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Data and analysis 
The analysis used databases and analyst reports for China and India from multiple sources, such as 
Bloomberg, FactSet and company annual reports (2023, or latest year available) for financial data; 
PitchBook, Bain Private Equity reports, BiotechGate and BCIQ for private equity and venture funding 
data; and press releases, PharmaDeals, Citeline, McKinsey and UBS reports for dealmaking data. 
Given the broad sets of data from multiple sources for China and India, including information from 
local sources such as NovaaOne Capital, the analyses triangulated and cross-referenced various data 
points to ensure a robust directional guidance and comparison on each of the parameters assessed for 
the two markets. 
 
Private equity and venture investments 
Data on the private equity (PE) and venture capital (VC) investments from 2014–2023 for China and 
India were collected from the BioCentury (BCIQ) database. The data were further triangulated with 
data from PitchBook and Venture Intelligence, as well as discussions with local sources in China and 
India. The investment data is only for biopharma companies, and excludes any PE/VC deals for 
hospitals, medical devices, diagnostics and healthcare services companies. The annual investment 
figures are shown in Chart 1 below; all numbers are in billions of US dollars (converted at exchange 
rate for deals, as applicable).  
 
Annual investments in China declined ~70% from 2021 ($5.8 billion) to 2023 ($1.9 billion), the 
lowest annual investment since 2018 ($3.1 billion), showing the decreasing risk appetite for China 
assets, close to levels last seen in 2017. In contrast, although India has seen a significant decline as 
well, 2023 investments of ~$1 billion are still higher than 2018 levels. Additionally, there are 
increased capital flows into India-based contract development and manufacturing (CDMO) players, 
driven by diversification of biopharmaceutical supply chain, and in healthcare infrastructure and 
services (hospitals, diagnostics labs) in India. 
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R&D investments from local players 
The R&D investments from 15 Chinese and 15 Indian biopharma companies were collected from 
2023 annual reports of listed companies (for India, the FY 2023–2024 data were collected, given 
April–March financial year). Table 1 below shows the absolute investment in dollars, converted from 
local currency, where applicable. As guidance for current and potential future biopharma research 
intensity, the most recent R&D investment figures from 2023 were used; the historical absolute R&D 
investments are trending growth for both China and India (data not shown). Additionally, India-listed 
subsidiaries of multinational pharmaceutical companies (such as Abbott, GSK, Pfizer and Sanofi) 
were excluded from the dataset. 
 
Although most of the China biopharma are investing significantly in R&D, at double-digit percentage 
of revenue levels, none of the Indian biopharma in the dataset are investing significantly in their R&D 
programs (mid-single-digit percentages of revenues). 
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Dealmaking data 
Out-licensing of innovative assets from local biopharma to big pharma companies is often viewed as 
validation of the quality of such assets. Chart 2 below captures total transaction value (upfront and 
milestone payments) for out-licensing deals from Chinese and Indian companies to multinational 
players.  Additionally, data for key deals from 2014–2023, with total value >$250 million (including 
upfronts and milestones), are shown in Table 2 below. 
 
There are multiple innovative asset deals where big pharma companies have in-licensed molecules 
from Chinese biopharma companies; however, there is minimal deals activity in this space for India. 
Most transactions in India are focused on branded generics/formulations, with local biopharma 
acquiring other local companies, acquisition/in-licensing of established brands or branded generics, or 
private equity companies acquiring equity stakes in local biopharma players; key deals for India are 
shown in Table 2 for comparison. Olema’s in-licensing and research collaboration for oncology novel 
small molecules with Dr Reddy’s subsidiary Aurigene, and Viatris’ acquisition of Famy Life 
Sciences’ ophthalmology clinical pipeline are a few exceptions. 
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Public market returns 
Data for 15 China biopharma companies listed on the Hong Kong stock exchange and 15 leading 
Indian biopharma players listed on the Indian stock exchange — the same set of companies as the one 
used for R&D investments — were used for comparison of equity returns between the two markets 
(Table 3). Given that there is only one Indian biopharma company listed on the New York stock 
exchange (NYSE) (Dr Reddy’s) versus >20 Chinese biotech companies listed on the NYSE (as of Dec 
29, 2023), using local Hong Kong and India exchanges was a better gauge for comparative returns. 
Although not ideal given the liquidity, capital flows and macroeconomic influences on these two 
exchanges, it serves as the closest proxy given the lack of substrate from India on the NYSE. 
Additionally, India-listed subsidiaries of multinational pharmaceutical companies (such as Abbott, 
Pfizer, Sanofi, and GSK) were excluded from the dataset given the premium these companies 
typically attract on the Indian stock exchange. 



Furthermore, to capture the true divergence between innovative biopharma and generics companies, 
only the innovative biotechs from China that are listed on the Hong Kong stock exchange were 
captured in the dataset, whereas the Indian dataset was comprised entirely of generics companies, 
given the lack of substrate for innovative biotech from India listed on any exchanges. All figures are 
rounded to nearest whole number; for Chinese biotech companies listed on the Hong Kong exchange 
that do not have 5-year or 10-year listed history, the overall return since listing until 29 December 
2023 was used as proxy for the returns for respective 5-year or 10-year returns. The returns for 
Chinese biopharma in the dataset are consistent with the broader Hong Kong-listed Biotech Index (50 
largest biotech companies listed in Hong Kong), which has declined ~70% over a 3-year and declined 
~50% over a 5-year period. 
 
Finally, the data only capture absolute share price returns for each stock, and do not include any 
dividends, spinouts, etc., that would capture the overall shareholder returns, so may not be completely 
accurate measure; however, they do provide indicative comparative returns between China and India. 
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Data limitations 
Although the data provide robust directional guidance for each of the parameters between the two 
markets, they do not provide a precise estimate given data triangulation from multiple sources, 
including local datasets, that may not capture full scope of information for each market. They do, 
however, provide a good comparison between China and India.  
 
The dataset for 15 Chinese and 15 Indian biopharma companies for R&D investments and returns 
profiles is a used as proxy for the broader biopharma landscape, given that the 15 Indian players 
represent ~70% of overall market capitalization of all Indian biopharma, and the 15 Chinese 
companies represent ~45% of the Hong Kong Biotech Index; however, there are potential limitations 
in extrapolating from this subset to the broader landscape, as private companies are excluded given 
the limited availability of such data. The private equity and venture investments data (Chart 1) was 
used to complement and address these potential limitations. 
 
 


