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1 Executive Summary
This report provides the first preparatory template for the benchmarking exercise to be
conducted under task 2.3, and will be complemented with parallel tasks under WP3
providing more fine-grained information upon highlighted cases, and it will be ‘validated’
by the DANDELION external advisory board members. This report will address both the
content and the formal dimensions of IIRS impact, and subsequently it will concentrate
on the latter: The selected six formal categories of dissemination indicators have been
the result of an intensive online and live participative exercise for all consortium
members. Besides that, the report has drawn upon EU policy reports, academic
literature, project briefings from concluded and ongoing IIRS research projects, and the
CORDIS database. The methodological framework presented here will be the first take
upon structural traits of dissemination activities pursued by projects. In the third and final
section of this report, the first experiences of the screening exercise will be presented in
a feedback-loop as a reflexive confirmation/correction of the path taken. Despite all
limitations and gaps routinely encountered in such exercises, we aim at presenting some
actionable knowledge about effective and sustainable dissemination mechanisms to
promote and valorise IIRS research results into innovation.
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2 Introduction
The present report lays out the rationale behind the methodological framework for the
preliminary examination of inclusive, innovative, and reflective societies (IIRS) projects
with regard to their dissemination and communication strategies. It relates to task 2.2
and is directly connected to task 2.3 which will perform the mining, harvesting,
benchmarking and selection of ‘showcases’ among the projects. At the same time, the
screening and benchmarking task 2.3 will be necessarily informed by the template about
‘productive stakeholder interactions’ elaborated in task 3.3, as well as the in-depth
interviews planned under task 2.3, as well as the focus-groups planned under task 3.1,
which will deliver necessary qualitative evidence. The results of the screening and
benchmarking exercise, leading to fact sheets and policy briefs about success stories in
report D2.3, will in turn, flow into reports D4.1 and D4.2, which will test the DANDELION
valorisation model, and also inform the project’s interactive events under Work package
3 and work package 5.
The exploration of dissemination practices which have led to innovative impacts, in the
form of successful uptake of IIRS research results by the public sector, the market, or
the civil society, is a necessary albeit challenging endeavour: Missing documentation
from the side of the projects in the CORDIS database, inactive websites, poor description
of projects’ outcomes in the final reports or/and in the websites, and non-uniform criteria
concerning evaluation of dissemination and communication activities, are the most
evident hurdles in this respect. Furthermore, despite the rise in the past couple of years
of a highly fruitful debate about more sensitive and differentiated concepts and
measurement methods of impact, a shared understanding of what kinds of impacts
should be achieved by IIRS projects remains to be established: This would give concrete
orientation to projects and their evaluation, regarding the direction, the stakeholders, the
tools, and the timing of interactions they should pursue in order to successfully promote
their findings with the highest possible success for triggering beneficial impacts outside
the narrow research community.
The above considerations lie behind the DANDELION rationale of fostering promotion
mechanisms of IIRS project results. Promotion is not understood as a ‘blind’, but
rather as a targeted, stakeholder-sensitive (‘to whom’) dissemination of research
results, in order to achieve awareness for a specific purpose (‘what for’). The issue
of the timing (‘when’) is thereby of equal importance, since some stakeholders should be
6

