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1. Overview of the Current EU Framework for Supporting International
Scientific and Technological Cooperation: Focus Disciplines and Regions

EU Framework Programmes for Research and Innovation (R&I) FP7 (2007-2013),
Horizon 2020 (2014-2020), and Horizon Europe (2021-2027) are critical compo-
nents of the EU strategy to improve scientific excellence, address societal challenges,
and strengthen its global scientific and technological footprint. These programmes
take place against a backdrop of ongoing efforts to increase research and develop-
ment (R&D) investment across the EU: in 2024, the EU spent approximately €403
bn on R&D, equivalent to 2.24% of GDP, a modest increase from 2014 levels but still
short of the 3% target set by previous European Councils.

The EU framework programmes for research have, since their launch in 1984,
played a leading role in multidisciplinary research activities. In December 2020, po-
litical agreement was reached on the proposals for Horizon Europe, the 9" EU frame-
work programme for research and innovation for 2021 to 2027 with a budget of €95.5
bn; this programme carries on from Horizon 2020. The first Horizon Europe Strategic
Plan covered the period from 2021 to 2024. The European Commission implemented
Horizon Europe, based on three pillars:

e Excellent Science, by supporting frontier research.

e Industrial Leadership, to respond to global challenges and European indus-
trial competitiveness that reinforces technological and industrial capacities.
Furthermore, the goal is facilitated by the aim to create a European Innovation
Council (a one-stop shop to help innovators create future markets, supporting
innovations that have a breakthrough or disruptive nature) designed to make
Europe a frontrunner in innovation and SME growth.

e Societal Challenges by setting EU-wide missions with ambitious goals tack-
ling some of society’s imperative issues (health, climate change, clean energy,
mobility, security, digitalisation, materials).

In 2024, the EU’s gross domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD) amounted to €403
billion, resulting in an average R&D expenditure of €897 per capita, a 3.2% increase
from €869 in 2023 and a 59.6% rise from €562 in 2014. These figures are expressed
in current prices to reflect both economic conditions and expenditure changes. The
GERD-to-GDP ratio, known as R&D intensity, showed a slight increase from 2.09%
in 2014 to 2.28% in 2020 and was stabilised at 2.24% in 2024, equal to the 2021 fig-
ure. The dip in R&D intensity in 2021 was due to a GDP rebound after the significant
fall in 2020 caused by the COVID-19 pandemic.

GERD is significantly higher than pre-pandemic levels, at €312 billion in 2019,
and per capita spending has increased from €699 in 2019 to €897 in 2024. However,
according to 2023 statistics, the EU R&D expenditure is still lower than that of Japan
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(3.44%), the United States (3.45%) and South Korea (4.96%) and this has been the
case for a long time. China’s R&D spending culminated at 2.58% of its GDP in 2023.
From 2014 to 2023, South Korea’s R&D intensity was on an upward trend, starting
at 3.89% in 2014, then decreasing to 3.79% in 2015 and 2016, and then climbing
to the highest position among the nations compared with a peak of 4.96% in 2023,
which reflects an increase of 1.19 percentage points from 3.77% in 2013. In the same
period, Japan’s R&D intensity fluctuated, starting from 3.28% of GDP in 2013, rising
to 3.37% in 2014, falling to 3.11% in 2016, and recovering at 3.44% in 2023.

The United States started at 2.70% in 2014 and demonstrated modest growth until
2016, with significant growth starting in 2017, culminating at 3.49% in 2022, and
slightly dropping to 3.45% in 2023. On the contrary, China’s R&D intensity rose
rapidly from 1.96% in 2014 to 2.58% in 2023, marking an increase of 0.62 percent-
age points. Notably, between 2016 and 2019, China’s R&D intensity was initially in
line with that of the EU, and exceeded it in 2020, recording 2.36% of its GDP against
EU’s 2.28% notch.

The R&D intensity is presented in the following Tables (Tablel, 2 and 3) segre-
gating EU member states in the first one. In Table 2 non-EU countries are presented
in a global perspective, followed by the Western Balkan countries under EU acces-
sion status in Table 3.

Table 1. R&D Intensity by sector, EU Members, 2014-2024

::ts;:‘:r?; g:(\;l‘%rrnment E(Ii%?:::ion E(r)w?ptfofit ota

sector sector sector 2024 | 2014
EU 1.49 0.24 0.48 0.03 2.24 | 2.09
EA 1.52 0.26 0.47 0.03 228 | 2.11
Sweden 2.61 0.15 0.79 0.01 3.56 | 3.13
Belgium 2.43 0.33 0.58 0.02 3.36 | 2.36
Austria 2.25 0.25 0.75 0.02 3.27 | 3.11
Finland 2.19 0.24 0.78 0.02 323 | 3.15
Germany 2.14 0.37 0.55 0.07 313 | 2.82
Denmark 1.89 0.08 1.04 0.01 3.02 | 292
Netherlands | 1.61 0.11 0.56 0 228 | 215
Slovenia 1.5 0.34 0.3 0.02 216 | 2.39
France 1.44 0.26 0.44 0.03 217 | 2.23
Estonia 1.19 0.16 0.62 0.02 1.99 (1.4
Czechia 1.18 0.28 0.35 0.01 1.82 | 1.94
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Ireland 117 0.03 017 0 137 | 147
Portugal | 1.08 0.09 051 0.05 173 | 1.29
Hungary | 0.99 0.13 0.18 13 | 132
Poland 0.89 0.03 0.48 0 14 | 095
Greece 0.85 03 0.39 0.01 155 | 0.84
Spain 0.64 0.28 0.37 0 149 | 123
Italy 0.79 0.21 0.36 0.02 138 | 1.33
Croatia 0.74 0.24 0.37 0 135 | 0.77
Slovakia | 059 0.16 0.23 0 098 | 087
Bulgaria | 05 0.21 0.06 0 077 |08

tgﬁfgﬂ 0.45 0.25 0.29 0 099 | 1.21
Lithuania | 0.43 0.16 0.45 0 104 | 1.04
Latvia 0.34 0.16 0.43 093 | 0.71
Malta 0.34 0 017 051 | 068
Cyprus 0.29 0.04 0.22 0.09 064 | 051
Romania | 0.29 0.12 0.04 0 045 | 038

