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1.  Introduction  

This report on dissemination practices is based on the analysis of survey results obtained 

from project coordinators of Agri-food related research projects. The objective of this 

deliverable was to look at current dissemination practices in order to provide 

recommendations on how to enhance knowledge exchange activities between researchers 

and research users (especially food SMEs).  

This report does not conform precisely with the proposed structure outlined in the 

description of work because through this exercise we have learned that little evaluation on 

the effectiveness of dissemination practices has been conducted to dates (see also D.1.2). 

 

Fig. 1: Overview on project life cycles and integrated dissemination  

Therefore our report is structured according to the image of a project life cycle: firstly, we 

concentrate on the survey of current dissemination activities in European projects. In the 

second part of this report we highlight the national requirements in some European 

countries for a dissemination plan.  
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2.  Summary: Key findings  

[Explanation is given in the report] 

Audience: Main users of project results were researchers (35% of projects), policy makers 

(30%), industry (28%) and consumers (7%) 

Resources: 15% of small projects and 9% of large projects do not have a person responsible 

for dissemination activities other than the project coordinator/ manager.  

Resources: In less than 50% of the projects, the person in charge of dissemination is trained 

in communication and a document describing the dissemination strategy has been 

prepared. 

Dissemination Success: The majority (75%-80%) of respondents declared that their 

dissemination was successful. 

Dissemination Success: Over 90% of respondents agreed that it is necessary to continue 

dissemination after the end of the project in order to ensure a good exploitation of the 

results. 

Dissemination Success: 80% of the projects estimated their dissemination as successful to 

the specific audience. 

Dissemination Success: Small projects have difficulties in addressing the industry (whatever 

size) whether large projects have difficulties in addressing the general public and food SMEs 

Dissemination Success: Only 23% of the large projects find it difficult to communicate the 

results of scientific projects to large food companies while 46 % of small projects find it 

difficult. 

Dissemination Timing: 90% of small projects and 65% of large projects intend to continue 

dissemination after the end of the project. 

Dissemination Timing: The majority of projects (70% of small projects and 80% of large 

projects) have started dissemination activities before results were available. 

Dissemination Tools Similarities:  

¶ 100% of the projects developed a website.  

¶ The second most common activity is newsletter production (84% for small projects, 

96% for large projects) 

¶ Around 40% of both small and large projects prepared leaflets about the project and 

for scientists. 
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Dissemination Tools Differences:  

¶ Almost all large projects use videos for presenting the results (96%) while less than 

half (48%) of the small projects produced a video. 

¶ Another finding is the less frequent use of new media tools (such as discussion fora, 

blogs, e-newsletters), which are more pronounced in small projects assuming a 

smaller budget and therefore less resources for these communication tools. 

¶ The preparation of leaflets for other audiences such as consumers or policy makers is 

mainly done by the majority of large projects (52%), whereas the majority of small 

projects (80%) have not developed such leaflets.  

¶ The production of video(s) on the project is influenced strongly by the main audience 

(23% for projects addressing researchers; 63% for projects addressing industry). 

 

Engagement with media:  

¶ Distribution of press releases and journalist interviews are the most common 

activities (more than 90% for large projects, 70-80% of small projects) 

¶ 70% of large projects and 44% of small projects organized press conferences about 

the project.  

 

Publications:  

¶ Almost all projects reported publications of scientific articles in peer review journals. 

¶ More than two third of the projects reported publications in specialized and non 

specialized media.  

¶ Around 30% of the projects reported publication of industry best practice guides. 

¶ 50% of the projects which indicated to have the industry as main users have 

published industry best practice guides.  

Events: 

¶ Less than 70% of the respondents indicated the organisation of a scientific 

conference for project partners.  

¶ All large projects and 88% of small projects reported participation in scientific 

conferences organised outside the project. 

¶ There are significant differences between large and small projects regarding the 

organisation of workshops and training sessions: a majority (80%) of the large 

projects and only a minority (30%) of the small projects have organised or will 

organise trainings or workshops for scientists (S) or regulatory bodies (RB). 

¶ One third of the large projects sponsored events. 

¶ Less than half of the small projects reported workshop, training or visits to food 

companies. The percentage is slightly higher for large projects (50 to 75%). 



 

 

4 

 

¶ The participation in workshops dedicated to companies is the most common activity 

for both large (74%) and small projects (48%). 

¶ It is followed by visits to companies for small projects (40%) and by the organisation 

of workshops or training for large projects. 

¶ More large projects are organising workshops or training sessions than small projects 

(around 60% for large projects and 20-28%% for small projects).  

¶ Overall, large projects reported more activities targeted at food companies than 

small projects.  

 

Languages used: 

¶ The majority of projects used only English in the main publications (70 % (LP) to 84% 

(SP) for the website, 52% (SP) to 83% (LP) for the newsletters and 83%(LP) to 84% 

(SP) for the final report) 

¶ The only difference between large and small projects is in the production of leaflets. 