engaged. Having said that, promotion should not be conceived as a uni-directional,
‘sender-receiver’ action from the researchers to the outer world, but rather as a
multi-directional transaction in progress with all involved stakeholders in order to
facilitate and trigger innovation dynamics. From this perspective, when focusing upon
‘promotion’, we need to go an analytical step back, and start with a brief presentation of
the state-of-play about expected desirable impacts out of IIRS projects. Promotion is not
an exercise for its own sake, just for ‘ticking the box’, but it is instrumental and needs to
pursue and serve impact.
This report provides the first preparatory template for the benchmarking exercise to be
conducted under task 2.3, and will be complemented, as explained above with parallel
tasks under WP3 providing more fine-grained information upon highlighted cases, and
‘validated’ by the DANDELION external advisory board members in autumn 2016. Report
D2.3 then will single out success stories and identify the ingredients for successful
dissemination practices which have led to impact out of IIRS research. After this
preparatory action, the DANDELION activities will concentrate upon demonstrating and
fortifying the documented ‘good practices’ with ongoing IIRS projects, as planned under
WP3 and particularly WP5.
In the following, this report will briefly address the relationship among impact, stakeholder
engagement and dissemination, and subsequently it will elucidate the content and the
formal dimensions of IIRS impact from a dissemination perspective. The selected six
formal categories of dissemination indicators have been the result of an intensive online
and live participative exercise for all consortium members, concluded during the
DANDELION kick-off meeting in May 2016. Besides that, the report has drawn upon EU
policy reports, academic literature, project briefings from concluded and ongoing IIRS
research projects, and the CORDIS database. The methodological framework presented
here will be the first take upon structural traits of dissemination activities pursued by
projects, as screened from the CORDIS database. Selection of sample, as well as
qualitative, content-relevant information sources which will result to the fact sheets and
policy briefs will be defined and explicated in the report D2.3. In the third and final section
of this report, the first experiences of the screening exercise will be presented in a
feedback-loop as a reflexive confirmation/correction of the path taken. This will be further
refined and calibrated before the final reports under task 2.3. Despite all limitations and
gaps routinely encountered in such exercises, we aim at presenting some actionable
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knowledge about effective and sustainable dissemination mechanisms to promote and
valorise IIRS research results into innovation.

3 Dimensions of impact from R&D in SSH
The links between research, innovation, and societal development have been subject of
increased interest in the past decade. This has been, on the one hand, in order to
guarantee that financial investment has been placed properly, but also, moreover, in
order to guarantee that publicly funded research actions respond to documented needs
of society, benefit all segments of society, and not, least, do not have undesirable, nonintended or non-anticipated consequences upon society.1
To operationalize transfer of scientific knowledge into practice, we need to cope with
actors and stakeholders involved in many processes, as well as with the societal,
cultural, institutional, and political contexts in which this transfer takes place. Innovation
in the service of pressing challenges has to make sure that R&D IIRS results are useful,
usable, and used. From this perspective, actors other than researchers have a decisive
influence on enabling or constraining diffusion of research results and their valorisation
into innovative products, and services.
When we measure knowledge transfer, we should differentiate between short-term,
more immediate outcomes, and middle- or longer-term impacts. A parallel distinction
should be also made between tangible, readily observable impact, and intangible,
indirectly emerging impact. A threefold heuristic scheme can be used there:2


Instrumental consequences: political decisions, official guidelines, new technology, spinoff companies



Conceptual consequences: knowledge, understanding and attitudes in certain issues



Broad consequences: economic welfare, improvements in health, sustainable
environment.

Yet, the domains of impact can be distinguished as in the following list:3

1

See European Science Foundation (ESF) (2012), The Challenges of Impact Assessment.
Strassbourg.
http://www.dfg.de/download/pdf/dfg_im_profil/zahlen_fakten/programm_evaluation/impact_asse
ssment_wg2.pdf
2 S. ESF (2012), op.cit, p. 6-7, after Davies et. al. 2005.
3 S. ESF (2012), op.cit, p. 7.
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 Scientific impact: contribution to the subsequent progress of knowledge, the formation
of disciplines, training and capacity building.
 Technological impact: contribution to the creation of product, process and service
innovations.
 Economic impact: contribution to the sale price of products, a firm’s costs and revenues
(micro level), and economic returns either through economic growth or productivity
growth (macro level).
 Social impact: contribution to community welfare, quality of life, behaviour, practices and
activities of people and groups.
 Political impact: contribution to how policy makers act and how policies are constructed
and to political stability.
 Environmental impact: contribution to the management of the environment, for
example, natural resources, environmental pollution, climate and meteorology.
 Health impact: contribution to public health, life expectancy, prevention of illnesses and
quality of life.
 Cultural impact: contribution to understanding of ideas and reality, values and beliefs.
 Training impacts: contribution to curricula, pedagogical tools, qualifications.
The EU FP7 project Impact-EV4 has mapped the impacts of SSH research following a
fourfold impact scheme, distinguishing among scientific, social, political impact, and
impact on strengthening ERA, which can be seen as a subset of political impact.
Including also economic impact, associated with industry, SMEs and all market for-profit
activities, we can discern for parsimony reasons four domains of impact. The following
chapter will set the stage for the DANDELION analysis for effective dissemination
activities.

