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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Assessing the impact of the programmesOn the short-term 	(scientific production /  mobilities/  ...)On the mid-term 	(cooperation follow-up) On the long-term 	(structurating collaborations / cooperation / …)Setting-up reliable indicators in order toRecommend improvement for the programme’s efficiencySuggest financial decisionsImplementing a roadmap for research, innovation and higher educationMEAE / MESRI



GENERAL PRESENTATION OF THE PROGRAMME 
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Creation : 2003 
The purpose of this programme is to develop excellence scientific and 
technological exchanges between the French and Estonian laboratories, 
by promoting new scientific collaborations and integrating in the 
projects young researchers and PhD students. 
Total budget (France + Estonia) :  around 46 000 € / year 
>> including budget from the French part : 23 000 € / year 
>> including budget from the Estonian part : 23 000 € / year 
Average budget per project (France + Estonia) : 7 667 € / year 
Number of new projects submitted per year : around 12 
Number of new projects funded per year : around 7 

From 2005-2015 : 
75 applications submitted 
41 projects funded 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Mean budget per project (same method for all the programmes : (budget MESRI for one year + budget MEAE for one year) x 2 / mean number of projects financed for one year) : 7 667 €2005-2015 = starting year of the projects (one call every two years and projects financed for 2 years)MEAE budget per year : 23 000 €MESRI budget per year : 0 €



DATA SOURCES 
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Campus France 
• Information about the PHC Parrot applications 
• List of mobilities (from France to Estonia)  

Survey 
• Target : French Principal Investigators of selected projects between 

2005 and 2015 
• Survey duration : 7 weeks between November 2016 and January 

2017 
• 50% response ratio (20 respondents for 40 sollicitations) 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Survey conducted by the French Ministry of Higher Education, Research and Innovation and the Ministry for Europe and Foreign Affairs50% of respondents for a survey over 10 years is a correct score (the mean for all the programmes is around 45%).Impact analyses incorporate information from different sources: Campus France databases: information based on the submitted and selected projectsEffective mobility activities carried out as part of the projectsA survey towards the lead investigators  selected (for funding), over the last 10+ years In case of a program led by a specific committee: the committee’s projects database



ANSWERS TO THE SURVEY 
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Average response rate to the survey : 50 % (20 answers)  
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus France and the survey50% is the answer rate : 20 answers to the survey vs 40 mail adresses from Campus France dataGood rate of responses for recent funded projects from 2011 and afterSurvey is représentative



2005-2015 
Key Points  
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BEFORE THE PARROT PROJECT (1/2) 
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Did you already cooperate 
with Estonia in the past ? 

75% 

25% 

Yes

No

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyThe Parrot programme is not a new collaboration in 75% of the funded projectsNew collaborations should be promoted



NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS VS SELECTION RATE 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 27 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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Average selection rate for 2005-2015 : 55% vs 32% mean  
Average number of applications 2005-2015 : 13 vs 54 mean 
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus France and the surveyThe average number of applications is low compared to the general mean leadind to a very high average selection rate



NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS AND SELECTION RATE 
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Average selection rate from 2005-2015: 55 %  
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FranceRelative stability in the number of applications since 2009 with a decrase in the rate of selection in 2015.



Number of applications : 75        Number of funded projects : 41 

SCIENTIFIC DOMAINS OF PROJECTS 
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5% 
4% 

7% 

15% 

25% 8% 3% 
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FranceBetter rate of selection for Biology and Health, and for Engineering Sciences



FRENCH PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS 
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Laboratories authorities  

40% 

25% 

15% 

5% 

5% 

10% 
University

CNRS

Engeeniring school

INSERM

Institut Pasteur

Other

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyPartial data since they are issued from the survey65% of the laboratories institutions are CNRS and Universities (general mean : 76%)



AGE OF PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS (PI) 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 27 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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PIs under 40 years : 16% vs 23% mean 
PIs over 55 years : 21% vs 16% mean 

