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Bosch signs MoU with IISc to drive local innovation 

http://www.livemint.com/Companies/LKZFC8pBJhJIog0zpka0dO/Bosch-signs-MoU-with-IISc-to-drive-local-

innovation.html 

The collaboration is expected to strengthen Bosch’s research and development in areas including mobility and 

healthcare  

New Delhi: In a bid to sharpen its focus on India-specific requirements, German automotive firm Bosch Gmbh 

has signed a memorandum of understanding (MoU) with Indian Institute of Science (IISc), Bangalore. 

The MoU, which was signed on 28 October, was exchanged between Bosch and IISc in the presence of 

President Pranab Mukherjee at Rashtrapati Bhavan, New Delhi, on Thursday. 

This follows German chancellor Angela Merkel’s visit to the Bosch facility in Bengaluru, as part of her three-

day state visit to India last month, with focus on innovation and skills development.  

While Bosch’s core strength has been the company’s ability to manufacture its products according to the needs 

of the Indian market at a competitive price, the firm has been increasing its focus on non-core areas such as 

energy and water for the last couple of years. The collaboration is expected to strengthen the company’s 

research and development in areas including mobility and healthcare in addition to energy, water and 

environmental protection. 

“Based on this MoU, we intend to develop solutions that address key India-centric requirements. Innovation has 

always been a special strength of Bosch. This partnership between industry and academia further enforces our 

ties with the IISc and underlines our commitment towards local innovations, according to our slogan ‘Invented 

for life’,” said Steffen Berns, president of Bosch Group in India. “We expect to see positive results as we 

collaborate in research on areas of strategic interest, such as mobility, healthcare, energy and water.” 

Many global companies, including automobile- and smartphone-makers, have been setting up expert teams in 

India to gauge the problems persisting in the country so as to understand the need of customers and address 

them. 

http://www.livemint.com/Companies/LKZFC8pBJhJIog0zpka0dO/Bosch-signs-MoU-with-IISc-to-drive-local-innovation.html
http://www.livemint.com/Companies/LKZFC8pBJhJIog0zpka0dO/Bosch-signs-MoU-with-IISc-to-drive-local-innovation.html
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Bosch collaboration with IISc started in 2011, when the company granted Rs.115 crore to IISc for a period of 

10 years. This was a part of the company’s Rs.300 crore initiative ‘Bosch InterCampus Program’ that aimed to 

improve research conditions for undergraduates and scientists in the university sphere in Germany, China, India 

and the US over a 10-year period. The Robert Bosch Centre for Cyber Physical Systems that does research on 

concepts like Internet of Things and its applications in various fields was set up at IISc with this grant and is 

currently in its fourth year. 

According to Anurag Kumar, director of IISc, the centre has “helped define a trail for industry-academia 

collaboration” and with this MoU, “Bosch is looking to engage in deeper research that will improve the quality 

of life in totality”. 

“These partnerships symbolize Bosch’s innovation focus in India. It will increase our problem solving 

capabilities, and at the same time the collaboration will result in sharing our learnings for the benefit of society. 

I believe it is absolutely essential for the growth of innovation in India,” said Vijay Ratnaparkhe, president, 

Bosch Engineering and Business Solutions. 

Are Research Institutes World-class or Worthless?  

http://www.newindianexpress.com/columns/Are-Research-Institutes-World-class-or-

Worthless/2015/11/06/article3115268.ece 

Last month, President Pranab Mukherjee congratulated the Indian Institute of Science (IISc) for being rated 

147th in the world in the latest university rankings brought out by UK-based Quacquarelli Symonds. However, 

just three months earlier at the IISc convocation, Infosys founder Narayana Murthy had lamented that there had 

been no breakthrough research of any significance from IISc in all its years of existence. “Is there a single 

recent invention from India that has contributed to humanity’s welfare?” he had pointedly asked. He concluded 

his remonstrations by wondering aloud whether “premier” institutes like IISc had made any worthwhile 

contribution at all to society. So which is it? Are premier research institutes like IISc “world-class” as our 

President’s plaudits seem to suggest, or are they close to worthless as our most successful global entrepreneur 

appears to believe? Surely, Pranab Mukherjee’s satisfaction on achieving a global rank of 147 is a bit 

underwhelming. 

It wasn’t always like this. After all, JN Tata had founded IISc on the bedrock of high-modernist belief that the 

well-being of the nation was to be secured through advanced scientific research and large-scale 

industrialisation. The science and engineering departments that formed the core of the institute were therefore 

patterned directly on the model of the western research university. There is no inkling in the institute’s archives 

from that period to suggest that any form of knowledge other than western science and technology was given 

consideration as a worthwhile endeavour. 