Figure 1 below, presents R&D intensity of EU member states for the periods 2014
and 2024, sorted by R&D intensity in 2024.

Figure 1. R&D Intensity of EU member states A% 2014-2024
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In the same figure the average % change of R&D intensity at EU level between
2014-2024 has been 7%, whereas in the Euro Area it was 8%. Figure 2 intensity
rates were sorted from maximum to minimum. Greece (+85%), Croatia (+75%), Po-
land (42%), Belgium and Estonia (both 42%) achieved immense positive change,
followed by Portugal (34%), Latvia (31%) and Cyprus (25%). Sweden remains the
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champion at 3.56% R&D intensity, followed by Belgium, Austria, Finland Germany
and Denmark. With almost doubling its intensity Greece rose to the 13" place from
the 21% place in the EU27 group.

Figure 2. R&D Intensity EU member states A% 2014,2024, sorted by %Change
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In Table 2, the R&D intensity of a range of countries between 2014 and 2024 is
depicted concerning business, government, higher education and private non-profit
sectors. Table 3 presents the corresponding figures for the Western Balkan countries.

Table 2. R&D intensity by sector, non-EU countries, 2014-2024

2014 | 2024 | 2014 | 2024 | 2014 | 2024 | 2014 | 2024
. Higher Private
B::::r:gfs Gm;zrcr:glrent education non-profit
sector sector
Switzerland wa 223 003 [003 |085 092 |na  |0.04
Iceland 117 |1.76 012 |0.08 |063 |062 |0 n/a
Norway 092 [102 026 |021 053 057 |ma |0
Tiirkiye 042 |091 008 007 035 042 |na  |na
SouthKorea  |3.04 |393 |044 048 035 045 [0.06 |01
United States  |1.94 |27 031 027 035 037 |011 |0
Japan 262 |272 028 |03 042 038 |0.05 |0.04
:’2“0':%‘; Kingdom |, 07 149 [012 |042 [042 [041 |003 |0.04
Russia (2019) |0.64 |063 |033 [029 |01 |041 |0 0
China (except
o e 153 |2 |031 |036 [044 [021 |na  |na
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Table 3. R&D intensity by sector, Western Balkans, 2014-2024
2014 2024 [2014 (2024 12014 (2024 |2014 |2024 |2014 |2024
. Higher Private
Category Bgzmgfs Gozzrcllment education non-profit Total
sector sector
Serbia (2024) |0.21 |0.43 (0.17 [0.24 {0.32 [0.26 [0.00 |0.00 |0.7 ]0.93
North
Macedonia na (01 |[n/a [0.03 [n/a [0.23 [n/a |[0.00 0.36
(2023)
Montenegro
(2024) 0.14 10.04 (0.08 (0.06 [0.14 [0.19 (0.01 |0.00 |0.37 ]0.29
Albania (2022) |n/a 0.07 (n/a [0.02 |n/a 0.1 [n/a |n/a 0.2
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 0.05 [0.07 |0.05 [0.01 10.016 {0.11 |0.00 |0.00 J0.12 [0.19
(2021)

FP7 created a cooperative framework, focused on shared scientific and policy
challenges, to facilitate third country participation through International Cooperation
Actions, the aim being to connect regions outside the EU. Its goal was to broaden
European scientific networks and promote collaboration in sectors such as energy,
health, environment, and ICT, thereby fostering global research excellence. Assess-
ments indicated that, while international collaboration improved network diversity
and research visibility, it faced challenges in aligning strategic objectives across dif-
ferent instruments.

The FP7 ex-post evaluation (2016) highlighted that the 7 Framework Programme
for Research was particularly effective in enhancing scientific excellence and boost-
ing the competitiveness of Europe’s industry. The FP7 had a significant impact on
growth and job creation in EU while also tackling transnational societal challenges.
FP7 also helped train and attract world-leading global scientific talent, encouraged
inter-disciplinary research, and facilitated collaboration and networking across Eu-
rope. It made significant strides in incorporating the gender dimension and effec-
tively increased research investment, strategically engaged SMEs, remained open to
global participation, enhanced the alignment of research activities among Member
States, and provided a substantial knowledge base for key EU policies. However, the
European Commission identified shortcomings, noting that FP7 could improve large-
scale simplification, that its various components operated too independently, and that
it was not effective in creating synergies with related European funding programmes.
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The High-Level Expert Group’s main recommendations for transitioning from
FP7 to HORIZON 2020 include: (a) focusing on critical global challenges to enhance
private sector involvement and maximise research synergies; (b) aligning Europe’s
research and innovation agendas to ensure better coordination and address obstacles;
(c) integrating funding programmes for consistency, simplified access, and effective
management; (d) improving public communication on science and engaging citizens
in research topics; and (e) establishing strategic monitoring and evaluation of funding
impacts.