Almost half of the large projects produced a leaflet in at least one other language 

than English.  

¶ The minority of projects produced in different languages. But if they decided to do 

so, they translated the results in average to 5 or 6 different languages. Also here the 

exemption was the newsletters were 9 different languages in small projects and 11 

different languages in large projects were used (see figure 25). 

 

Some recommendations can be concluded from our research. 

For project coordinators: 

¶ The audience for the research results should be precisely defined and then targeted. 

For different audiences different dissemination strategies should be planned and 

implemented (see D1.2). 

¶ The timing of dissemination should be acknowledged by research projects. In the 

beginning the project and the consortium may be introduced, later on websites, 

publications and workshops should be considered. Dissemination should continue 

after the end of the project to increase the exploitation of the research results. 

¶ Consider the extension of the project for one year without practical work. This 

extension should be fully oriented on dissemination. 

¶ !ǳŘƛƻǾƛǎǳŀƭ ΨǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ƻƴ /5ǎ ƻǊ 5±5ǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǾŀƭǳŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅΦ  

¶ Use of national languages is very important to address the food industry in different 

countries. 

¶ Organise workshops in between larger and smaller projects in order to let the 

smaller projects benefit from the dissemination strength of larger ones. 
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¶ Use 3D hot spots, a very illustrative tool or other more interactive website tools like 

decision support systems to support the dissemination process. 

 

For the Commission: 

¶ The effectiveness of the dissemination activities should be evaluated (self-

evaluated), based on performance criteria established in advance. 

¶ Provide subsidies for dissemination projects in which more running / and just 

finished projects are involved (like agrifoodresults) 

¶ Discussion between DG Research and DG enterprise is encouraged in this area.  
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3. Why the European Commission should encourage best 

practice in disse mination for research results  

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) play a crucial role in European competitiveness 

and job creation. They represent the overwhelming majority of enterprises in Europe and 

they are the source of dynamism and change in new markets, particularly those at the 

leading edge of technology. Although European SMEs are heterogeneous, they are all 

confronted with increasing competition resulting from the European internal market and 

the need to constantly innovate and accommodate advances in technology. Furthermore, 

an increasing number of SMEs both need and want to internationalise in search of new 

markets and business opportunities. 

Therefore the EU Commission has set clear terms for the integration of SMEs in research 

proposals and for dissemination of research results (e.g. mandatory 15% allocated project 

budget for SMEs). 

The EU has a specific policy on SMEs, which encourages skills related to entrepreneurship, 

innovation, and globalisation. A variety of initiatives have been set up across the EU 

encouraging SME development, especially in five key areas: the promotion of 

ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊƛŀƭ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {a9ǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΣ ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ǊŜŘ ǘŀǇŜΣ ǘƘŜ 

ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ {a9ǎΩ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ ŘƛŀƭƻƎǳŜ ŀƴŘ Ŏonsultation with 

SMEs. 

¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ {a9ǎ ŀƛƳǎ ǘƻ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ψ¢Ƙƛƴƪ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƛǊǎǘΩ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 

the business environment easier for SMEs, reducing their administrative costs, simplifying 

and speeding up the procedures they need to undertake, improving their access to markets 

and making it easier for them to be more competitive. The European Commission is 

planning a Small Business Act. Key elements of the proposed Act are the establishment of a 

special private company statute adapted to SME needs; exemptions from burdensome legal 

requirements; easier access to risk capital; protection of their ideas; support for recruitment 

and retraining of staff; facilitating their participation in public tenders and R&D programs; 

closer links with university and research centres; and a new chance for entrepreneurs in 

case of business failure. 

European research funding under the Framework Programmes serves two interests: 1) 

companies, research centres and universities are encouraged to take part in joint research 

by having the opportunity to receive financial funding to execute their research and 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ όwϧ5ύ ǿƻǊƪΦ  нύ .ȅ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǎƻΣ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

competitiveness of the dynamic, knowledge-based European economy according to the 

Lisbon strategy. 
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The Commission, therefore, stipulates that contractors of projects funded under its 

Framework programs must ensure their results are used and disseminated as widely as 

possible for the benefit of economic growth. 

Such dissemination is, however, also crucial to the participants' own interest: 

¶ Considering the issue of the use and dissemination of research results as early as 

possible is a key factor for the success of any project. It is, moreover, essential for 

the success of the project proposal at the application stage as proposals are 

evaluated - amongst other criteria - with regard to the quality of the plan for using 

and disseminating the knowledge. 

¶ Furthermore, by presenting their research results in the European context, 

participants can demonstrate that they are potential partners as regards experts and 

the public and can increase the chances of commercialising their results. 

¶ Additionally, neglect of the dissemination obligation will cause the Commission to 

step in, which means that participants lose influence over the distribution of results. 