In the public at large, however, campaigns such as “swadeshi” during the National Movement had given rise to 

intense debates regarding the different forms of knowledge. We could even say that “knowledge” implicitly 

came to be seen in conjunction with the idea of self-determination, raising questions about what form a 

democracy of knowledges ought to take. Nonetheless, the network of science laboratories and universities set 

up in the immediate aftermath of independence presupposed western science to be the overarching epistemic 

framework within which all questions had to be posed. It was only later in the face of mounting problems 

caused by the large-scale displacement of people in the name of “development”, catastrophic industrial 

accidents like the one at the Union Carbide plant in Bhopal, and the disastrous pollution of the nation’s air, land, 

and water resources, that our much-vaunted scientific establishment revealed itself to be a helpless bystander at 

best — and a complicit entity at worst. 

http://www.newindianexpress.com/columns/Are-Research-Institutes-World-class-or-Worthless/2015/11/06/article3115268.ece
http://www.newindianexpress.com/columns/Are-Research-Institutes-World-class-or-Worthless/2015/11/06/article3115268.ece
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The philosopher George Santayana once complained that his scientific colleagues at Harvard were so caught up 

in their microscopic projects that they were not even able to perceive the problems their applications caused at 

the aggregate level. Scientists often rue the lack of funds to do research, but increased funding is scarcely the 

answer to the deep-seated problems that plague our research institutes. Besides, in an era in which research 

findings from heavily-funded well-equipped western universities can be disseminated instantly, on what 

grounds can an institute in a poor country like India possibly hope to compete? Is it even realistic to measure the 

performance of our lumbering research bureaucracies by the same yardstick as western institutions? Might it 

therefore be time to rethink what “knowledge” and “research” mean in a setting like India’s without recourse to 

the globally-accepted definitions of these words? 

After all, India didn’t survive as a civilisation for millennia without any “knowledge” or “research”. But for 

these words to be meaningful in the Indian context, they have to be extricated from the hothouse environment of 

today’s industrial-style knowledge production and made to serve a different purpose. We may have to pay far 

more attention to forms of tacit knowledge accumulated as a result of long experience with a skill or trade. 

Sharing of tacit knowledge does take place even in a standardised research environment like a scientific 

laboratory, but this process needs to be conceived more expansively to include many more knowledge 

constituencies. 

The knowledge and skills needed to tackle the many challenges confronting us as a nation are already widely 

available to us, but they happen to be dispersed amongst a large number of trades, professions, individuals and 

communities. The challenge before us is to devise creative ways for these skills and knowledge-forms to be 

tapped, utilised, and delivered to those who need them. Much new knowledge can be generated by drawing on 

such dispersed sources both within and outside formal research organisations like IISc and facilitating 

knowledge flows between them. However, a major roadblock is that tacit knowledge will not get fully shared in 

the absence of epistemic equality between differing kinds of knowledge repositories. This calls for a broader 

democracy of knowledge and a strategy for the governance of research institutions that goes far beyond the 

creation of a handful of interdisciplinary departments. 

Unfortunately, as things stand today, the environment at our premier research institutes is not conducive to 

knowledge-sharing even among people within the same department! This is because research productivity in 

these institutes is usually measured by the number of journal papers produced, and the race to maximise the 

number of publications has given rise to a culture of individualism, secrecy and mistrust. A single-point focus 

on a number of papers may well result in a marginal increase in the stock of scientific knowledge, but few bold 

insights can be expected to emerge from such an arrangement. 

Narayana Murthy’s reproach that there is no breakthrough research coming out of our premier institutes is, 

therefore, fully justified and should not at all surprise us. How could it be otherwise when the entire deck of 

incentives in these institutes is so heavily stacked against any form of intellectual risk-taking? Innovative 

knowledge generation in a society like India’s can only occur in an environment where a multiplicity of 

knowledge forms are encouraged to commingle and play with one another. This implies not only greater traffic 

of ideas between the sciences and the arts, humanities, social sciences, and policy-making but also calls for 

interchange and cross-fertilisation between formal and institutionally produced knowledge and the manifold 

forms of informal and tacit knowledge that lie embedded in the everyday practices of our communities. 

All this may still not be enough to satisfy the likes of Narayana Murthy. But if Pranab Mukherjee’s premature 

accolades risk pushing us towards aiming too low, Narayana Murthy’s rebuke takes its cue from a global model 

of knowledge that may not only be beyond our reach; it may not even be the most desirable path to solving our 

most pressing problems. 

One of the winners of this year’s Nobel Prize for medicine is the 84-year-old Chinese pharmacologist Tu 

Youyou who was recognised for rediscovering artemisinin, a plant derivative that has significantly reduced 

death rates from malaria. She first learned about this compound from a scroll of traditional Chinese remedies 
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dating back to 400 AD. Youyou routinely refers to herself as the professor of ‘the three nos’: no post-graduate 

degree, no experience working abroad, no membership in the Chinese Academy of Sciences. Our premier 

institutes, on the other hand, are choc-a-block with professors with many “yeses”; yet, in answer to Narayana 

Murthy’s question whether there was a single recent invention from India that has contributed to humanity’s 

welfare, all these “yeses” unfortunately add up to a resounding “no”. Instead of hankering after global rankings 

based on dubious measures, perhaps, we should take a leaf from Youyou’s book and try to foster a more 

equitable exchange between specialised scientific expertise and the infinite forms of tacit locally embedded 

knowledge that we already possess. 

 

 