Horizon 2020, the EU’s R&I funding programme (2014-2020) with a budget of
nearly €80 billion, aimed to promote international cooperation through its three pil-
lars: Excellent Science, Industrial Leadership, and Societal Challenges. It integrated
international partners into collaborative research consortia enhancing scientific ex-
cellence and innovation. As for Greece, HORIZON 2020 resulted in 3,587 participa-
tions by Greek organisations in 2,004 approved projects, with a total of €1,093 billion
in EU financing (approx. 2.52% of overall Horizon 2020 funding). This put Greece
at the 11" place among EU member states in terms of financing volume and at the 9™
place in terms of participation count.

Horizon 2020 aimed to foster innovation and technological development while
optimising its delivery to enhance the impact and appeal of the European Research
Area (ERA). The programme encouraged participation from all Member States, in-
cluding those with lower research and innovation performance, and promoted collab-
orative efforts in European research and innovation. It has shown substantial value,
yielding an estimated five euros in benefits for every euro spent, projected to signifi-
cantly impact GDP up to 2040.

Horizon 2020 marked a significant improvement in the efficiency of grant pro-
cessing compared to its predecessor, FP7:

*  90% of grants were signed on time, a substantial increase from the 41% rate
under FP7.

* The average time-to-grant period fell to 187 days (excluding ERC grants)
from 313 days under FP7. This represents a considerable time cost saving for
the EU administration and it benefited applicants, who were informed earlier
and could start their projects at an earlier date.

Building on previous frameworks, Horizon Europe (2021-2027) integrates inter-
national cooperation into a research and innovation agenda focused on addressing
global challenges, such as climate change, digital transformation, and health security.
Greece has been significantly involved from the beginning, with Greek organisations
participating in 829 approved projects and receiving €644.72 million in EU fund-
ing within the first two years (2021-2022). This placed Greece 7" among the 27 EU
member states in terms of project participation and funding share, indicating strong



76 E. OZOUNI, et al., South-Eastern Europe Journal of Economics, Vol 23 (2025) 69-96

engagement across various sectors. Notably, Greek institutions coordinated 204 of
these projects, reflecting a substantial presence in leadership roles.

Horizon Europe has identified five European mission areas to enhance funding
effectiveness through specific goals: adaptation to climate change, cancer, climate-
neutral and smart cities, healthy oceans and waters, and soil health and food.

The objective of Horizon Europe, as articulated in Article 3 (1) of the Horizon
Europe Regulation, is to attain significant outcomes in science, technology, economy,
and society through Union’s investments in R&I. This seeks to augment the Union’s
scientific and technological proficiency, elevate competitiveness among Member
States, achieve strategic objectives, tackle global challenges, such as the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs), and strengthen the European Research Area (ERA).
The Programme underscores cooperative initiatives to enhance Union value in cases
when individual Member States are unable to thrive independently.

Horizon Europe aims to achieve significant scientific, technological, economic,
and societal impacts through four specific objectives. The scientific objective focuses
on advancing scientific excellence, fostering high-quality knowledge, supporting
researcher mobility, and attracting talent. The societal objective seeks to enhance
knowledge generation, strengthen the impact of research and innovation on Union
policies, and promote access to innovative solutions, particularly for SMEs, in ad-
dressing global challenges, such as climate change and the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs).

Taken together, the evolution from FP7 through Horizon Europe demonstrates a
trajectory from broad, openness-centric international cooperation to a more deliber-
ate, policy-aligned, and strategically differentiated model.

Over the three programme periods, the thematic organisation and financing axes
changed from a mostly discipline- and technology-oriented structure under FP7, to an
increasingly more challenge-driven and policy-aligned framework in Horizon 2020
and Horizon Europe. Thematic goals (e.g. Health, ICT, Energy, Environment, Trans-
port) were relatively discrete and structured under the FP7, while R&D assistance
was mostly targeted at collaborative research projects and capacity building tools,
while innovation support was secondary and dispersed.

Horizon

Horizon 2020 has brought a major structural change by tying research more closely
to innovation. This was done through its three-pillar architecture (Excellent Science,
Industrial Leadership, Societal Challenges) which allocated funding around scientific
excellence, industrial competitiveness and societal demands.

The primary innovation was the pillar of Societal Challenges, which was tied to
significant EU policy objectives. At the same time, the programme reinforced indus-
try leadership through enabling technologies and risk-finance tools.
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Instead of creating a whole new set of funding instruments Horizon 2020 mostly
restructured and enhanced existing instruments, inside a single programme architec-
ture. The Excellent Science pillar continued to support frontier research, scientific
excellence and international mobility of researchers through well-established initia-
tives, such as the European Research Council (ERC), the Marie Sktodowska-Curie
Actions (MSCA) and Future and Emerging Technologies (FET).

In contrast, the Industrial Leadership pillar was focused more on innovation with
obvious commercial value. It included new policy instruments, such as the SME In-
strument and the InnovFin risk finance facility.

The SME Instrument provided targeted, phased support to highly innovative small
and medium-sized enterprises. It combined financial support with business mentor-
ing to help firms move from initial feasibility studies to market deployment (and, in
many cases, later transition to European Innovation Council instruments).

In parallel, InnovFin — EU funding for Innovators, established jointly by the Eu-
ropean Commission and the European Investment Bank Group, improved access to
funding for research- and innovation-intensive enterprises. It funded high-risk initia-
tives from enterprises of all sizes and across a range of sectors, using a variety of
financing and equity structures. The facility also reinforced investment in Key Ena-
bling Technologies, such as advanced materials, biotechnology, and photonics, which
are considered critical for Europe’s long-term industrial competitiveness.

