institutions.  

Fourthly, the report identified key institutions in the field of academic cooperation. Academic 

networks like university associations play a role in the bi-regional mobility and cooperation, but their 

connections could still be exploited much further to up-scale mobility and cooperation. Both networks 

in the EU and in LAC have to be included more profoundly when implementing measures of bi-regional 

cooperation. Including these associations stronger in the design and implementation of cooperation 

efforts would not only ensure close connection of bi-regional cooperation and regional priorities but 

also be more inclusive to smaller and more peripheral partners. Using and strengthening these existing 

platforms is a way of building up capacities for international cooperation without imposing any 

unwanted measures that are, at worst, perceived as neo—colonial.  

Recommendation IV – EULAC University Association 

Using the potential of university association in both regions is a crucial factor in up-scaling and 

strengthening mobility and cooperation. Bringing together university networks from both regions in 

an umbrella organisation would enable the universities themselves to be more actively involved and 

committed to cooperation efforts. This platform could be used to feed regional priorities more 

efficiently into the bi-regional cooperation discourse and allow developing direct measures to foster 

mobility. An upside of this approach would be the facilitation of match-making between LAC and EU 

universities. Via a so called “EULAC University Association”, a more direct channel for cooperation 

would be created, facilitating innovative and up-to-date approaches.  

Another area that should be mentioned is that EU-LAC relations are increasingly challenged by LAC 

expanding its cooperation efforts towards other regions, especially China and Africa. South-South 

cooperation can be very valuable for LAC as a region, as it fosters mutual exchange on topics that are 

of interest to the regions. For the EU this means engaging its LAC partners more actively again, as their 

options for cooperation are diversifying. Thinking ahead, EU-LAC cooperation in the scientific 

dimension needs to be adaptive to needs from both regions and try to highlight its unique features to 

make it even more worthwhile. There is a solid basis in terms of cooperation on mobility, but to comply 

with the claims set out in the Common Research Area and to be truly mutually beneficial, cooperation 
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efforts have to take the issues highlighted in this report seriously and act accordingly. This applies not 

only to the EU side, but also for the LAC partners, no matter if located on national or regional level. 
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ANNEX I 

EU-LAC Funded Research in Web of Science (2005-2017) 

Elaborated by: Sergio Minniti, sminniti@yachaytech.edu.ec 

 

Sample: EULAC 2005-2017 

Results: 176,507 

 

CU=(Brazil or Mexico or Colombia or Argentina or Peru or Venezuela or Chile or Ecuador or 

Guatemala or Haiti or Bolivia or Dominican Republic of Honduras or Paraguay or Nicaragua or El 

Salvador or Costa Rica or Panama or Puerto Rico or Uruguay or Guadeloupe or Martinique or Trinidad 

and Tobago or Jamaica or Bahamas or Barbados or Saint Lucia or Curacao or Aruba or Saint Vincent 

and the Grenadines or United States Virgin Islands or Grenada or Antigua and Barbuda or Dominica or 

Cayman Islands or Saint Kitts and Nevis or Sint Maarten or Turks and Caicos Islands and Saint Martin 

or British Virgin Islands or Caribbean Netherlands or Anguilla or Saint Barthelemy or Montserrat or 

Cuba or Suriname or Belize or French Guiane or Guyana or Falkland Islands) AND CU=(Belgium OR 

Denmark OR France OR Germany OR Greece OR Ireland OR Italy OR Luxembourg OR Netherlands 

OR Portugal OR Spain OR United Kingdom OR Austria OR Finland OR Sweden OR Cyprus OR Czech 

Republic OR Estonia OR Hungary OR Latvia OR Lithuania OR Malta OR Poland OR Slovakia OR 

Slovenia OR Bulgaria OR Romania OR Croatia)  

Timespan: 2005-2017. Indexes: SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, ESCI.  

 

Synthesis: In the WoS database (2005-2017) there are 176,507 EU-LAC co-published documents. 

There is a total of 31,085 funding agencies within the EULAC sample, which funded researches 

resulting in 102,621 documents (58.140%), while 73,886 documents (41.860%) are indexed by WoS as 

not funded. 

Amongst the top 50 funding agencies we find 11 LAC agencies and 39 EU agencies. 