      63% of the PIs are between 40 and 55 years        
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyThe score for young researchers applicants is low as compared to the general mean
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Current professional status Previous professional status 
(at the beginning of the project) 

FRENCH PIS (PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATORS) : STATUS 

30% 

15% 
25% 

20% 

10% 

35% 

15% 
25% 

10% 

15% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyPosition of the PIs at the start of the project and then at the time of the surveyThis parameter gives a vision of the career of the laureates : Professors : from 30% to 35%Research Directors (Senior researchers) : from 25%  25%



IMPLICATION OF WOMEN (FRANCE) 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 27 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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% of women PIs in the applications : 15% vs 25% mean 
% of women PIs in the selected projects : 15% vs 24% mean 
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FrancePromote women applications and selections



PARTICIPATION OF FRENCH YOUNG RESEARCHERS 
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Number of PhD students Number  of post-
doctoral researchers 

75% of projects involve at 
least one PhD student 

25% of projects involve 
at least one post-
doctoral researcher 

0 
25% 

1 
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2 
35% 

3 
5% 4 and 

more 
10% 

75% 

15% 

5% 
5% 

0% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyImplication of PhDs  better than the general mean of 65%Implication of postdocs identical to the general mean of 23%



IMPLICATION OF PhDs 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 27 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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% of projects implying PhDs and Post-doc : 75% vs 66% mean 
Average rate of scientific production per PhD : 0,52 vs 0,70 mean 
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PHC PARROT 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyThe rate of scientific production per PhD is lower than the general mean (0,52 vs 0,70) although the implication of PhDs is higher than the general mean (75% vs 66%)Therefore, PIs should increase the implication of PhDs in their publications



MOBILITY 
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 France  Estonia 

17 

MOBILITY : GENDER DISTRIBUTION 

67% 

33% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FranceThe high percentage of men researchers is in adequation with the high percentage of men laureates but women represent 33% of mobilities and only 15% of french laureates.There is no available data from Campus France for the ingoing mobilities



MOBILITY FRANCE – ESTONIA 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 27 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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% of french young researchers in outgoing mobilities : 46% vs 36% mean 
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FranceThe number of PhDs mobilities is higher than the general mean value



MOBILITY : DURATION 

19 

France  Estonia 

92% 

8% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus FranceAlmost all mobilities are of short duration



SCIENTIFIC 
PRODUCTION  

20 



SCIENTIFIC OUTPUT (1/2)  
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Number of funded projects                     Percentage of copublications   
in the survey: 20   
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Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from Campus France and the surveyBiology ans Health is the dominant domain for co-publications (47%) in agreement with its dominant position for funded projects (25%)Chemistry is the second domain for co-publications (23%) as it is for funded projects (20%)Engineering Sciences represent only 6% of co-publications although they account for 20% of funded projects



SCIENTIFIC OUTPUT (2/2)  
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45% of funded projects led to one co-publication at least vs 64% mean 

  Number of financed 
projects in the survey 

Average number of 
co-publications per 

project 
Mathematics 0 0 

Physics 1 2 
Marine/Earth/Planet Sciences 2 0 

Chemistry 4 1 
Biology and Health  5 1,6 

Humanities 1 1 
Social Sciences 0 0 

Engineering Sciences 4 0,3 
Information Technology 2 0 

Agronomy / Ecology 1 1 
TOTAL 20 0,9 

Data from 20 funded projects   

Overall average annual number of coproduction  per project : 0,45 vs 0,9 mean 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyAverage number of co-publications per project : number of co-publications / number of granted projects in the domainOverall average annual number of copublications  per project : Average number of co-publications per project / number of granted years (2 for Parrot)The percentage of projects leading to one publication at least is below the general mean (45% vs 64% general mean)Average annual number of co-publications is low (0,45 vs 0,9 mean)Excellent result for the number of young researchers involved in the copublications (76% vs 41% general mean) but (recall previous slide 16) the rate of scientific production per young researcher is low (0,52 vs 0,70 general mean) PIs could be encouraged to increase the publication rate of young researchers