The pillar of Societal Challenges constituted the programme’s most explicitly
policy-oriented component. It supported large-scale collaborative projects address-
ing major public concerns, including secure energy supply, climate action, health,
and sustainable mobility. These initiatives typically required broad, multidisciplinary
consortia and were designed to produce tangible outcomes with measurable societal
and economic benefits.

Horizon Europe further deepened this transformation by consolidating thematic
funding under the “Global Challenges and European Industrial Competitiveness” pil-
lar, introducing EU Missions as goal-oriented, cross-sectoral R&D instruments, and
reinforcing strategic planning through multiannual work programmes.

Compared to FP7 and Horizon 2020, Horizon Europe places stronger emphasis on
systemic innovation, impact pathways, and mobilisation of R&I to support green and
digital transition, resilience, and strategic autonomy. Other key differences include
a stronger role for co-design with stakeholders,' tighter links to EU policy agendas

1. In Horizon Europe, co-design with stakeholders is implemented through large-scale consulta-
tion processes at multiple levels. These include EU-wide public consultations for the Strategic
Plans (notably the 2019 consultation for the 2021-2024 Strategic Plan and the 2022-2023 con-
sultation for the 2025-2027 Strategic Plan, conducted by the European Commission), as well
as the co-development of EU Missions involving cities, regions, industry, and citizens, and
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(e.g. the European Green Deal), increased use of partnerships and missions, enhanced
openness and association mechanisms for third countries, and a more explicit perfor-
mance logic that connects funded activities and project deliverables to measurable
results, expected outcomes, and longer-term societal, economic, and policy impacts.

The policy ambition remains to integrate global excellence into EU research,
while addressing grand challenges that require transnational knowledge creation and
innovation synergies.

2. Participation of Greek R&D Institutions (Public and Private Sectors) within
the EU Framework

International cooperation with national research systems, formed by investment and
capacity and policy alignment, is supported by EU Framework Programmes. R&D
expenditure in Greece increased to €3.37 billion in 2023, with R&D intensity stand-
ing at 1.49% of the country’s GDP. By comparison, the EU average R&D intensity is
greater, at 2.24% in 2024, and Nordic and Central European countries approach 3%
of GDP.

Greek involvement in FP7 collaborative research projects was extensive, particu-
larly in the domains of energy, transport, environment and health. The private sector
was not heavily involved, while universities and public research organisations made
good use of their academic networks and know-how to become partners and coor-
dinate projects that led to strong scientific results and helped integrate Greece into
European research networks.

Greece actively participated in several programme pillars of Horizon 2020, par-
ticularly in Excellent Science and collaborative projects of interest for EU goals. The
participation in Marie Sktodowska-Curie Actions encouraged mobility and profes-
sional development of researchers internationally. However, despite growth in R&D
expenditure and employment, Greek participation in the Industrial Leadership com-
ponent was modest compared to that of other EU countries, owing to lower invest-
ments in private sector R&D and a less developed innovation ecosystem, which lim-
ited the capacity to leverage international cooperation for industrial competitiveness.

Greek involvement in Horizon 2020 expanded significantly with 3,587 partici-
pations by Greek organisations in 2,004 approved projects and with €1.093 billion
funding, which corresponds to approximately 2.52% of the overall funding and and
ranks Greece 11th among EU member states. Greece also was 9th based on the num-

European Partnerships jointly governed by public authorities and private actors across Mem-
ber States. Work Programmes are also shaped by subject advisory groups and by Programme
Committees representing all EU member states. Through these channels, stakeholders across
Europe are project beneficiaries and agenda-setters, helping to ensure that research priorities
are aligned with social needs, policy objectives and market conditions.
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ber of participations, demonstrating the active involvement of its researchers in a
wide range of topic areas, such as Information and Communication Technologies,
Health, Demographic Change and Wellbeing and Secure Societies. Involvement was
spread across higher education institutions, public research centres and private sector
entities, which points to a mixed public-private landscape in Greece’s R&D within
EU programmes, with a notably higher contribution by private companies and re-
search institutions to project financing, compared to FP7.

Initial findings from Horizon Europe indicate ongoing structural imbalances in
Greek research organisations. The engagement of these organisations in mission-
oriented and strategic collaborations varies, but they are competitive in investigator-
driven and collaborative research. The complex structure of Horizon Europe, with its
goals and collaborations that need strategic planning and co-funding, puts a heavy
burden on national coordination and on the flexibility of institutions. Over the first
two years of the programme, 505 separate Greek organisations implemented 829 ap-
proved projects, with a total of 1,716 participations and a total investment of €644.72
million. Greek institutions were not only participants, but also coordinators in 204
initiatives, demonstrating their rising capacity to conduct complex, multidisciplinary
international research collaboration schemes.

Greece holds the 7™ position in the EU based on the number of projects and their
funding, which is considered a relative success within the competitive EU research
environment. This high performance reflects the wider policy trends and the forging
of collaborative connections with partners in more than 92 countries, illustrating both
EU engagement and the international dimension of Greek research. All Greek regions
with universities, research institutes, corporations and non-profit organisations are
participating in a wide range of Horizon Europe initiatives. There is a high level of
participation in sectors such as Digital Technologies, Industry and Space, Climate,
Energy and Mobility, which account for a large share of authorised projects with
Greek partners.