 

Top 50 EU-LAC Funding Agencies (2005-2017) 

 

# Region Funding Agencies 
(TOP 50) 

records Countries/Territories 
(Top 10) 

records Publicatio
n Years 

record
s 

1 LAC CNPQ 15645 BRAZIL 15583 2016 2654 



  WP4-Dl-122 D4-1: Bi-Regional Mobility 

D4.1_WP4_Dl_122_Bi-Regional_Mobility_v2_1__Final_PB 48 May 2018 

Conselho Nacional 
de 
Desenvolvimento 
Científico e 
Tecnológico 

www.cnpq.br 

 

 

FRANCE 5083 2015 2148 

GERMANY 4680 2017 2073 

SPAIN 4611 2014 1979 

USA 3685 2013 1768 

ITALY 3457 2012 1608 

PORTUGAL 2984 2011 1337 

ENGLAND 2721 2010 1002 

RUSSIA 2112 2009 803 

NETHERLANDS 2090 2008 255 

  2007 9 

  2005 5 

  2006 4 

2 LAC CAPES 

Coordenação de 
Aperfeicoamento 
de Pessoal de Nível 
Superior 

www.capes.gov.br 

8645 BRAZIL 8607 2016 1512 

FRANCE 2793 2015 1253 

SPAIN 2440 2017 1204 

GERMANY 2195 2014 1079 

PORTUGAL 1763 2013 987 

ITALY 1681 2012 829 

USA 1649 2011 688 

ENGLAND 1221 2010 505 

SWITZERLAND 991 2009 443 

POLAND 987 2008 139 

  2007 5 

  2005 1 

3 LAC FAPESP 7920 BRAZIL 7902 2016 1299 

FRANCE 2891 2015 1112 

http://www.cnpq.br/
http://www.capes.gov.br/
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Fundação de 
Amparo à Pesquisa 
do Estado de São 
Paulo 

www.fapesp.br 

 

GERMANY 2860 2017 1004 

SPAIN 2733 2014 974 

USA 2423 2013 922 

ITALY 2199 2012 864 

ENGLAND 1866 2011 688 

PORTUGAL 1839 2010 501 

RUSSIA 1608 2009 408 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1566 2008 141 

  2006 4 

  2007 2 

  2005 1 

4 LAC CONACYT 

Consejo Nacional 
de Ciencia y 
Tecnología 
(Mexico, Bolivia, 
Paraguay) 

www.conacyt.gob.

mx 

www.conacyt.gov.
bo 

http://www.conacyt

.gov.py/ 

 

6189 MEXICO 6110 2016 831 

SPAIN 3071 2015 757 

FRANCE 1962 2013 728 

GERMANY 1740 2012 721 

USA 1629 2014 717 

ITALY 1211 2017 702 

ENGLAND 1089 2011 632 

BRAZIL 1026 2010 523 

RUSSIA 929 2009 402 

CZECH REPUBLIC 915 2008 168 

  2007 4 

  2005 3 

  2006 1 

5 LAC CONICET 4048 ARGENTINA 4027 2016 529 

SPAIN 1594 2015 498 

http://www.fapesp.br/
http://www.conacyt.gob.mx/
http://www.conacyt.gob.mx/
http://www.conacyt.gov.bo/
http://www.conacyt.gov.bo/
http://www.conacyt.gov.py/
http://www.conacyt.gov.py/
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Consejo Nacional 
de Investigaciones 
Científicas y 
Técnicas 

www.conicet.gov.a
r 

GERMANY 1090 2014 481 

FRANCE 889 2012 468 

USA 505 2017 433 

ITALY 441 2011 410 

BRAZIL 391 2013 396 

ENGLAND 276 2010 369 

NETHERLANDS 251 2009 334 

SWEDEN 204 2008 124 

  2007 5 

  2005 1 

6 LAC FONDECYT 

Fondo Nacional de 
Desarrollo 
Científico y 
Tecnológico 

www.conicyt.cl/fon

decyt 

4010 CHILE 4001 2016 625 

SPAIN 1328 2015 563 

GERMANY 1085 2017 527 

FRANCE 1062 2013 479 

USA 805 2014 475 

ITALY 469 2012 394 

ENGLAND 455 2011 357 

AUSTRALIA 219 2010 289 

BELGIUM 218 2009 230 

BRAZIL 188 2008 70 

  2006 1 

7 LAC ANPCYT 

AGENCIA 

NACIONAL DE 

PROMOCIÓN 

CIENTÍFICA Y 

TECNOLÓGICA 

2727 ARGENTINA 2724 2012 366 

SPAIN 1434 2016 361 

GERMANY 1102 2015 357 

FRANCE 1034 2014 322 

ITALY 834 2013 305 

http://www.conicet.gov.ar/
http://www.conicet.gov.ar/
http://www.conicyt.cl/fondecyt
http://www.conicyt.cl/fondecyt