 

The term dissemination ƳŜŀƴǎ άǘƘŜ ŘƛǎŎƭƻǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ όƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘύ 

by any appropriate means other than publication resulting from the formalities for 

protecting kƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜέ όŜΦƎΦ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 

of a patent application by a patent office). Dissemination can, therefore, be seen as the 

means by which research results are presented and made known and accessible to a broad 

public and/or to specific research communities (i.e. websites, journals, conferences etc). 

Participants of projects are jointly responsible for the dissemination of knowledge, 

irrespective of the rules of ownership. 

There were no guidelines for the means and ways of dissemination except where 

agreements between participants have been made, e.g. in a consortium agreement. Broadly 

speaking, the concrete means and ways will depend on the nature and objectives of the 

action (e.g., the dissemination strategies of a project with social aims, a high tech project 

with sensitive issues involved, or an Internet project, will probably differ). 

Nowadays the Commission has recognised the importance of a strategic approach to the 

dissemination process. The grant agreement between the Commission and consortia has 

changed under the 7th framework programme: 
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Grant agreement, Annex II, General conditions 

II.12. Information and communication 

The beneficiaries shall, throughout the duration of the project, take appropriate measures 
to engage with the public and the media about the project aims and results and to highlight 
the Community financial support. 

 

Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ άDǳƛŘŜ ǘƻ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎŦǳƭ 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎέΥ http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/science-

communication/index_en.htm shall be compared with the results on the dissemination 

practices. 

¢ƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƛs intended to assist project coordinators and team leaders to 

generate an effective flow of information and publicity about the objectives and results of 

their work, the contributions made to European knowledge and scientific excellence, the 

value of collaboration on a Europe-wide scale, and the benefits to EU citizens in general. The 

ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŀǎǎ ƳŜŘƛŀΩ ό¢±Σ ǊŀŘƛƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

written press), the workings of which may be less familiar to scientific/academic partners. It 

also covers websites and other internally generated support such as print publications, CDs 

and video. 

It outlines good practices that can be employed in: 

 Defining key messages; 

 Establishing target audiences; 

 Selecting the appropriate modes of communication; 

 Tailoring information to the intended outlets; 

 Building good relationships with the media; 

 Evaluating results; 

 Maximising the exposure of messages; and 

 Tapping useful Commission and other external resources.  

As well as providing sound advice on how best to proceed, this site includes examples of 

successful approaches that have been used to date. Therefore it is predestined for our 

comparison. 

http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/science-communication/in%1fdex_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/science-communication/in%1fdex_en.htm
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4. Communication Model adapted for the food sector  

Communication is a process whereby information is encoded and imparted by a sender to a 

receiver via a channel/medium. The receiver then decodes the message and gives the 

sender feedback. Communication is thus a process by which we assign and convey meaning 

in an attempt to create shared understanding.1 The core message in the communication 

ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǎ ǎƘŀǇŜŘ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΦ CƛǊǎǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άǎŜƭŦ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŜŘ 

ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜǾŜƭέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ 

and background of the transmitter. Two other cǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ άƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜƳƻǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎέΦ 

A logical level is characterized by facts and objective proofs. An emotional level is 

characterized by feelings and implications. The last criterion which influences the core 

ƳŜǎǎŀƎŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ άǇƭŜŀ ƭŜǾŜƭέΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ criterion is linked with the situation and interest of the 

receiver. Therefore there are many common barriers to successful communication, two of 

which are message overload (when a person receives too many messages at the same time), 

and message complexity. 

The research dissemination process is a complex communication process where the 

transmitter (i.e. research consortium) wants to communicate the results of research and 

development activities to a receiver (i.e. food SME). There are different levels of 

άƳƛǎǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎέ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ Ƙŀǎ ŀ ŎƘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŦŀƛƭƛƴƎΦ 

 

Fig 2: Communication Model (1) 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1
  Source: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communication (accessed on 29 Dec 2009) 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Communication
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The picture will get even more complicated if we realize that the dissemination of research 

results does not reach the food SME directly; mediators are often involved. 

 

Fig 3: Communication Model (2) 

A researcher should start the process with some questions: 

¶ Who will be the main audience / receiver of our results? 

¶ Is our message in line with the needs of the receiver?  

¶ Are the needs (e.g. innovation inputs concerning new products, improved processes, 

services, organizational methods, marketing) of the receiver known? 

¶ How can we convert the results or scientific statements into an appropriate format 

for the industry? 

¶ Which channels are used by our receiver? 

¶ Is there feedback on understanding of R&D results compared to receiver needs? 

Researchers have to be aware that there are some constraints in a successful dissemination 

process targeting food SMEs due to the different needs and experiences as shown in the 

following figure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig 4: Needs and experiences of different audiences (esp. food SMES)  
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Communication (and therefore dissemination) can easily fail as parties involved do not have 

the same background and do not speak the same language. 

The challenges for technology transfer are: 

¶ Technology transfer is usually in the hands of people whose skills, knowledge and 

priorities are R&D, not business opportunities, product innovation and marketing 

etc. 