Table 4. Greek participation and Projects’ distribution within EU Framework
Programmes (FP7, H2020, HORIZON)

Programme Framework FP7 H2020 HORIZON TOTAL
Number of Projects 2,511 2,905 2,394 7,810
Percentage % 32.15 37.20 30.65 100

Source: Authors’ analysis and processing of CORDIS data, December 2025.
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Table 5. Total Project Cost and EU Financial Contribution for Projects with Greek
Participation by EU Framework Programmes

Project Total Cost EU Contribution EU Contribution as %
of Total Cost
FP7 13,290,193,374 8,744,060,445 0.66
H2020 19,810,578,591 16,277,397,698 0.82
HORIZON 18,901,708,748 15,015,601,826 0.79

Source: Authors’ analysis and processing of CORDIS data, December 2025.

Participation by framework programme indicates a progressive intensification of
Greek R&D engagement from FP7 to Horizon 2020, followed by a relative stabilisa-
tion in Horizon Europe. Horizon 2020 represents the peak period of participation.
Greek Participations by Organisation Type? and Science Field in FP7 Projects is de-
picted in Figure 3, while in Figure 4 the same depiction goes for H2020 Projects in
Greece and, in Figure 5, for Horizon Europe Projects in Greece.

Figure 3. Number of Greek Participations by Organisation Type
and Science Field in FP7 Projects

Number of Participations by Organisation Type and Project Science Field
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).

2. Higher or Secondary Education Establishment (HES), Research Organisation (REC), Private
for-profit Commercial Organisation (PRC).
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Figure 4. Number of Greek Participations by Organisation Type and Project Sci-
ence Field in H2020 Projects

Number of Participations by Organisation Type and Science Field (H2020)

1200
1000
800
600

400

HES REC PRC

M engineering and technology M agricultural sciences W humanities W medical and health sciences M natural sciences M social sciences

Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).

2

o
=]

Figure 5. Number of Greek Participations by Organisation Type and Project
Science Field in Horizon Europe Projects
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).
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In the following Figures 6, 7 and 8 the distribution of EC Financial Contribution
is portrayed by Organisation Type in FP7, H2020 and Horizon Europe Projects with
Greek Participation (HES, REC, PRC).

Figure 6. Distribution of EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type in FP7
Projects with Greek Participation (HES, REC, PRC)

FP7 EC CONTRIBUTION BY ORGANISATION TYPE
(HES, REC PRC)
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).
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Figure 7. Distribution of EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type in H2020
Projects with Greek Participation (HES, REC, PRC),

H2020 EC CONTRIBUTION BY ORGANISATION TYPE
(HES, REC, PRC)
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).

Figure 8. Distribution of EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type in
Horizon Europe Projects with Greek Participation (HES, REC, PRC)

HORIZON EUROPE EC CONTRIBUTION BY
ORGANISATION TYPE
(HES, REC, PRC)
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).

The EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type and Project Science Field
in FP7 Projects with Greek Participation along, with those in H2020 and Horizon
Europe are portrayed in Figures 9, 10 and 11.
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Figure 9. EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type and Project Science
Field in FP7 Projects with Greek Participation
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Figure 10. EC Financial Contribution by Organisation Type and Project Science
Field in H2020 Projects with Greek Participation,
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Figure 11. Financial Contribution by Organisation Type and Project Science Field
in Horizon Europe Projects with Greek Participation
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).

Table 6 depicts this comparative information in more detail.

Table 6. EC Contribution by EU Framework Programme (FP7, H2020, Horizon
Europe) and Organisation Type (HEIs, RECs),

Framework | orgaisaion| Mg | cantrbuton | gl gt
Participations (euros)

FP7 (2007-2013) [HES 1,455 280,596,333 192,849
REC 1,611 380,113,669 235,948

Horizon 2020 HES 1,216 1,128,692,877 928,201
(2014-2020) REC 1,353 597,024,921 441,260
Horizon Europe [HES 1,033 420,910,390 407,464
(2021-2027) REC 1,014 493,671,114 486,855

Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 2025).
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While the number of participation by Greek Higher Education Institutions (HEISs)
and Research Organisations (RECs) declines gradually over time, the EC contribu-
tion per participation increases, particularly between FP7 and Horizon 2020. This
suggests a gradual shift toward participation in larger consortia, accompanied by less
constrained financial allocations per organisation under Horizon 2020 compared to
FP7.

Greek HEIs and RECs had the highest number of participations during FP7 (2007-
2013) (3,066) but the lowest average EC contribution per participation (€215,496).
This reflects a form of highly fragmented engagement, typified by participation in
a large variety of smaller-scale projects and more limited financial allocations per
organisation.

In Horizon Europe (2021-2027), the number of participations seems to further
decrease (2,047), while total EC contribution is rather substantial. As Horizon Eu-
rope is still running, these figures need to be treated as tentative and with caution. As
such, the trends observed are to be considered indicative, rather than conclusive, at
this stage. The average EC contribution per participation (€446,791) is lower than in
Horizon 2020, but still significantly higher than under FP7; this indicates a continu-
ous shift towards more financially expensive kinds of participation. This evolving
pattern essentially reflects the increasingly more targeted design of the programme
and, in particular, the shift towards missions, partnerships and large-scale strategic
initiatives, which often entail fewer participants but higher resource commitments
per-participant.