  WP4-Dl-122 D4-1: Bi-Regional Mobility 

D4.1_WP4_Dl_122_Bi-Regional_Mobility_v2_1__Final_PB 51 May 2018 

www.agencia.minc
yt.gob.ar/ 

 

USA 814 2017 280 

BRAZIL 720 2011 280 

ENGLAND 693 2010 218 

PORTUGAL 680 2009 169 

NETHERLANDS 680 2008 64 

  2007 3 

  2006 1 

8 LAC FAPERJ 

Fundação de 

Amparo à Pesquisa 

do Estado do Rio de 

Janeiro 

www.faperj.br/ 

 

2385 BRAZIL 2376 2013 335 

FRANCE 1470 2016 317 

GERMANY 1303 2014 304 

USA 1237 2015 303 

SPAIN 1161 2012 298 

ENGLAND 1110 2017 253 

ITALY 1069 2011 237 

RUSSIA 1060 2010 162 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1055 2009 128 

SWITZERLAND 906 2008 44 

  2007 2 

  2005 2 

9 LAC CONICYT 

Comisión Nacional 

de Investigación 

Científica y 

Tecnológica 

www.conicyt.cl/ 

+  

ECOS-CONICYT 

2326 CHILE 2304 2016 389 

FRANCE 1195 2015 314 

SPAIN 1181 2013 296 

GERMANY 1027 2012 281 

USA 949 2014 271 

ENGLAND 791 2017 259 

ITALY 782 2011 247 

http://www.agencia.mincyt.gob.ar/
http://www.agencia.mincyt.gob.ar/
http://www.faperj.br/
http://www.conicyt.cl/
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Programa de 
Cooperación 
Científica 

www.conicyt.cl/pci
/tag/ecos-conicyt/ 

AUSTRALIA 699 2010 151 

SWEDEN 690 2009 78 

DENMARK 680 2008 37 

  2007 1 

  2006 1 

  2005 1 

10 LAC COLCIENCIAS 
COLOMBIA 

Departamento 
Administrativo de 
Ciencia, Tecnología 
e Innovación 

www.colciencias.g

ov.co/ 

 

2009 COLOMBIA 1998 2012 329 

SPAIN 1599 2016 306 

FRANCE 1422 2013 270 

GERMANY 1418 2015 239 

USA 1390 2014 216 

BRAZIL 1355 2011 208 

ENGLAND 1350 2017 187 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1326 2010 115 

RUSSIA 1316 2009 94 

CZECH REPUBLIC 1287 2008 43 

  2007 2 

11 LAC FAPEMIG 

Fundação de 
Amparo à Pesquisa 
de Minas Gerais 

www.fapemig.br/ 

 

983 BRAZIL 982 2016 165 

FRANCE 243 2015 149 

SPAIN 215 2014 145 

GERMANY 170 2017 124 

PORTUGAL 130 2013 115 

ITALY 108 2012 97 

USA 106 2011 80 

NETHERLANDS 79 2010 58 

ENGLAND 43 2009 34 

http://www.conicyt.cl/pci/tag/ecos-conicyt/
http://www.conicyt.cl/pci/tag/ecos-conicyt/
http://www.colciencias.gov.co/
http://www.colciencias.gov.co/
http://www.fapemig.br/
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BELGIUM 39 2008 13 

  2007 3 

        

        

        

# Region Funding Agencies 
(TOP 50) 

records Countries/Territories 
(Top 10) 

records Publicatio
n Years 

record
s 

1 EU DFG GERMANY 

DEUTSCHE 
FORSCHUNGSGEM
EINSCHAFT 
www.dfg.de/ 

 

5168 GERMANY 5091 2016 756 

BRAZIL 2885 2015 670 

USA 2625 2012 651 

ENGLAND 2230 2014 623 

FRANCE 2210 2013 614 

SPAIN 2022 2017 553 

ITALY 1824 2011 538 

RUSSIA 1801 2010 385 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1778 2009 293 