4 The paradigm shift in dissemination and communication
for R&D
In the past decades, there have been considerable developments in the conception and
implementation of dissemination activities of research within society, not merely with the

4

http://impact-ev.eu
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goal of public enlightenment, but also with the objective of knowledge transfer for societal
benefit. A number of research policy documents, such as the European Science
Foundation 2013 report on ‘Science in Society’5, or the Monitoring Activities of Science
in Society (MASIS) expert group report of the European Commission in 2009,6 set out
new, necessary coordinates for the relationship among science and technology actors,
policy makers, and societal actors, the general public included.

4.1

From transmission to transaction

A call for a decisive double shift is to be registered thereby: First, concerning the ‘how’
dimension, there is a need to move on from a uni-directional transmission model of
dissemination from researchers to their audiences, towards a multi-directional
transaction model.7 The latter takes into account that knowledge is situated always in
societal, cultural, institutional, and political contexts, and continuous debate is needed in
order to harvest beneficial effects out of any transfer of S&T innovations in society. The
transaction model is more demanding in terms of effort and willingness from all
stakeholder sides to engage and find some common language for communication about
needs, means and ends for R&D results put into societal application. Such a path,
incorporating values, concerns, and requirements of potential ‘end users’ of research,
IIRS, or SSH research included, facilitates uptake of R&D by the public sector, the
market, and the ‘third’, civil society sector.

4.2

Expanding the stakeholder target groups

The second consequence out of such a paradigm shift is the breadth of the target
audience, meaning the variety of stakeholders needed to effectively and productively
promote research results into the market, or public policy and societal practice, including
social innovation. The range of those relevant actors with a potential stake has
dramatically expanded, encompassing three generic categories of actors: a) those from

European Science Foundation (2013), ‘Science in Society’: Caring for our Futures in Turbulent
Times’, Strassbourg. http://www.esf.org/uploads/media/spb50_ScienceInSociety.pdf
6 European Commission (2009), ‘Challenging Futures of Science in Society. Emerging Trends
and cutting-edge issues. Report of the MASIS expert group. Brussels.
https://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/the-masis-report_en.pdf
7 S. MASIS report, Chapter 6. Op.cit., p.50 ff.
5
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the public sector, b) businesses, SMEs, and other close-to-market for profit
organisations, and, not least, c) NGOs and CSOs, representing the civil society sector.
The FP7 project Platon+ has extensively researched dissemination dynamics of EU SSH
projects and differentiated among four major groupings of stakeholders and audiences
as recipients of project results, coming from the European Commission, as the funding
institution, public administration at national and regional level, the third sector (NGOs
and CSOs), as well as the industry, whereby the European Commission is itself a
particular form of public administration (see Figure 1 below):

Figure 1: Platon+: Addressees of EU research actions results 8

Yet, in order to remain consistent with the four impact categories presented above, and
roughly orientating to the classifications of the project Impact-EV, we will stick for
analytical reasons, to a respective split of stakeholders into I) research & academia
(‘scientific impact’), II) decision makers from public administration, national and
international organisations (‘policy impact’), III) actors from the industry, including SMEs
(‘economic impact’), and, finally, IV) stakeholders from the third sector, the organised
civil society, NGOs etc. (‘social impact’). The above distinction is consequential for the
mission served by DANDELION, that is to identify and fortify paths, tools, and
mechanisms promoting effectively SSH results: On the one, because the tradition of
econometric assessments misses a lot of productive interfaces among stakeholders,
with no direct financial type of research uptake by the market (Research-to-Market, R-tM), as exemplified by outreach to the industry, SMEs, etc.. In this respect, DANDELION
efforts ought to elucidate and foster promotion at differentiated types of research

Factsheet ‘Dissemination in EU-funded research projects - Facts and open questions – the
opinion of project coordinators’ of the FP7 Project Platon+ (Progress through socio-economic
research).
8
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interfaces, as will be further elaborated below with regard to the impact target
groups for the dissemination methodological framework (s. table 4). These are
Research-to-Research (R-t-R) for dissemination to other academic stakeholders,
Research-to- Policy (R-t-P), for dissemination to political decision makers and
public authorities, and Research-to-Society (R-t-S) for dissemination to the
organised civil society and the general public.
On the other, because the established innovation templates (and the respective
composite indicators), shaped by the STEM disciplines, predominantly favour
technological innovation via transfer from research to industry to the market. This
excludes or, at best, neglects the majority of the impact categories as demonstrated by
the European Science Foundation (2012, op. cit., see above), being of non-monetary, or
intangible nature, or belonging to social innovation.
Coming now to the question of ‘how’, Armstrong and Alsop (2010, p. 209 ff.) identified
key factors that are vital for impact generation, relating the process of generating impact,
the context in which research messages are delivered and the content of the research.9
These include:


Established relationships and networks with user communities.