¶ Large scale enterprises and medium sized innovators are usually able to adopt R&D 

results since they dispose of professional resources to do so. 

¶ SMEs are sceptical of European project results (investment of time and money); they 

need practical advice for operational needs. 

¶ Poor dissemination to SMEs is due to a lack of professionalism in transferring R&D 

results into their language and context. 

¶ The research approach is often focused on getting validated statements where 

scientific principles, relationships, methods, models, facts and observations provide 

the basis. 

 

Therefore the dissemination content can be very different to the expectations of the 

industry which focuses on a solution to a problem. This solution should be easily and quickly 

applicable. The main interest of SMEs is to improve their own business and financial figures. 

Therefore they are interested in  

¶ how to use the solution, not how it works 

¶ getting the solution. It is not important whether the solution comes from new 

research or it is already existing/ available from other sources. 

¶ an understandable explanation for the industry 

¶ ŀƴ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ άŦƭƻƻǊ ƭŜǾŜƭέ όŜΦƎΦ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎύ 

¶ clear statements  

¶ quick return of investments because of the time and resource constraints 

To facilitate dissemination of R&D results to SME researchers, transmitters, have to access 

the communication process from both sides of the communication model: 

¶ Improve the communication competence of researchers, i.e., learn how to listen  

and to understand the SME´s needs 

 => AgriFoodResults will provide training sessions and seminars for R&D staff. 

¶ Improve the willingness of companies to listen to and apply research results 

=> AgriFoodResults will provide recommendations (see D.1.2 via reports, workshops and 

personal contacts (traditional approach)) and tools (e.g. research map and knowledge web 

3D hot spots (new approach)). 
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For increasing the impact of the dissemination activities the effectiveness of the different 

actions and tools has to be evaluated and the experiences should be used for a systematic 

improvement of the practice. For a well-managed evaluation the criteria should be specified 

when the dissemination activities are considered as successful. The specification of the 

performance indicators and the success criteria should be carried out during the design of 

the dissemination plan. 

 

When establishing dissemination performance criteria, the following aspects have to be 

considered: 

¶ Who is the target audience? 

food businesses, particularly SMEs; policy makers, researchers, mediators, consumers? 

¶ What is the specific objective of the dissemination activity such as creating awareness, 

enhancing transfer of knowledge, education and training, inducing actions, etc? 

¶ Which parameters can indicate the extent of achieving the objectives properly? 

¶ Which of these parameters can be measured in the practice at reasonable efforts and costs? 

¶ What is the limit/value of the indicator when the performance is considered as 

acceptable/successful? 

These objectives may change during the progress of the project. Performance indicators for 

dissemination can be related to the efforts made and to the impact reflected by induced 

reactions. 

 

 

Performance indicators related to the efforts: 

¶ number of companies / policy makers  (their organisations) / consumers / 

researchers / mediators; 

¶ number of target groups accessed;  

¶ number of actions carried out for a specific target group; 

¶ number of personal contacts initiated by the disseminating organisation; 

¶ number of  events, including workshops, seminars, trainings, conferences, round 

tables, press conferences;  

¶ number of participants at events; 

¶ number of leaflets describing the project results; 

¶ number of publications in trade press; 

¶ number of industry best practice guides; 

¶ number of press releases and interviews;  

¶ number of articles published by journalists after a press conference; 

¶ number of videos, DVDs; 

¶ number of personal contacts (including company visits) initiated by the 
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dissemination; 

¶ number of visits on the web-site; 

¶ number of messages repeated at least 3 times for the same target audience (tools 

used can be different); 

¶ number of scientific publications; 

¶ number of descriptions to the practical users;  

¶ number of scientific presentations. 

¶ number of brochures, leaflets for informing the consumers, etc.; 

 

Performance indicators related to the impact of the dissemination include: 

¶ number of interested enquiries received; 

¶ number of contacts initiated by the target audience 

¶ requests for additional information; 

¶ invitation for a discussion; 

¶ request for an offer; 

¶ attendance at events offered for a fee 

¶ number of new relationships established with the industry/policy makers / 

ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎκƳŜŘƛŀǘƻǊǎΤ 

¶ number of fee paying events, which were carried out based on the results; 

¶ number of ideas generated outside the project group;  

¶ number of projects initiated; 

¶ number of invitation to events as a speaker or to expert panels;  

¶ number of citations of / references to the  concept and the result excluding the 

members of the project team and outside the events organised by the project team; 

¶ number of new policies developed / existing policies changed;  

¶ number of policies implemented; 

¶ number of downloads from the web-site; 

¶ number of returning/regular clients; 

¶ number of results used in training and education; 

¶ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘΤ 

¶ extent of change of consumer practices (measurable only on longer term).  
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The aim is to promote a mutual understanding between researchers and food SMEs that will 

encourage future cooperation or at least knowledge transfer and valorisation. To do so, 

good scientific communications should be based on the following recommendations and 

questions: 

¶ Use the national language of food SMEs ς they are not used to communications in a 

foreign language. The willingness to listen is decreased with a foreign language. 