SWITZERLAND 1745 2008 80 

  2007 4 

  2005 1 

2 EU MICINN 

SPANISH MINISTRY 
OF SCIENCE AND 
INNOVATION 

Ministerio de 
Ciencia e 
Innovacion 

www.micinn.es 

4443 SPAIN 4381 2012 951 

BRAZIL 1466 2011 764 

MEXICO 1190 2013 637 

USA 1138 2014 529 

CHILE 1036 2010 447 

ARGENTINA 999 2015 429 

GERMANY 962 2016 313 

http://www.dfg.de/
http://www.micinn.es/
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FRANCE 918 2017 196 

ENGLAND 893 2009 159 

ITALY 856 2008 17 

  2005 1 

3 EU MINECO SPAIN 

MINISTERIO DE 
ECONOMIA Y 
COMPETITIVIDAD 
(Ministry of 
Economy and 
Competitiveness) 

www.idi.mineco.go

b.es/ 

4059 SPAIN 4022 2016 1199 

BRAZIL 1731 2017 1008 

USA 1298 2015 870 

GERMANY 1140 2014 586 

FRANCE 1097 2013 339 

CHILE 1064 2012 57 

ENGLAND 1058   

ITALY 965   

ARGENTINA 911   

NETHERLANDS 818   

4 EU EUROPEAN UNION 2991 SPAIN 1362 2016 445 

BRAZIL 1326 2015 416 

GERMANY 1086 2011 349 

FRANCE 1066 2014 343 

USA 1021 2012 341 

ENGLAND 954 2010 312 

ITALY 935 2017 294 

CHILE 661 2013 291 

ARGENTINA 657 2009 147 

MEXICO 615 2008 50 

  2007 2 

  2006 1 

http://www.idi.mineco.gob.es/
http://www.idi.mineco.gob.es/
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5 EU FCT PORTUGAL 

Fundação para a 

Ciência e a 

Tecnologia 

www.fct.pt/ 

 

2885 PORTUGAL 2855 2016 480 

BRAZIL 2421 2015 406 

SPAIN 1280 2012 374 

USA 1199 2013 373 

GERMANY 1154 2014 363 

FRANCE 1147 2017 360 

ENGLAND 1131 2011 261 

ITALY 1096 2010 147 

SWITZERLAND 1080 2009 96 

COLOMBIA 1036 2008 25 

6 EU EUROPEAN 
RESEARCH 
COUNCIL 

erc.europa.eu/ 

2545 USA 1856 2016 536 

ENGLAND 1746 2015 471 

GERMANY 1742 2017 406 

FRANCE 1718 2014 359 

BRAZIL 1697 2013 324 

SPAIN 1609 2012 303 

ITALY 1523 2011 112 

SWITZERLAND 1438 2010 28 

POLAND 1331 2009 6 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1303   

7 EU STFC UNITED 
KINGDOM 

Science and 

Technology 

Facilities Council 

www.stfc.ac.uk/ 

 

2375 ENGLAND 2317 2016 426 

USA 2175 2012 344 

GERMANY 2147 2015 320 

FRANCE 2040 2013 319 

SPAIN 1903 2014 303 

BRAZIL 1846 2017 243 

http://www.fct.pt/
http://www.erc.europa.eu/
http://www.stfc.ac.uk/
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ITALY 1843 2011 233 

RUSSIA 1838 2010 99 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1752 2009 69 

SWITZERLAND 1657 2008 19 

8 EU FEDER/ERDF 

Fondo Europeo de 
Desarrollo 
Regional/ 
EUROPEAN 
REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

http://ec.europa.e
u/regional_policy/e
s/funding/erdf/ 

 

2039 SPAIN 1595 2016 388 

BRAZIL 1035 2017 351 

MEXICO 803 2015 283 

PORTUGAL 802 2014 262 

USA 622 2013 239 

FRANCE 598 2012 202 

GERMANY 570 2011 132 

COLOMBIA 545 2010 101 

ITALY 533 2009 57 

ENGLAND 528 2008 23 

  2006 1 

9 EU BMBF GERMANY 

Bundesministerium 
für Bildung und 
Forschung 

www.bmbf.de 

 

1922 GERMANY 1913 2012 333 

BRAZIL 1777 2013 290 

USA 1713 2016 258 

FRANCE 1699 2015 248 

RUSSIA 1679 2014 236 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1672 2011 211 