Involving users at all stages of research – not as subjects, but as project
partners.



Well-planned (and properly resourced) user engagement and knowledgeexchange strategies.



Portfolios of research activity that build reputations with research users.



Good infrastructure and management support.



Where appropriate, the involvement of intermediaries and knowledge
brokers as translators, amplifiers, and network providers.

The FP7 project SIAMPI pursued the link between impact and stakeholder communities
further, in order to come up with tools and instruments of measurement and assessment
of impact. Since these give crucial instrumental orientation as to where/when/to whom
should promotion activities take place, they will be elaborated in task 3.3. Yet here should

Armstrong, F. and Alsop, A. (2010), ‘Debate: co-production can contribute to research impact
in the social sciences’, Public Money & Management, 30 (4): 208-10.
9
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suffice to say that the SIAMPI approach was based upon the model of ‘productive
interactions’ as a reliable indicator for assessing the social impact of research. The model
assumes that for social impact to take place there needs to be contact between
researchers and non-academic stakeholders. When this contact leads to an effort by the
stakeholder to engage with research a productive interaction is considered to have taken
place. When the stakeholder does something new or in a different way based on these
productive interactions, research can be said to have had an impact.10
There is increasing evidence about the fact that interdisciplinarity and intersectorality are
conducive to impact and innovation. The Final report on the network analysis of the EU
FP7 showcased that, e.g. the presence of SMEs in the consortium, along with public
bodies, although in the periphery of research networks, tend to raise the chances of
results being transferred and uptaken by the market or by public service (p. 116).11 Of
course, due the different cultures at e.g. universities, and businesses, with regard to the
time horizon of desired impacts, the nature of desired impacts, and the motivations
(knowledge- or profit-centred), the prevailing phenomenon in research actions is
‘homophily’, that is, the tendency to associate with entities with similar characteristics.
Diversity of stakeholders engaged, at least outside the consortium, seem to provide
better anchoring of research in the societal and policy realities, and sensitize about
barriers, but also create awareness about opportunities for innovations.

5 Content and formal approaches to impact for IIRS
research dissemination
5.1

The content dimension

Impact from R&D is always sought after within concrete policy, societal, and business
areas. There are several policy templates at the EU, some generic and overarching, and
some at a lower, more specific operational level, which serve to define the mission and
the goals of policy actions, research actions included.

10

See the SIAMPI Final Report, http://www.siampi.eu/Content/SIAMPI_Final%20report.pdf
See European Commission (2015), Study on Network Analysis of the 7th Framework
Programme Participation. Final Report. Brussels. Under
https://ec.europa.eu/research/evaluations/pdf/archive/other_reports_studies_and_documents/n
etwork_analysis_of_fp7_participation_-_final_report.pdf
11
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The three Europe 2020 goals, smart growth, sustainable growth, and inclusive growth,
are also reflected in the flagship initiative of the ‘Innovation Union’, which is the EU
strategy to create an innovation-friendly environment.12 Horizon 2020 as a research
framework programme practically contributes to the realisation of European Research
Area (ERA), currently via the ‘3 Os’, Open Innovation, Open Science, Open to the
World.13 More specifically, the actions funded so far under the Horizon 2020 Programme
‘Europe in a changing world - Inclusive, innovative and reflective societies’, comprising
the Societal Challenge 6, were called to address issues in the following areas (Work
programmes 2014-2017):14


New ideas, strategies and governance structures for overcoming the crisis in Europe
(resilient economic and monetary Union, EU growth agenda, EU social policies, the future
of European integration, emerging technologies in the public sector).



The young generation in an innovative, inclusive and sustainable Europe (job insecurity,
youth mobility, adult education, social and political engagement of young people,
modernisation of public administrations).



Reflective societies: transmission of European cultural heritage, uses of the past, 3D
modelling for accessing EU cultural assets.