¶ Use clear, simple messages to present the results 

V What is the solution available? 

V For which problem faced by the industry?  

V What is new in the solution? 

V What are the expected benefits of using it? 

V What resources and facilities are necessary for its implementation? 

¶ References of existing applications, if these are available 
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5.  Results of AgriFoodResults survey on dissemination 

practices  

1. Method  

In May 2009 a questionnaire was developed to learn about dissemination activities that are 

implemented in research projects relevant to the food sector. The link to the web-based 

questionnaire was sent to 100 coordinators and dissemination managers of FP6 and FP7 

projects relevant to the food sector. The distribution of the link to the survey was done via 

email, homepages of partners and personal contacts via phone and conferences. The results 

of the first survey are reported in this deliverable and discussed following a consortium 

workshop where members discussed the findings and how to compile two different reports 

ƻƴ ά5ƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ !ŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀƴŘ ά{ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŎƛŜƴǘƛŦƛŎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎέΦ 

2. Results and Discussion 

a. Answer rate and profile of answers received  

The answer rate is 49%: 100 projects were invited to participate and 49 answers were 

received. Considering the number of invitations sent, this response rate is considered very 

good.  

One third of the answers came from FP7 projects (including 5 LCP and 10 SCP) and two-

thirds from FP6 projects (including 14 IP, 4 NoE and 16 STREP). The distribution between 

large and small projects is well balanced with 23 large projects (IP, NoE and LCP) and 26 

small projects (STREP and SCP). 

b. List of projects that participated to the survey  

FP7 projects 

Acronym Project title  

BaSeFood Sustainable exploitation of bioactive components from the Black Sea 
Area traditional foods 

SCP 

BIOHYPO Confronting the clinical relevance of biocide induced antibiotic 
resistance 

SCP 

CAFE Computer-aided food processes for control engineering LCP 

Conffidence CONtaminants in Food and Feed: Inexpensive DEtectioN for Control 
of Exposure 

LCP 

DREAM Design and development of realistic food models to allow a 
multidisciplinary and integrated approach to food quality and 
nutrition 

LCP 
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Acronym Project title  

EATWELL Interventions to Promote Healthy Eating Habits: Evaluation and 
Recommendations 

SCP 

EFRAIM Mechanisms of early protective exposures on allergy development SCP 

FACET Flavours, additives and food contact material exposure task LCP 

FLABEL Food Labelling to Advance Better Education for Life SCP 

FOCUS 

BALKANS 

Food Consumer Science in the Balkans: Frameworks, Protocols and 
Neworks for a better knowledge of food behaviours 

SCP 

LipiDiDiet Impact of Nutritional Lipids on Neuronal and Cognitive Performance 
ƛƴ !ƎƛƴƎΣ !ƭȊƘŜƛƳŜǊΩǎ ŘƛǎŜŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ±ŀǎŎǳƭŀǊ 5ŜƳŜƴǘƛŀ 

LCP 

PERFOOD PERFluorinated Organics in Our Diet SCP 

SO2SAY Replacement of sulphur dioxide (SO2) in food keeping the SAme 
qualitY and shelf-life of the products 

SCP 

SYMBIOSIS-EU Scientific sYnergisM of nano-Bio-Info-cOgni Science for an Integrated 
system to monitor meat quality and Safety during production, 
storage, and distribution in EU 

SCP 

VITAL Integrated Monitoring and Control of Foodborne Viruses in 
European Food Supply Chains 

SCP 

 
FP6 projects 

Acronym Project title  

CHILL-ON 
Developing and integrating novel technologies to improve safety, 
transparency and quality insurance of the chilled/frozen food supply 
chain 

IP 

Co-Extra GM and non-GM supply chains : their CO-EXistence and TRAceability IP 

DELIVER 
Design of Effective and sustainable control strategies for Liver fluke in 
Europe 

STREP 

DEVELONUTRI 
Development of high throughput approaches to optimise the 
nutritional value of crops and crop-based foods 

STREP 

DIEPHY 
Dietary Exposures to Polycyclic aromatic Hydrocarbons and DNA 
damage 

STREP 

ECNIS Environmental cancer risk, nutrition and individual susceptibility NoE 

EPIZONE Network on epizootic disease diagnosis and control NoE 

EU-FRESH BAKE 
Freshly baked breads with improvement of nutritional quality and 
low energy demanding for the benefit of the consumer and of the 
environment 

STREP 

FEEDING FATS 

SAFETY 
Quality and safety of feeding fats obtained from waste or by-
products from the food chain 

STREP 

FLAVO 
Flavonoids in fruits and vegetables: their impact on food quality, 
nutrition and human health 

STREP 



 

 

17 

 

Acronym Project title  

FLORA 
Flavonoids and related phenolics for healthy Living using Orally 
Recommended Antioxidants 

STREP 

HEATOX 
Heat-generated food toxicants, identification, characterisation and 
risk minimisation 

STREP 

HELENA Healthy Lifestyle in Europe by Nutrition in Adolescence STREP 

HIGHQ RTE 

 
Innovative non-thermal processing technologies to improve the 
quality and safety of ready-toeat (RTE) meals 

STREP 

IDEFICS 
Identification and prevention of dietary- and lifestyle-induced health 
effects in children and infants 

IP 

ISAFRUIT 
Increasing Fruit consumption through a trans disciplinary approach 
leading to High quality produce from environmentally safe, 
sustainable methods. 