ENGLAND 1658 2017 172 

SPAIN 1568 2010 91 

ITALY 1471 2009 60 

SWITZERLAND 1468 2008 23 

10 EU MPG GERMANY 1730 GERMANY 1541 2016 312 

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/es/funding/erdf/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/es/funding/erdf/
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/es/funding/erdf/
http://www.bmbf.de/
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Max Planck 

Gesellschaft 

www.mpg.de/ 

 

USA 1346 2015 265 

SPAIN 1230 2012 251 

FRANCE 1205 2014 240 

ENGLAND 1192 2013 240 

BRAZIL 1170 2017 168 

ITALY 1144 2011 136 

NETHERLANDS 1039 2010 79 

SWITZERLAND 1012 2009 29 

RUSSIA 989 2008 9 

  2007 1 

11 EU ALEXANDER VON 
HUMBOLDT 
FOUNDATION 

www.humboldt-
foundation.de/ 

 

1723 GERMANY 1653 2016 332 

BRAZIL 1305 2012 265 

USA 1218 2017 243 

SPAIN 1166 2015 233 

FRANCE 1160 2014 192 

ENGLAND 1154 2013 173 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1127 2011 134 

ITALY 1127 2010 82 

RUSSIA 1118 2009 44 

COLOMBIA 1117 2008 25 

12 EU SRC  

SWEDISH 
RESEARCH 
COUNCIL 

https://www.vr.se/ 

1631 SWEDEN 1607 2016 287 

BRAZIL 1165 2015 244 

USA 1142 2012 235 

GERMANY 1050 2013 201 

ENGLAND 1018 2014 189 

FRANCE 959 2017 159 

http://www.mpg.de/
http://www.humboldt-foundation.de/
http://www.humboldt-foundation.de/
https://www.vr.se/
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SPAIN 913 2011 151 

NETHERLANDS 900 2010 87 

PEOPLES R CHINA 867 2009 59 

RUSSIA 863 2008 19 

13 EU HGF GERMANY 

Helmholtz 

Gemeinschaft 

Deutscher 

Forschungszentren 

www.helmholtz.de
/ 

 

1568 GERMANY 1563 2012 288 

BRAZIL 1552 2013 270 

USA 1541 2015 248 

ITALY 1539 2016 245 

SPAIN 1537 2014 211 

RUSSIA 1536 2011 133 

FRANCE 1536 2017 128 

POLAND 1535 2010 45 

SWITZERLAND 1534   

ENGLAND 1534   

14 EU INFN ITALY 

Istituto Nazionale di 

Fisica Nucleare 

home.infn.it/ 

 

1562 ITALY 1555 2012 278 

USA 1548 2016 254 

BRAZIL 1547 2013 253 

SPAIN 1546 2015 233 

FRANCE 1545 2014 200 

GERMANY 1544 2017 165 

ENGLAND 1543 2011 131 

SWITZERLAND 1542 2010 43 

RUSSIA 1538 2009 3 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1536 2008 2 

15 EU CEA FRANCE 1548 FRANCE 1524 2012 277 

USA 1497 2016 235 

http://www.helmholtz.de/
http://www.helmholtz.de/
http://home.infn.it/
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Commissariat 
Energie Atomique  

www.cea.fr/ 

+ 

CEA DSM IRFU 
FRANCE 

irfu.cea.fr/en/ 

GERMANY 1481 2013 226 

ENGLAND 1475 2015 200 

BRAZIL 1443 2014 188 

RUSSIA 1418 2011 169 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1412 2017 131 

CZECH REPUBLIC 1364 2010 69 

SPAIN 1362 2009 38 

ITALY 1263 2008 15 

16 EU ICREA 

Catalan Institution 
for Research and 
Advanced Studies 

www.icrea.cat 

 

1511 SPAIN 1510 2016 280 

USA 1046 2012 247 

BRAZIL 1024 2015 238 

GERMANY 954 2014 193 

ENGLAND 944 2013 171 

FRANCE 930 2011 139 

SWEDEN 793 2017 82 

ARGENTINA 780 2010 52 

RUSSIA 774 2008 42 

PEOPLES R CHINA 774 2009 39 

  2007 11 

  2006 9 

  2005 8 

17 EU CERN 

Conseil Européen 
pour la Recherche 
Nucléaire 

www.home.cern/ 

 