WHAT HAPPENS AFTER 
A  

PARROT PROJECT ?  
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CONTINUATION OF THE COLLABORATION (1/5) 
(COMPARISON BETWEEN 26 DIFFERENT BILATERAL PROGRAMMES) 
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Continuation of the collaboration : 65% vs 81% mean 
Continuation of the collaboration with other sources of subvention : 38% vs 33% mean        

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

100%

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

Co
nt

in
ua

tio
n 

of
 th

e 
co

lla
bo

ra
tio

n 

Financed continuation of the collaboration 

Moyenne 

PHC PARROT 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyContinuation of the collaboration below the average value of 81% but with a rather better rate of sustained financing (38% vs 33%)



CONTINUATION OF THE COLLABORATION (2/5) 
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65% of the collaborations continued after the Parrot project 

Which activities?   

Collaborative research 92% 

Co-publications 54% 

Researchers mobility 54% 

Joint participation to conferences 38% 

Co-organisation of scientific events 15% 

PhD mobility 8% 

Joint participation to PhD thesis jury 0% 

Others 0% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyScore lower than the general mean of all the programmes (81%)The percentages are calculated relative to the laureates with a continued collaboration with the partnerFor example, 92% of the laureates continued the cooperation through a collaborative research project and 54% through copublications



CONTINUATION OF THE COLLABORATION (3/5) 
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What kind of funded collaborations after the Parrot project ? 

3; 50% 3; 50% 

New Parrot
programme

European H2020

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyOnly two types of funding have been mentionned in the survey : 3 occurrences for each itemH2020 funding is concerned by 3 projects out of 20 respondents (15% which is a quite good score)



CONTINUATION OF THE COLLABORATION (4/5) 
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Has the Parrot project led to the set-up of joint structures? 
Yes 
0% 

No 
100% 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyThe mean of the other programmes is only 7% (but the joint structures can be of very different kinds)



CONTINUATION OF THE COLLABORATION (5/5) 
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Has the French-Estonian collaboration involved new partners? 

Yes 
86% 

No 
14% 

(7 respondents) 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyPessoa programme has led to new collaborations which is a positive aspectNew partners from the following countries countries :Finland (1)Maghreb (1)Netherlands (1)Poland (1)Sweden (1)



IMPACT ON YOUNG RESEARCHERS’ CAREER (1/2) 
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Was young researchers 
career  
impacted by the Parrot 
programme ? 

Type of impacts 

Yes 
67% 

No 
33% 

I don't 
know 

0% 

18 respondents 

18% 

9% 

64% 

9% 0% 

Researcher in a public
research institution
(permanent position)

Teacher/Researcher
(permanent position)

Postdoc/Teacher/Rese
archer (temporary
position)

Employed in a private
company in link with
the field of Higher
Education - Research

Other

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the survey67% of positive impact is better than the general mean (58%)27% of the young researchers involved in the programme got a permanent position



IMPACT ON YOUNG RESEARCHERS’ CAREER (2/2) 
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Type of impacts 

9% 

18% 

37% 
0% 

9% 
0% 

9% 

0% 
9% 

0% 0% 9% 

0% 

Post PhD in France

Post PhD in Estonia

Post PhD in another country

Teacher-researcher in France

Teacher-researcher in Estonie

Teacher-researcher in another country

Researcher in an public research institution in France

Researcher in an public research institution in Estonie

Researcher in an public research institution in another
country
Employed in a private company in link with the field of
Higher Education-Research in France
Employed in a private company in link with the field of
Higher Education-Research in Estonia
Employed in a private company in link with the field of
Higher Education-Research in another country
Other

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyA majority of young researchers benefited of a postdoctoral position (64%)27% benefited of a permanent professor or researcher academic position9% are employed in private companies in another country