Europe as a global actor: focusing research and innovation cooperation with third
countries, new geopolitical order in the Mediterranean, EU eastern partnership and other
third countries.



New forms of innovation in the public sector, open government, business model
innovation, social innovation community, ICT for learning and inclusion



Economic recovery and inclusive and sustainable long-term growth with focus on cocreation for growth and inclusion: engaging citizens, users, academia, social partners,
public authorities, businesses including SMEs, creative sector and social entrepreneurs.



Reversing inequalities in Europe. For more inclusive societies to take shape in the
medium term, coherent visions will need to be devised on how to foster a social and
economic framework that promotes fairness and sustainability in Europe.



The global environment in which the EU operates is constantly evolving. Recent
developments show just how dynamically the strategic and geopolitical contexts are
changing.

12

http://ec.europa.eu/europe2020/index_en.htm
http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-15-5243_de.htm
14http://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/europe-changing-worldinclusive-innovative-and-reflective-societies#Article
13
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A better understanding of Europe's cultural and social diversity and of its past will inform
the reflection about present problems and help to find solutions for shaping Europe's
future.

R&D actions are called, nevertheless, to tackle societal challenges by also delivering on
the general political priorities of the European Commission: These are, as formulated by
the EC President in 2015:15
1. A new boost for jobs, growth and investment
2. A Connected digital single market
3. A resilient Energy Union with a forward-looking climate change policy
4. A deeper and fairer internal market with a strengthened industrial base
5. A deeper and fairer Economic and Monetary Union
6. A reasonable and balanced Free trade agreement with the United States
7. An area of justice and fundamental rights based on mutual trust
8. Towards a new policy on migration
9. A stronger global actor
10. A Union of democratic change
Staying at that generic level of societal challenges and policy target areas, the IIRS
project IMPACT-EV, in the context of the first international conference on the Social
Impact of Science, has come up with ten societal/policy areas which need to be
considered when R&D actions aspire to unfold beneficial impact:16

15
16



Eradicate Extreme Hunger, Poverty & Social Exclusion



Combat HIV/AIDS, Malaria and other diseases



Guarantee Environmental Sustainability



Availability and sustainable management of water and sanitation for all



Develop a Global Partnership for Development

http://ec.europa.eu/avservices/photo/photoByPriorities.cfm?sitelang=en
http://socialimpactscience.org/sis2016/about/

15



Build resilient infrastructure, promote
industrialization and foster innovation



Promote sustained, inclusive and sustainable economic growth, full and
productive employment and decent work for all



Extend Peace & Social Justice



Education for all



Promote Gender Equality and Empower Women

inclusive

and

sustainable

Promotion of R&D results, as perceived by DANDELION particularly with regard to
IIRS research, is not an end in itself, but a means to an end, that is, an activity for
enhancing impact and for triggering innovation for policy, society, and the market.
Promotion in the form of continuous dissemination and targeted communication with all
key stakeholders within the respective innovation ecologies is indispensable for
achieving impact.
The spectre of the above presented templates of policy challenges help to measure
relevance and responsiveness of research results in producing actionable knowledge for
tackling them. The success and effectiveness of promotion of IIRS results in order to
achieve impact and foster innovation in specific areas has to be examined always
embedded in one or more specific areas of the above, where they aspire to make a
difference. Yet, the multiplicity of so many, shifting, and ideologically not neutral policy
templates for impact, poses an enormous evaluative challenge in itself.

5.2

The formal dimension

DANDELION starts its scoping exercise by exploring and identifying formal types of
activities undertaken or not by projects in order to reach out to other stakeholders. At this
stage, the correspondence of activities to one or more of the above policy goals is
temporarily left aside, since it will be examined at a second stage via interviews and
focus groups in the tasks 2.3 and 3.1 in amore fine-grained manner. For the preparatory
screening exercise, the current generic template of funding areas in the Societal
Challenge 6 has been used to roughly taxonomise projects. Needless to say, the Horizon
2020 focus areas diverge from the FP7 or the FP6 themes, although there are obvious
overlaps despite different nomenclature, say e.g. in research about “poverty reduction”,
in research about “socio-economic disparities”, or in research about “reversing
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inequalities”. Since the majority of examined concluded projects in CORDIS belong to
FP7 (many of them still ongoing as of June 2016), we tentatively hold to the following
eight topic areas:

FP7-SSH project research areas
1 - Growth, employment and competitiveness in a knowledge society
2 - Combining economic, social and environmental objectives in a European
perspective
3 - Major trends in society and their implications
4 - Europe and the world
5 - The citizen in the European Union
6 - Socio-economic and scientific indicators
7 - Foresight activities
8 - Horizontal actions
Table 1: Research areas for the screening exercise

Formally, after an intensive round of brainstorming, the consortium partners, moderated
by the task 2.2 leader (GUF) came up with over 25 kinds of activities relevant for
disseminating research results. In an iterative process, the criteria have been clustered
in categories, and successively reduced to a smaller number. These fall, as
demonstrated below, into six broad categories, with some sub-categories which
operationalize more closely the evaluation domain, as presented in table 2 below:

Criteria for IIRS projects benchmarking
(initial list compiled at the kick-off meeting)
1

Multi-stakeholder community building

1.1

Multi-stakeholder environment (engagement)

1.2

Early engagement of stakeholders

1.3

Community building

2
2.1

Sustainability & validity
Sustainability in terms of ‘survival’, ‘continuity’, etc. (‘internal’ or ‘external’)
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2.2

3

Validity (Are the results produced some time ago relevant now? Are the results
already solved the issue at hand? Were they already used by the targets? Is it still
worth it/useful to disseminate them now?)
End-user oriented approach

3.1

Analyzing end-users needs within the research project

3.2

Target groups (Policy, social actors (NGOs, CSO…) business/industry, academia, etc)

3.3

Target groups (Minorities, disabled, specific social class etc)

3.4

Citizens engagement (reach out to citizens and the general public - early
involvement in the project)

3.5

Reach out to “market” (from technology development to services or …)

4

Outcomes

4.1

Type of results (guidelines, recommendations, lessons learnt, methodology,
technology, service, product, software...etc.)

4.2

Ripeness level (are the results ready to be used? Do they need extra work?)

4.3

Geographical scope (are the results relevant at wide level (European/international)
or at specific level (National/Regional). Focus only on a wide geographical coverage?

5

Dissemination and communication activities

5.1

Strategic use of dissemination channels

5.2

Alliances with similar projects

5.3

Clarity of information

6

Policy relevance

6.1

Impact to policy making (evidence based policy making)

6.2

Topicality
Table 2: Initial Criteria for IIRS projects benchmarking

The preliminary benchmarking exercise to test the performance of the above criteria
used following scale for each sub-category:

Rating
0 - No information available
1 - Criterion was not addressed
2 - Criterion was partly addressed
3 - Criterion was fully addressed
Table 3: Rating scale for the screening exercise
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The performance of the above framework during the preliminary round of project
screening, along with the observed limitations, will be presented in the following sections,
where reflexive feedback will be integrated with a number of illustrative examples of good
and of poor dissemination activities (see annex).

5.3

Re-calibration of the criteria

After a test round of screening (mining and harvesting) of FP7 projects, a number of
suggestions for eliminating duplication and overlaps, disambiguation, as well as for more
differentiated and fine-grained operationalisation have been made in a first validation
feedback loop:


Add information about A) project duration and B) grant, since these factors
directly influence capacity to disseminate and enable or impede impact.



1.1/1.2: Stakeholders ought to be ‘end-users’ or practitioners in the context of
policy implementation/technology application.



1.3: Consider the permanent/semi-permanent creation of a live or online
‘community of practice’, e.g. annual forum, blog, etc.



2.2/6.2: There is some overlap between the ‘validity’ criterion under 2.2 with the
‘topicality’ one under 6.2, since they both allude to ongoing relevance of results,
which would make them worth-sharing and promoting. Besides that, the
evaluation of those points is often subjective and it would need the expert support
of the DANDELION external expert network in the concrete cases of highlighted
projects.



3.2: Create an inventory of concrete stakeholders who profited/were engaged in
the dissemination process with success.



4.1: There is a need to differentiate 4.1 by probably splitting it into four
subcategories, covering dissemination tools to address scientific, policy, societal,
and economic impact.17
Scientific dissemination: Consider Publications (peer-reviewed journals, books,
blogs);

Conferences

(organised,

accepted

submissions);

Follow-up

(subsequently triggered) research activities.