Across scientific domains, Greek engagement is the highest in engineering and
technology, and natural sciences in terms of total participations and coordinating re-
sponsibilities. The concentration of Greek academic and research institutions in this
area reflects a strong alignment with the EU aims for technological development,
digitalisation and industrial competitiveness. HEIs seem to be notably engaged as
actors in these fields, while RECs have a relatively higher tendency to take on coor-
dination duties, especially in engineering and medical and health sciences. This indi-
cates an organisational difference within the Greek research system, with universities
primarily supplying scientific expertise and human resources, and research centres
increasingly functioning as organisational hubs capable of handling complicated col-
laborative projects.

However, involvement in the fields of humanities and agricultural sciences is still
more limited both in absolute terms and compared to other scientific areas. These
fields have markedly fewer coordination positions, which shows a lower level of
convergence between national research agendas and EU funding instruments in these
areas. However, the existence of both HEIs and RECs as coordinators, even at lower
levels, indicates existing but underutilized potential for broader engagement as de-
picted in Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Number of Coordinator and Participant Roles by Organisation Type and
Project Science Field in All three Programming Periods
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Source: CORDIS data processed by the authors (December 20235).

3. Identifying Untapped Potential for International
Scientific and Technological Cooperation,

In 2023, business enterprises accounted for 56.7% of total R&D expenditure in the
EU, government funding constituted 30.1%, and foreign sources provided 10.9%.
Higher education contributed a modest 1.3 percent. Over the past decade, govern-
ment funding decreased from 32.9% in 2013 to 30.1% in 2023, with a slight uptick
observed in 2020. Business enterprise funding peaked at 59.3% in 2018, subsequent-
ly declining by 2.6% by 2023. Funding for higher education rose modestly to 1.5%
in 2022 but subsequently fell to 1.3% in 2023. Contributions from the non-profit sec-
tor remained stable, whereas funding from international sources rose by 2.3 % from
2013 to 2023.

In Table 7a and 7b data on R&D funding by sector (2023) are presented along
with selected data from Business enterprise and Rest of the World sources of funding
only.
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Table 7a. Source of R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World in EU Countries
(2014, 2023)

2023 . vernment Higher Privat Rest of th
Business sector GOs(:ectore edugaﬁon non-pa:oefit e\7\Ioorld ’
EU 56.72 30.06 1.26 1.08 10.88
EA 20 56.89 30.57 1.23 0.78 10.53
Sweden 63.53 22.04 1.3 3.21 9.92
Belgium 60.15 18.19 2.14 0.6 18.92
Austria 52.65 29.01 1.01 0.39 16.94
Finland 56.98 25.96 0.73 1.93 14.4
Germany 62.59 29.76 0 0.34 7.31
Denmark 55.5 27.32 7.96 9.22
Netherlands |58.58 29.13 0.15 2.09 10.05
Slovenia 47.45 27.73 0.65 0.09 24.08
France 54.13 33.09 3.18 1.03 8.57
Estonia 49.5 35.65 0.87 1.34 12.64
Czechia 37.59 29.94 1.34 0.07 31.06
Ireland 44.8 11.81 0.4 0.58 42.41
Portugal 55.49 33.76 2.34 1.04 7.37
Hungary 49.4 30.23 0.4 0.71 19.26
Poland 54.68 31.93 3.51 0.34 9.54
Greece 39.88 41.61 2.52 0.3 15.69
Spain 47.98 38.3 4.05 0.65 9.02
Italy 51.14 36.89 0.81 1.33 9.83
Croatia 4513 33.36 3.13 0.1 18.28
Slovakia 41.09 33.92 2.01 0.9 22.08
Bulgaria 31.06 26.43 0.39 0.21 41.91
Luxembourg |42.91 49.97 1.13 0.27 572
Lithuania 34.51 38.13 3.61 0.36 23.39
Latvia 35.71 36.38 2.58 25.33
Maita 58.87 29.24 0.51 0.76 10.62
Cyprus 36.37 36.16 3.2 3.15 21.12
Romania 55.68 28.41 0.51 0.41 14.99

Note: updated data 3/12/2025, authors’ analysis for EU data
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Table 7b. Change in R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World In EU

89

Countries
Business | Rest of the | Change in Business Ch;g%\(; n
Sector World funding funding
2014 2014 2014-2023 2014-2023

EU 56.66 8.58 0% 27%
EA 20 57.04 8.32 0% 27%
Sweden 60.96 6.71 4% 48%
Belgium 60.57 13.67 -1% 38%
Austria 48.75 16.61 8% 2%
Finland 60.84 11.54 -6% 25%
Germany 65.44 5.15 -4% 42%
Denmark 59.03 6.7 -6% 38%
Netherlands |55.44 10.67 6% -6%
Slovenia 63.85 8.91 -26% 170%
France 55.07 7.89 -2% 9%
Estonia 42.05 10.34 18% 22%
Czechia 37.6 27.15 0% 14%
Ireland 52.61 18.63 -15% 128%
Portugal 42.27 6.12 31% 20%
Hungary 46.8 16.57 6% 16%
Poland 37.33 13.12 46% -27%
Greece 30.28 13.98 32% 12%
Spain 46.3 7.36 4% 23%
Italy 45.19 9.65 13% 2%
Croatia 42.79 15.5 5% 18%
Slovakia 40.19 17.97 2% 23%
Bulgaria 19.51 48.27 59% -13%
Luxembourg|16.51 32.34 160% -82%
Lithuania 27.47 37.11 26% -37%
Latvia 21.79 51.61 64% -51%
Malta 39.71 23.33 48% -54%
Cyprus 15.77 18.76 131% 13%
Romania 31.02 15.5 79% -3%

Note: updated data 3/12/2025, authors analysis for EU data
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Figures 13 and 14 below show the % change in EU Member States in Business

R&D Funding and rest of the world for the period 2014-2023. Tables 8a and 8b offer
the same information.