GENERAL OPINION OF FRENCH PIS ON THE 
PROGRAMME 
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95% of French principal investigators are satisfied 
0% 

5% 

17% 

39% 

39% 

Not satisfied at all

Not satisfied

Quite satisfied

Very satisfied

Extremely satisfied

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyA great majority of french Pis are satisfied with the Parrot programme78% are even very or extremely statisfied
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GENERAL OPINION OF FRENCH PIS ON THE 
PROGRAMME (2/3) POSITIVE COMMENTS 

SURVEY OF 18 RESPONSES 

Strengths of this program Number of 
occurencies  %  

Easy implementation (administrative flexibility) 9 45% 
Simplicity of the application process 7 35% 
Allows exchanges which allow a scientific production 5 25% 
Allows the mobility of the researchers 3 15% 
Allows an international scientific collaboration 3 15% 
Allows the training of the young researchers 3 15% 
Financial means sufficient for the expenditure of mobility 3 15% 
Good scientific appreciation compared to the financial investment 0 
Allows a knowledge of the country partner 0 
Is used as starting for raising other funds 0 
Duration of mobilities adapted to the needs 0 
Transparency of the methods for selecting the projects 0 
Sufficiently long duration of the projects 0 
Others 0 
Total number of occurencies 33 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveySee general comments on the following slideThe best scores concern essentially the administrative flexibility



GENERAL OPINION OF FRENCH PIS ON THE 
PROGRAMME (3/3) NEGATIVE COMMENTS 
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Weaknesses of this program Number of occurencies %  

No funding of the operation and capital expenditures 4 20% 
Financial means insufficient for the expenditure of mobility (per diem) 4 20% 
Financial means insufficient for the expenditure of mobility (transport) 4 20% 
Too short duration of the projects 3 15% 
Too short duration of mobilities 2 10% 
Other 2 10% 
Difficult perpetuation of collaboration 1 5% 
Administrative heaviness of the missions management 1 5% 
Lack of transparency on the methods of projects selection 0 
Insufficient communication on the evaluation's results 0 
Too low number of mobilities 0 
Heaviness of the process of applications 0 
Too long duration of mobilities 0 
Total number of occurencies 21 

SURVEY OF 15 RESPONSES 

Présentateur
Commentaires de présentation
Data from the surveyThe total number of negative comments (21) in lower than that of positive comments (33) indicating that the PIs are rather satisfied of the programmeWe can note 3 positive occurencies scoring more than 20% versus none negative occurency over 20%The first ranked negative opinion shows a misunderstanding of the programme objectives which are essentially the financing of mobilitiesFinancial support is percieved as insufficient ranking in second and third in the negative opinions



PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS  
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Preliminary conclusions suggest that the funding scheme has efficiently contributed to 
create (or to maintain) fruitful and long-term cooperation, despite the relatively low 
financial support, which is to be considered as “seed money”.  
 
75 % of the projects involve at least one PhD 
Excellent result for the number of young researchers involved in the copublications  (75% 
vs 66%) 
50 % of the collaborations were pursued through an European programme 
 
Overall average annual number of coproduction  per project is low (0,45 vs 0,9) 
Average rate of scientific production per PhD/post doc is low (0,52 vs 0,70) 
Only 25% of the projects involve a post doc student 
French PIs young researchers represent only 16 % of laureates 
Too low implication of women researchers 
Parrot programme should be an opportunity to initiate new collaborations (only 25%) 
 
 



PRELIMINARY  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

36 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 Promote the programme to increase submissions 
 Promote REAL new cooperations 
 Promote co-publications (55% of projects with no co-publications) 
 Promote number of co-publications per project 

 



CONTACTS 
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robert.gardette@recherche.gouv.fr 
guillaume.ravier@recherche.gouv.fr 

christophe.delacourt@recherche.gouv.fr 

French national ministries (MESRI / MEAE) will provide a 
complete analysis of the survey. It will be sent to the recipients 
of the funding and participants in this symposium. 

Thank you for your attention 
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