17

See also the operationalisation undertaken in the impact-centred scoping exercise in the
Impact-EV project, report D3.2., op. cit.
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Policy dissemination: Consider influence on international/EU/national regulatory
policies;

Shaping

International/EU/national

programmes;

Kick-off

of

international/EU/national thematic forums; Drafting of manuals/guidelines.
Civil society dissemination: Consider participation/membership in CSO initiatives
and petitions; Involvement in social innovation processes (locally/regionally).
Market dissemination: Consider software; training courses; start-up SMEs.
These suggestions will be integrated in the screening and benchmarking exercise to be
conducted under task 2.3 (s. updated indicator template in table 4, under Conclusions),
and will shape the structure of the DANDELION internal repository and public e-library
(task 2.4).

5.4

Methodological and practical limitations

While the list of criteria seems intuitively plausible, and has been additionally grounded
in the state-of-play literature, the preliminary screening exercise has manifested a
number of constraints, some of general nature, typical for such remote databank mining
endeavours with regard to inference, and some more specific to the sample:


Access to information: A general, well-documented issue by previous research,
relates with the incomplete and ‘thin’, non-substantial information in the CORDIS
repository. Often, no information at all, or only one periodic report of the project
is retrievable. That, combined with the fact that the majority of the project
websites are down after a couple of months following the termination of the
project, generates considerable constraints.



Attribution reliability: Even if the information about dissemination actions,
engagement of stakeholders, etc. should be available, it is always risky to
correspond it with specific achieved or non-achieved impacts. The probability of
‘false positives’, or ‘false negatives’, is rather high.



Sensitivity of indicators: In a number of cases the specificity of the components
of the (composite) indicator has to be raised by splitting them.



Subjectivity of interpretation and ranking: Some of the criteria rely upon expert
evaluations of topicality/originality/relevance of research results, which cannot
possibly provided in all cases by the partners within one consortium. Such issues
will be deferred to the planned DANDELION external expert workshops, which
will be focused on thematic clusters.
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Granularity of information: Some criteria require fine-grained information about
the relationship between dissemination channel, target audience, and
uptake/impact of research results which is habitually not provided by project
partners/coordinators in reports.



Temporality of information: Similar to the above limitation, relevant information
about impacts out of reaching out and sharing research results can well take
place after the termination of the project – and this escapes the official/formal
documentation procedure. This would demand application of the criteria via other
methodologies, e.g. in-depth interviews, or focus groups with coordinators/project
partners of concluded projects, as planned under tasks 2.3, and 3.1, in order to
complement and fill out the gaps left from the screening approach.



Comparative constraints: Due to the non-systematized nature of information,
diverging terminology and nomenclature, as well as to the granularity divergence
and incompleteness of information shared by projects, comparison is hampered.
This may lead to only a narrow domain of common criteria, which can be drawn
upon for formulating general recommendations at the end.

6 Conclusions
This report about the methodological framework for conducting a screening and
benchmarking of IIRS (SSH) projects with regard to successful dissemination strategies
which led to productive impact and innovation activities. The indicators selected are
comprehensive and have been grounded in the state-of-play academic and policy
literature, and despite their plausible nature, they manifest some well-documented
constraints and limitations. To trace and pin down links between ‘cause’ (dissemination)
and ‘effect’ (impact) implies dealing with not always observable social dynamics. Like in
several analyses of impact, exploring which dissemination mechanisms are conducive
to outreach and innovation, which are the pre-requisite stages for impact, limited
availability or access to data, attribution ambiguity, or missing of fine-grained
measurement turn it into a challenging endeavour. Nevertheless, the first reflexive
feedback round to prepare the activities under task 2.3 could verify –to a certain extentthe links between dissemination activities, active engagement and outreach to
stakeholders, and innovative impact. The benchmarking exercise according to the
framework indicators presented here will need complementary, in-depth qualitative
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information in order to be fleshed out, and consolidated eventually in the factsheets and
policy briefs about ‘success stories’ of work package 2. In the following the amended and
updated heuristic framework with the criteria clusters to be applied in the screening and
benchmarking task 2.3 is presented:
Criteria for IIRS projects benchmarking (updated list after preliminary screening test)
1

Multi-stakeholder (end-users, practitioners) engagement & community building

1.1

Analysing end-users needs as a part of the research project design

1.2

Strong multi-stakeholder environment (methods of involvement, engagement, e.g.?) (‘How
much?’)