1452 SWITZERLAND 1446 2012 255 

ITALY 1445 2016 248 

USA 1444 2013 237 

BRAZIL 1444 2015 221 

SPAIN 1442 2014 180 

http://www.cea.fr/
http://www.irfu.cea.fr/en/
http://www.icrea.cat/
http://www.home.cern/
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 FRANCE 1441 2017 158 

RUSSIA 1439 2011 119 

GERMANY 1439 2010 35 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1437   

ENGLAND 1436   

18 EU EUROPEAN 
COMMISSION 

1360 SPAIN 604 2016 191 

BRAZIL 543 2015 162 

FRANCE 451 2014 155 

GERMANY 411 2011 153 

USA 410 2013 151 

ITALY 361 2012 148 

ENGLAND 322 2010 141 

NETHERLANDS 279 2009 115 

CHILE 251 2017 104 

BELGIUM 245 2008 38 

  2007 2 

  2006 1 

19 EU CNRS IN2P3 
FRANCE 

Institut national de 
physique nucléaire 
et de physique des 
particules 

(National Institute 

of Nuclear and 

Particle Physics) 

www.in2p3.fr/ 

1357 USA 1352 2012 246 

FRANCE 1351 2013 226 

GERMANY 1350 2015 194 

BRAZIL 1350 2016 192 

RUSSIA 1344 2014 167 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1343 2017 130 

ENGLAND 1341 2011 125 

SPAIN 1285 2010 47 

SWITZERLAND 1194 2009 22 

http://www.in2p3.fr/
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ITALY 1189 2008 8 

20 EU NWO 

NETHERLANDS 

Nederlandse 

Organisatie Voor 

Wetenschappelijk 

Onderzoek 

(Netherlands 

Organisation for 

Scientific Research) 

www.nwo.nl/ 

+ 

FOM NETHERLANDS 

www.nwo-i.nl/en/ 

 

 

1307 BRAZIL 1305 2012 239 

USA 1304 2013 207 

NETHERLANDS 1304 2016 205 

GERMANY 1303 2015 184 

FRANCE 1303 2014 167 

ENGLAND 1303 2011 111 

RUSSIA 1292 2017 96 

PEOPLES R CHINA 1285 2010 41 

SPAIN 1206 2009 39 

ITALY 1104 2008 18 

21 EU SFI IRELAND 

Science Foundation 

Ireland 

www.sfi.ie/ 

 

1233 USA 1126 2013 228 

GERMANY 1116 2012 199 

ENGLAND 1110 2014 173 

BRAZIL 1102 2011 151 

FRANCE 1092 2016 149 

RUSSIA 1079 2015 111 

SPAIN 1003 2017 90 

PEOPLES R CHINA 999 2010 69 

IRELAND 986 2009 42 

ITALY 907 2008 21 

22 EU ACADEMY OF 
FINLAND 

www.aka.fi/ 

 

1231 FINLAND 1219 2016 224 

BRAZIL 905 2015 180 

USA 865 2013 170 

GERMANY 823 2017 156 

SPAIN 795 2012 155 

http://www.nwo.nl/
http://www.nwo-i.nl/en/
http://www.sfi.ie/
http://www.aka.fi/
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ITALY 786 2014 140 

ENGLAND 784 2011 114 

FRANCE 769 2010 62 

MEXICO 751 2009 21 

SWITZERLAND 737 2008 8 

  2007 1 

23 EU GSRT GREECE 

General Secretariat 

for Research and 

Technology 

www.gsrt.gr/ 

1160 GREECE 1157 2012 215 

BRAZIL 1156 2016 208 

USA 1154 2015 167 

FRANCE 1154 2013 150 

SWITZERLAND 1153 2014 125 

RUSSIA 1153 2017 124 

ITALY 1153 2011 121 

SPAIN 1152 2010 42 

GERMANY 1152 2009 6 

ENGLAND 1151 2008 2 

24 EU ROYAL SOCIETY 

royalsociety.org/ 

 

1124 ENGLAND 1107 2016 207 

USA 1035 2012 181 

GERMANY 1004 2015 180 

FRANCE 976 2014 139 

BRAZIL 969 2011 120 

NETHERLANDS 951 2013 110 

SPAIN 917 2017 109 

RUSSIA 916 2010 46 

PEOPLES R CHINA 913 2009 29 

COLOMBIA 808 2008 3 

http://www.gsrt.gr/
http://www.royalsociety.org/
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25 EU FWF 