Figure 13. Change in Business R&D Funding, EU Member States (2014-2023,
percentage)
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Note: updated data 3/12/2025, authors’ analysis for EU data

Figure 14. Change in R&D Funding from Rest of the World, EU Member States
(2014-2023, percentage)
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Note: updated data 3/12/2025, authors’ analysis for EU data

The depiction of R&D Funding by sector (business, government, HES, private not
for profit sector) and Rest of the World in selected non-EU countries (2014, 2023) is
presented in Tables 8a and 8b below. In Tables 9a and 9b the same depiction concern-
ing Western Balkans accession countries during the same timeframe.
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Table 8a. Source of R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World in Some non-
EU countries ( 2014, 2023)

. Private
Switzerland 63.67 26.17 0.71 (0.49 8.96
Iceland 41.22 24.43 1.14 33.21
Norway 45.63 42.9 0.57 |1.51 9.4
Turkey 52.6 33.11 12.650.03 1.61
South Korea 76.05 22.85 0.45 0.32 0.32
United States 69.64 18.87 3.05 |2.25 6.2
Japan 77.96 15.94 477 (0.73 0.6
United Kingdom (2018) 54.8 25.94 0.57 15.02 13.67
Russia (2019) 30.21 66.29 0.79 ]0.31 2.4
China (except Hong Kong) |79.27 17.07 0.33

Note: (data updated 3/12/2025), * n/a data for the country throughout the entire period

Table 8b. Source of R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World in various
countries non- EU 2014, 2023

Business Sector R.?chrm gn:inngees;niunding tcuhnadr;gg Ao
2014 2014 2014-2023 2014-2023
Switzerland*
Iceland 36.92 1908 |12% 66%
Norway 4314 9.47 6% 1%
Tiirkiye 48.87 0.83 8% 94%
South Korea 75.68 0.3 0% 7%
United States |61.00 4.47 14% 39%
Japan 75.48 0.52 3% 15%
?2“0':‘;‘; Kingdom | ¢ 54 1868 [19% 27%
Russia (2019) [28.16 3.03 7% -21%
ﬁ';:l“gaégﬁcg‘)’p‘ 74.6 0.89 6% 63%

Note: (data upd 3/12/2025), * n/a data for the country throughout the entire period
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Table 9a. Source of R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World in Western
Balkans accession EU countries (2014, 2023)

Private
. Government .. | Rest of
2023 Business sector sector HES non-profit the World
sector
Serhia (2023) * 10.89 40.24 28.39 0.16 30.31
North Macedonia
(2022, 2015) 25.91 46.01 23.83 0.04 4.21
Montenegro
(2019) 11.79 73.54 5.3 0.07 9.3
Albania **
Bosnia and Her- | 50 o7 43.12 007 039  [8.75
zegovina (2021) ' ' ' ' )

Note: (data upd 3/12/2025) * last available data, ** n/a data for the country
throughout the entire period

Table 9b. Source of R&D Funding by sector and Rest of the World in Western
Balkans accession EU countries (2014, 2023)

: Rest of the |Change in Business | Change in RoW
Business Sector World funding funding
2014 2014 2014-2023 2014-2023
Serhia (2023) * [7.53 7.81 -88% 288%
North Mace-
donia (2022, 16.78 5.24 54% -20%
2015)
Montenegro 200 EQO
(2019) 42.31 22.51 72% 59%
Albania **
Bosnia and
Herzegovina 16.44 53.9 135% -84%
(2021)

Note: (data upd 3/12/2025) * last available data, ** n/a data for the country
throughout the entire period

EU Framework Programmes are important for Greek participation, but there is

still a lot of untapped potential. Opportunities lie in new industries, such as artificial
intelligence, advanced manufacturing, biotechnology and climate technologies that
are gaining increasing relevance within the mission-oriented approach of Horizon



E. OZOUNI, et al., South-Eastern Europe Journal of Economics, Vol 23 (2025) 69-96 93

Europe. However, figures on national R&D expenditure indicate that R&D intensity
in Greece is only marginally rising and still lags behind EU leading countries and the
EU average. This points to problems with scaling up in high-tech, capital-intensive
fields.

Greece’s scientific cooperation schemes are predominantly orientated towards EU
networks and, just marginally, towards sustainable ties with non-EU nations in geo-
politically critical areas, such as Eastern Mediterranean, North Africa and the Bal-
kans. Regional collaboration has the potential to boost the strategic research impact
of Greece, especially on sustainable development, climate resilience and innovation.
Enhanced national coordination structures that align national interests with EU aims
can reinforce the Greek research system and facilitate participation in complex in-
ternational collaboration schemes. Although R&D expenditure and staff are on an
upward trend, government R&D expenditure per capita in Greece is still far below
the EU average, ranking 19" among EU countries. This difference points to the ne-
cessity of establishing supportive national actions for raising the efficiency of the EU
funding, increasing private sector participation and promoting engagement in inter-
national research networks outside Europe, although a detailed analysis of the scale,
causes and impact of private sector participation is beyond the scope of this study
and will be the subject of future research. To overcome these shortcomings, Greece
has to pursue strategic investments, focused capacity building and policy alignment
in order to strengthen the competence of Greek institutions in international research
ecosystems and joint research agenda formulation. To overcome these shortcom-
ings, Greece has to pursue strategic investment, focused capacity building and policy
alignment in order to strengthen the competence of Greek institutions in international
research ecosystems and joint research agenda formulation.