IP 

LYCOCARD Role of lycopene for the prevention of cardiovascular diseases IP 

MONIQA 
Harmonizing nutrient recommendations as a basis for innovative 
dietary guidelines 

NoE 

NEWGENERIS 

Development and application of biomarkers of dietary exposure to 
genotoxic chemicals and biomarkers of precarcinogenic and 
immunomodulatory effects, using mother-child birth cohorts and 
biobanks 

IP 

NOFORISK Quantitative risk assessment strategies for novel foods STREP 

NovelQ 
Novel Processing Methods for the Production and Distribution of 
High-Quality and Safe Foods 

IP 

NuGO 
European Nutrigenomics Organisation linking genomics, nutrition and 
health research 

NoE 

OPTIMOILS 
Valorisation of healthy lipidic micro-nutrients by optimising food 
processing of edible oils and fats 

STREP 

PATHOGENCO

MBAT 
Control and prevention of emerging and future pathogens at cellular 
and molecular level throughout the food chain 

IP 

PHIME 
Public health impact of long-term, low-level mixed element exposure 
in susceptible population strata 

IP 

PREVENTCD 
Influence of the dietary history in the prevention of coeliac disease: 
possibilities of induction of tolerance for gluten in genetically 
predisposed children 

STREP 

Q-PorkChains 
Development of an innovative integrated  and sustainable food 
production chain of high quality pork products matching consumer 
demands 

IP 

SAFEFOODS 
Promoting food safety through a new integrated risk analysis 
approach for foods. 

IP 

SAFEHOUSE 
Analysis and control of egg contamination by Salmonella and other 
zoonotic pathogens after the move of laying hens to enriched cages 
and alternative housing systems 

STREP 
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Acronym Project title  

SAFEWASTES 
Evaluating physiological and environmental consequences of using 
organic wastes after technological processing in diets for livestock 
and humans 

STREP 

SAFIR 
Safe and high quality Food production using poor quality waters and 
Improved Irrigation systems and management 

STREP 

SEAFOODPLUS 
Health improving, safe seafood of high quality in a consumer driven 
fork-to-farm concept. 

IP 

TRACE Tracing Food Commodities in Europe IP 

TRACEBACK Integrated system for a reliable traceability of food supply chains IP 

TRUEFOOD Traditional United Europe Food IP 

Fig. 5: Overview on FP6 and FP7 instruments  
The image above gives an overview on the distribution of answers related to the different 

instruments. Previous surveys have indicated that SMEs state a clear preference for smaller 

and shorter projects (such as STREP and SCP). 
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The number of answers (49) is satisfactory and the very good answer rate (49%) shows the 

interest for dissemination questions. The answers are well balanced between small (53%) 
and large (47%) research projects; there are more answers from FP6 (70%) than from FP7 
projects (30%) probably due to their project status. FP6 projects are in the end phase or 
already completed. 

c. Main userÓ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓȭ ÒÅÓÕÌÔÓ 

The majority of the respondents (65%) indicated that their projects did not concern a 

specific food sector. This indicates that most of the FP projects include basic research 

activities or common food issues that are not specific to a particular food sector. The 

answers of the 17 projects that answered positively are listed in the following table.  

Table: Projects which covered a specific food sector 

Project Acronym 

Food Sector 

concerned 

ELIVER Meat and Milk 

ISAFRUIT Fruit 

CHILL-ON Fish and Poultry 

SAFIR 
Farm to Fork 
(Vegetables) 

Symbiosis Meat Sector 

FACET 
Human food intake 
across the EU 

EU-Freshbake Bread making 

FOCUS-BALKANS 

Fruit, Health Claims, 
Organic, Traditional 
Foods 

TRACEBACK 
Feed in Dairy Chain 
and Tomato 

SEAFOODplus Seafood 

FLAVO Fruits and Vegetables 

Safehouse Poultry 

PathogenCombat Meat and Dairy 

OPTIMOILS Fats and Oils 

Q-PorkChains 
Pig and Pork 
production 

Co-Extra 
GM and non-GM 
supply chains 

FEEDING FATS 
SAFETY Meat 

 

The following figure shows the distribution for the main users of research results. It is 

Fig. 6: Food Sector addressed 
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important to look in details at this result because it has an impact on the dissemination 

activities used by the project consortia. Ca. 35% of projects have identified researchers and 

therefore the scientific community as the main users of their project results. We would 

assume that these projects do not need company visits as dissemination tools. Also ca. 30% 

of projects have policy makers as main users. Here again other means for dissemination 

should be used. 