AUSTRIA  

Austrian 

Science Fund 

https://www.f

wf.ac.at/en/ 

 

 

1068 AUSTRIA 1057 2016 262 

BRAZIL 860 2015 212 

GERMANY 846 2017 162 

USA 844 2013 160 

SPAIN 807 2014 159 

ENGLAND 802 2012 51 

ITALY 799 2011 20 

FRANCE 798 2010 20 

SWITZERLAND 795 2009 15 

RUSSIA 783 2008 5 

  2007 2 

26 EU CNRS  

CENTRE 

NATIONAL DE 

LA RECHERCHE 

SCIENTIFIQUE 

www.cnrs.fr/ 

 

 

 

1008 FRANCE 970 2016 152 

BRAZIL 441 2015 135 

USA 303 2014 120 

CHILE 262 2017 114 

GERMANY 245 2012 107 

ENGLAND 221 2011 107 

MEXICO 182 2013 105 

ITALY 175 2010 91 

ARGENTINA 174 2009 60 

SPAIN 165 2008 16 

  2007 1 

27 EU MNISW POLAND 

Ministerstwo Nauki 
i Szkolnictwa 
Wyższego (MSHE 
Poland - Ministry of 

997 GERMANY 994 2016 212 

USA 993 2015 191 

SWITZERLAND 993 2012 163 

RUSSIA 993 2017 133 

https://www.fwf.ac.at/en/
https://www.fwf.ac.at/en/
http://www.cnrs.fr/
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Science and Higher 
Education) 

www.nauka.gov.pl/
en 

 

POLAND 993 2014 123 

PEOPLES R CHINA 993 2013 122 

ITALY 993 2011 51 

FRANCE 993 2010 2 

ENGLAND 993   

BRAZIL 993   

28 EU LEVERHULME 
TRUST UNITED 
KINGDOM 

www.leverhulme.a

c.uk/ 

 

 

 

852 ENGLAND 830 2016 209 

USA 758 2012 141 

ITALY 739 2017 126 

GERMANY 738 2015 120 

FRANCE 734 2014 97 

SPAIN 728 2013 83 

BRAZIL 711 2011 54 

SCOTLAND 686 2010 18 

POLAND 678 2009 4 

NETHERLANDS 678   

29 EU JUNTA DE 
ANDALUCIA 

www.juntadeandal
ucia.es/ 

817 SPAIN 811 2012 119 

BRAZIL 210 2016 115 

MEXICO 207 2015 102 

ARGENTINA 205 2011 98 

CHILE 153 2014 89 

USA 99 2013 84 

GERMANY 86 2010 74 

FRANCE 78 2017 71 

ITALY 53 2009 45 

ENGLAND 53 2008 20 

http://www.nauka.gov.pl/en
http://www.nauka.gov.pl/en
http://www.leverhulme.ac.uk/
http://www.leverhulme.ac.uk/
http://www.juntadeandalucia.es/
http://www.juntadeandalucia.es/
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30 EU RCN NORWAY 

The Research 
Council of Norway 

www.forskningsrad
et.no/en/Home+pa
ge/1177315753906 

812 USA 809 2016 189 

ITALY 809 2012 145 

SPAIN 808 2015 132 

NORWAY 808 2014 108 

FRANCE 808 2013 105 

ENGLAND 808 2011 73 

GERMANY 807 2017 51 

POLAND 805 2010 8 

DENMARK 805 2009 1 

NETHERLANDS 804   

31 EU SPANISH 
GOVERNMENT 

700 SPAIN 694 2015 115 

BRAZIL 177 2016 110 

MEXICO 149 2014 101 

CHILE 130 2013 88 

ARGENTINA 130 2017 87 

USA 71 2012 67 

COLOMBIA 65 2010 48 

GERMANY 45 2011 45 

ITALY 39 2009 34 

FRANCE 38 2008 5 

32 EU DNSRC DENMARK 

Danish Natural 
Science Research  

Council 

ufm.dk/site/english
/councils-
commissions-
committees/scienti

699 DENMARK 698 2016 156 

USA 673 2015 122 

BRAZIL 669 2012 122 

GERMANY 665 2013 88 

FRANCE 663 2014 83 

ITALY 662 2017 52 

http://www.forskningsradet.no/en/Home+page/1177315753906
http://www.forskningsradet.no/en/Home+page/1177315753906
http://www.forskningsradet.no/en/Home+page/1177315753906
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
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fic-research-
councils/the-
danish-natural-
science-research-
council 