4. Conclusions and Policy Implications

The review of the participation of Greece in FP7, Horizon 2020 and Horizon Eu-
rope indicates a clear and continuous pattern. Greece is a successful participant in
European research projects, particularly via its universities and research institutes.
However, this high level of engagement has not been matched by comparable lev-
els of domestic innovation, industrial development or strategic influence in the EU
research system. Since European initiatives increasingly focus on missions, partner-
ships, value chains and market-oriented innovation, nations with stronger innovation
ecosystems are better positioned to participate and hold leading positions.

Analysis points to a growing need for Greece to adopt a concrete national policy
for international R&D cooperation. This should also include greater clarity in themat-
ic priorities consistent with EU missions, improved national coordination procedures
and promotion of private sector participation in international collaborative projects.
Furthermore, the integration of international R&D co-operation into national devel-
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opment and industrial goals is of great importance, changing the perspective of an
activity from a source of finance to a strategic requirement. The shift from a par-
ticipation to a strategic positioning paradigm is a must for the elevation of Greece’s
status in the European and global research ecosystem. The strategy should take use
of Greece’s scientific capabilities, favorable geopolitical position and respond to new
governmental goals, thus establishing a comprehensive ecosystem for research and
innovation.

This is in line with a major concern raised in the Pissarides Report (2020), i.c.
that Greece is good at research but less good at turning research into economic and
technical effect. Since the study was published, a number of policy measures have
been introduced, and some progress has been made, but there are still major structural
voids. The policy directions below remain relevant:

1) Increased investment in R&D and enhanced integration of research and produc-
tion. The plan to increase total R&D expenditure up to the EU average (about 2%
of GDP) and to strengthen the link between research and the productive sector
remains pertinent. Greece’s R&D intensity has risen to 1.49% of the country’s
GDP in 2023 and 1.54% in 2024. This means clear advancement compared to
previous levels. However, the distance from the EU average persists, especially in
the business R&D sector. Our analysis indicates that the involvement of Greece
in EU initiatives is still dominated by academic institutions with low industrial
involvement. If private investment does not grow, Greece will be in danger of
becoming a junior player in innovation-driven enterprises.

2) The importance of internationally competitive institutes of advanced technology
(Pissarides Report, 2020, p. 47). Some targeted investments and infrastructure
projects have been launched including efforts backed by the Recovery and Re-
silience Facility Agency (RRFA under the Minister of Economy and Finance).
However, the huge technology hubs with global ramifications are still to be seen.
Large mission-oriented projects requiring critical mass are increasingly funded by
Horizon Europe. Greece’s fragmented terrain does not allow for organising such
activities or leading significant consortia.

3) Guaranteed steady long-term support for high quality basic research. Substantial
financing has been mobilised by the Hellenic Foundation for Research & Innova-
tion (ELIDEK - https://www.elidek.gr) and the Recovery and Resilience Facility
Agency, including calls of over €58.2 million and funding of €62.5 million for
279 projects. These measures reinforce the scientific base but are mainly project
driven. Long-term continuity and scale are constrained, holding back the develop-
ment of breakthrough research that can lead to deep tech innovation.

4) Improvement of the mechanisms for transferring knowledge from universities
and research institutes to industry. Technology Transfer Offices have been created
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5)

6)

7)

(proposed under Pissarides Report, 2020) within the General Secretariat for Re-
search and Innovation - Ministry of Development. However, these structures have
not yet yielded substantial commercialisation, patent activity or spin-off creation.
It is essential that these offices become more effective.

Promotion of industry-research partnership: Facilitation of collaboration and
funding between private enterprises and research groups. Administrative and reg-
ulatory hurdles are still important. Partnerships between academia and industry
are very much in vogue in Horizon Europe. Without the flexibility to co-fund
research, Greek institutions may still be competitive for academic initiatives but
less integrated in innovation-driven consortia.

Boosting venture capital, business angel funding and early-stage finance for in-
novative enterprises. Elevate Greece- https://elevategreece.gov.gr/el/ has created
fiscal incentives for angel investors. Venture capital support has also extended
beyond the original EquiFund plan, with the introduction of EquiFund II in 2024
backed by €200 million. Yet, Greece still does not have a critical mass of medi-
um-sized innovative enterprises that can scale innovations and lead significant
European initiatives. Funding is still heavily skewed to the early stage with little
support for development and international expansion.

Fostering innovative ecosystems and clusters. Creating innovation hubs for tight
interaction between research organisations, companies, investors and talented
people. Technology parks and cluster initiatives are being developed or expanded
with the backing of national and European funds. Greek engagement in EU initia-
tives is still mostly project-oriented and not ecosystem-oriented. The presence of
strong domestic clusters could increase knowledge spillovers, industry collabora-
tion and a capacity to engage in significant mission-oriented initiatives.

In conclusion, Greece is no longer a marginal player in European research ini-

tiatives. The greatest difficulty today is not lack of access to finance, but the abil-
ity to translate participation into leadership, innovation and economic effect. Many
policy measures inspired by the Pissarides Report (2020) have been adopted and have
achieved measurable benefits, but they have not yet changed the basic structure of the
innovation system.

This study recommends that future policy should focus less on boosting partici-

pation per se and more on enhancing a domestic environment that permits research
output to be absorbed, commercialised and scaled. In the absence of such a transfor-
mation, Greece is likely to continue participating successfully in European initiatives
but from a somewhat peripheral position in the increasingly strategic and innovation-
driven environment of EU research.
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