Only ca. 27 % of the projects have indicated that the industry will be the main user for their 

research results. It seems that the size of the project does not have a major impact on this 

focus, rather the orientation of the project content. We have therefore extracted the results 

ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ άǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎέ ŀǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǳǎŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ άƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέ ŀǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǳǎŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

ŀǊŜ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ рΦнΦс άhǾŜǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘέΦ  

Fig. 7 Most important main users for project results  

The main users of all 49 food projects in total are in order of importance the researchers, 

the policy makers, food industry and the consumers. Results are similar for small and large 

research projects. 

A majority of FP projects do not concern a specific food chain. For both small and large food 
research projects, researchers are the most important users of the research results 
followed by the policy makers, food industry, and consumers. If the main objective of the 
EU food research is to increase the competitiveness of the businesses through innovation, 
the proportion of the industry as main target user should be increased 
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d. Resources for dissemination  

In the majority of projects (85-87%), a specific person is responsible for the dissemination 

activities in addition to the project coordinator. Out of 49 answers, 6 projects indicated that 

there was no responsible person for dissemination activities (other than the project 

coordinator / manager). This is surprising considering that all FP projects have a work 

package dedicated to dissemination (including a work package leader).  

In almost 50% of the projects, the person responsible for dissemination activities is not a 

specialist in communication. A fact which was also discussed at the workshop as a barrier 

for effective communication of research results (see 5.3). But this applies more to small 

projects than to large projects.  

 

  

 

Only 27% of small projects have prepared 

a specific document describing their 

dissemination strategy (besides the 

information included in the Description of 

Work - DoW). In comparison, 57% of larger 

projects have a document describing their 

dissemination strategy. However, the 

percentage of projects without a 

document describing the dissemination 

Fig. 9 Personal resources (2) Fig. 8 Personal resources (1) 
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strategy (other than the DoW) is in both cases very high. 

 

 

Despite the importance of dissemination activities in FP projects, the survey reveals several 

weaknesses: according to the results, 15% of small projects and 9% of large projects do not 

have a person responsible for dissemination activities other than the project coordinator/ 

manager. In less than 50% of the projects, the person in charge of dissemination is trained 

in communication. In only half of the surveyed projects, a document describing the 

dissemination strategy has been prepared. The results also indicate that dissemination 

activities are better organised in large than in small research projects. 

e. Opinions on the performance & difficulty of dissemination  

The majority (75%-80%) of respondents declared that their dissemination was successful 

and that it ensures/ensured a good exploitation of the project results. Opinions are slightly 

more positive for large (LP) than for small projects (SP).  

Fig. 11  Opinions on successful dissemination and continuation of dissemination activities 

after the end of the project 

Fig. 10 Documented Dissemination Strategy 
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Respondents from both small and large projects (over 90%) also agreed that it is necessary 

to continue dissemination after the end of the project in order to ensure a good exploitation 

of the results.  

The project coordinators were asked to judge the success of their dissemination to their 

main audience. The result is shown in the following figure according to the indicated main 

users of the project results. 

Fig. 12 Opinion of all projects concerning the success in addressing their main audience 

 

80% of the projects estimated their dissemination as successful to the specific audience.  

The guide to successful communication of the EU Commission does not reflect any findings 

on a successful dissemination practice. Iƴ ά/ŀǎŜ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŜǎέ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘŜŘ 

ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǎŜƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛǎǘŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀ ƎŀǇ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ 

ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎέ όŜΦƎΦ Ƙƛǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘǎΣ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ Ǿƛǎƛǘǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΣ 

number of articles, etc.). All these factors depend very much on the audience and the 

content of the relevant project. It is probably not possible to analyze universally valid 

figures.  

When asked to estimate the difficulty to communicate the results of scientific projects to 
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different audiences, respondents are split in almost two equal parts for every audience: half 

of the respondents agree that it is difficult while the other half does not agree. The 

following figures are sorted in the way that in the first place appears the audience which is 

most difficult to address.  

 

Fig. 13 Opinion of small projects concerning the difficulties in addressing the different 

audiences 
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Fig. 14 Opinion of large projects concerning the difficulties in addressing the different 

audiences 

Some interesting findings can be underlined: 

¶ The audience order is different between small and large projects: small projects have 

difficulties in addressing the industry, while large projects have difficulties in 

addressing the general public and food SMEs 

¶ There is a significant difference between the large and the small projects: only 23% 

of the large projects find it difficult to communicate the results of scientific projects 

to large food companies while 46 % of small projects find it difficult.  