ENGLAND 660 2011 47 

SPAIN 658 2010 22 

PEOPLES R CHINA 656 2009 7 

JAPAN 656   

33 EU EPLANET 
EUROPEAN UNION 

European Particle 
physics Latin 
American NETwork 

ep-
news.web.cern.ch/ 

631 GERMANY 631 2016 174 

FRANCE 631 2015 171 

BRAZIL 631 2017 111 

USA 630 2014 86 

SWITZERLAND 630 2013 62 

SPAIN 630 2012 27 

RUSSIA 630   

POLAND 630   

PEOPLES R CHINA 630   

ITALY 630   

34 EU WALLENBERG 

FOUNDATION 

SWEDEN 

www.wallenberg.

org/en 

 

 

620 USA 620 2012 131 

RUSSIA 620 2016 123 

JAPAN 620 2015 105 

FRANCE 620 2013 75 

SWEDEN 619 2014 72 

ISRAEL 619 2011 60 

BRAZIL 619 2017 48 

CZECH REPUBLIC 618 2010 4 

PEOPLES R CHINA 616 2009 2 

GERMANY 615   

35 EU MSSR SLOVAKIA 592 USA 592 2012 123 

TURKEY 592 2016 118 

http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
http://www.ufm.dk/site/english/councils-commissions-committees/scientific-research-councils/the-danish-natural-science-research-council
https://ep-news.web.cern.ch/
https://ep-news.web.cern.ch/
http://www.wallenberg.org/en
http://www.wallenberg.org/en
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www.justice.gov.sk

/Stranky/default.asp

x 

 

SWITZERLAND 592 2015 101 

SPAIN 592 2014 75 

RUSSIA 592 2013 73 

POLAND 592 2017 50 

NORWAY 592 2011 50 

JAPAN 592 2010 2 

ITALY 592   

GREECE 592   

36 EU WELLCOME TRUST 

wellcome.ac.uk/ 

584 ENGLAND 463 2016 91 

USA 306 2015 77 

BRAZIL 273 2017 67 

GERMANY 189 2014 61 

FRANCE 169 2013 52 

SPAIN 166 2012 42 

ITALY 142 2011 41 

NETHERLANDS 136 2010 34 

SCOTLAND 114 2007 33 

AUSTRALIA 112 2009 32 

  2008 22 

  2006 18 

  2005 14 

37 EU GENERALITAT DE 
CATALUNYA 

www.catalangover
nment.eu/ 

577 SPAIN 574 2016 92 

BRAZIL 178 2015 89 

ARGENTINA 136 2012 67 

MEXICO 101 2017 66 

CHILE 88 2014 63 

http://www.justice.gov.sk/Stranky/default.aspx
http://www.justice.gov.sk/Stranky/default.aspx
http://www.justice.gov.sk/Stranky/default.aspx
https://wellcome.ac.uk/
http://www.catalangovernment.eu/
http://www.catalangovernment.eu/
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USA 69 2013 57 

GERMANY 58 2011 53 

FRANCE 45 2010 47 

ITALY 44 2009 24 

ENGLAND 41 2008 18 

  2006 1 

38 EU VSC CR CZECH 
REPUBLIC 

572 USA 572 2012 119 

TURKEY 572 2016 118 

SWITZERLAND 572 2015 101 

SPAIN 572 2013 71 

RUSSIA 572 2014 69 

POLAND 572 2017 47 

NORWAY 572 2011 47 

JAPAN 572   

ITALY 572   

GREECE 572   

39 EU GENERALITAT 
VALENCIANA 

www.gva.es/ 

529 SPAIN 529 2016 105 

BRAZIL 197 2015 83 

MEXICO 116 2017 73 

ARGENTINA 80 2014 54 

CHILE 62 2013 52 

USA 54 2011 49 

COLOMBIA 49 2012 47 

FRANCE 45 2010 36 

GERMANY 44 2009 21 

ITALY 42 2008 9 

http://www.gva.es/
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