 

It seems that all projects want to address all audiences whether they have targeted their 

research to a specific audience or not. This would be in line with the recommendation/re-

quirement of the EU Commission guide: 

άwŜŎƻƴŎƛƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻf the consortium and those of the EU entails 

addressing a very broad range of recipients. Scientific, technical, business, institutional and 

governmental audiences are all prime targets. But, because FP6/FP7 is supported by public 

funds, there is an equal responsibility to show citizens that these monies are being spent to 

good effect. Fulfilling the societal objectives of spreading education and generating an 

enthusiasm for science also implies a need to reach the public at large, using all available 

meansΦέ 

There is a consensus on the necessity to continue dissemination after the end of the project 
in order to ensure a good exploitation of the results. Food SMEs are considered the most 
difficult target audience for the dissemination of scientific results. Results also show 
differences between small and large projects: opinions on the success of dissemination are 
more favourable in large than in small projects and dissemination to large food companies 
seems easier for large projects. Additional information would be necessary about the main 
difficulties of dissemination and their causes towards the different target groups. 

 

f. The timing of dissemination activities  

Previous results show that respondents consider it necessary to continue dissemination 

after the end of the project. This opinion is put into practice: the majority of projects (90% 

(SP) and 65% (LP)) intend to continue dissemination after the end of the project. 
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Unfortunately the results do not indicate where the projects will get their funding from or 

how this funding has been organized. We assume that they use own funds.  

According to the respondents, dissemination will continue in average 16 months after the 

end of the project. The following figure also shows that the majority of projects (70ς80%) 

have started dissemination activities before results were available.  
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The results show that small projects may not be as fast as large projects in the beginning of 

the research with information campaigns but they are more dedicated to continue 

dissemination after the end of the project. 

 

The communication guide of the EU Commission does not make any recommendations on 

the timing for dissemination. We would encourage adding a chapter on the dissemination 

timing in the guide. It is recommended that this chapter shall include the description of the 

process of perception of the information from awareness raising till conscious use by the 

targeted users. This will help applicants understand the need for on-going dissemination 

activity after the end of the project. 

Fig. 15  Projects will continue the dissemination Fig. 16  Projects have informed early 
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g. Overview of dissemination activities implemented  

The success of a project depends on the dissemination activities carried out. Project 

coordinators or project managers were asked to indicate whether they use one of the 

following tools (Table middle column): 

EU Communi-

cation Guide 

AgriFoodResults Questionnaire AgriFoodResults 

(Implemented tools) 

Websites Project website 

Discussion forum 

Blogs 

100 % (all projects) 

32% (SP) / 65% (LP) 

None (SP) / 26% (LP) 

Publications  

(first part, more 

on page 28) 

E-newsletter(s) 

Printed newsletter(s) 

Leaflet(s) presenting the project 

Leaflet(s) presenting the results for 

scientists 

Leaflet(s) presenting the practical 

results for the industry 

32% (SP) / 43% (LP) 

84% (SP) / 96% (LP) 

40% (SP) / 39% (LP) 

40% (SP) / 43% (LP) 

 

12% (SP) / 42% (LP) 

Audiovisual media Video(s) on the project 

Video(s) on the results 

20% (SP) / 48% (LP) 

48% (SP) / 96% (LP) 

(SP = small projects ; LP = large projects) 

Dissemination tools 

These results show common findings: 

¶ 100% of the projects developed a website.  

¶ The second most common activity is newsletter production (84% for small projects, 

96% for large projects) 

¶ Around 40% of both small and large projects prepared leaflets about the project and 

for scientists. 

These results show differences: 

¶ Almost all large projects use videos for presenting the results (96%) while less than 

half (48%) of the small projects produced a video. 

¶ Another finding is the less frequent use of new media tools (such as discussion fora, 

blogs, e-newsletters), which is more pronounced in small projects assuming a smaller 

budget and therefore less resources for these communication tools. 

¶ The preparation of leaflets for other audiences such as consumers or policy makers. 

The majority of small projects (80%) have not developed such leaflets whereas the 

half of large projects (52%) has developed leaflets.  
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The results are not discussed here because the reasons can be different and complex for the 

projects. However, it should be highlighted that the reliability of new media tools and trust 

in them maybe seen as weaker because contributors do not need to take a personal 

responsibility (e.g. use a false name) for their input. 

The lack of discussion forum and/or blogs can be explained either by the characteristics of 

the target group for the results, the complexity or the specific characteristics of the research 

topics or the level of available resources. 

 

We have summarized the answers of small and large projects and analyzed only regarding 

ǘƘŜ Ƴŀƛƴ ǳǎŜǊǎ άǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎέ ŀƴŘ άƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅέΦ  

Fig. 17 Dissemination tools implemented in addressing the different audiences 

It seems that the production of video(s) on the project is influenced strongly by the main 

audience (23% for projects addressing researchers; 63% for projects addressing industry).  

The EU Commission communication guide highlights the necessity of websites, publications, 

presentations (see later on) and audiovisual media for a successful dissemination. In 

particular, this last recommendation is not being implemented by the scientific community. 

We recommend including further information such as explanation on the preparation of 