1.3

Early engagement of stakeholders (From the beginning of the research action, e.g.?)
(When?)

1.4

Community building (involvement or initiation of activities beyond the narrow scope and
the duration of the project, e.g. networks, forums, blogs, etc. which survive project
duration) (What?)

2

Sustainability

2.1

Sustainability in terms of ‘survival’, ‘continuity’, etc. (availability of project website, project
reports, tools/platforms, CORDIS presence)

2.2

Follow-up activities which further pursue, expand, implement the mission of the research
action (e.g. subsequent projects at EU, national, regional level, collaborations with public
authorities,, start-ups etc.)

3

Specific stakeholder (end-user, practitioner, etc.) oriented approach (Whom?)

3.1

Dissemination focus group I (R-t-R): Scientific dissemination to research communities, other
academic disciplines, at conferences, etc.

3.2

Dissemination focus group II (R-t-P): Policy dissemination with international, EU, national
decision makers, regional/local public administration

3.3

Dissemination focus group III (R-t-S): Dissemination to civil society organisations, minority
interest groups, NGOs and INGOs, and the general public:

3.4

Dissemination focus group IV (R-t-M): Reach out to “market” by involving the industry,
SMEs, etc.

4

4.1

Outcomes (What?)
Type of results I (Academic Impact): Consider publications (peer-reviewed journals, books,
blogs); Conferences (organised, accepted submissions); Follow-up (subsequently triggered)
research activities.
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Criteria for IIRS projects benchmarking (updated list after preliminary screening test)
4.2

Type of results II (Policy Impact): Consider influence on international/EU/national regulatory
policies; Shaping International/EU/national programmes; Kick-off of
international/EU/national thematic forums; Drafting of manuals/guidelines.

4.3

Type of results III (Social Impact): Consider participation/membership in CSO initiatives and
petitions; Involvement in social innovation processes (locally/regionally).

4.4

Type of results IV (Economic Impact): Consider software development; services training
courses; start-up SMEs,

4.5

Ripeness level (Have the results been used already? Are they ripe to appeal in the context of
application? )

4.6

Geographical scale of outreach (International/EU-wide; National; Regional;
Local/neighbourhood)

5

Dissemination and communication activities

5.1

Strategic use of dissemination channels (social media, EU platforms, etc.)

5.2

Alliances and clusters with similar projects, joint events, etc.

5.3

Clarity, target-sensitive use of information (stakeholder-oriented, solution-centred
language)

6

Policy relevance

6.1

Influence upon (evidence-informed) policy making (regulations, programmes, policy reports,
green/white papers, etc.)

6.2

Topicality; Originality (ongoing relevance of results for the policy, business, civil society,
research stakeholder communities) Results already used by the target stakeholders? Is it
still worth it/useful to disseminate them now?
Table 4: Updated Criteria for IIRS projects benchmarking

7 Annex: Preliminary ‘best case’ benchmarks
The preliminary screening and benchmarking exercise conducted for task 2.3 in order to
test the performance of the criteria developed under task 2.2 has been based, among
others, upon exchange about projects and their activities which have been remarkably
successful in promoting their results with impact for policy, society, and the market. The
following documentation is neither comprehensive, nor representative, but merely
indicative and served to kick off internal exchange about re-calibration of the indicators.
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A selection of ‘success stories’ will be included in deliverable report D 2.3 and published
as ‘fact sheets’ and ‘policy briefs’ on the DANDELION website.

7.1 ASSPRO CEE 2007: ‘Assessment of patient payment
policies and projection of their efficiency, equity and quality
effects. The case of Central and Eastern Europe’
ASSPRO CEE 200718 was a research project on the assessment of patient payment
policies in Europe and worldwide, and the urging need of re-evaluating patient payment
policies in Central and Eastern Europe due to the widely spread informal patient.
The aim of the project was to identify a comprehensive set of tangible evidence-based
criteria suitable for the assessment of patient payment policies and to develop a policy
projection tool that can be used to analyse the efficiency, equity and quality impacts of
these policies, and to validate them in an application in Central and Eastern Europe.
At the centre of the study was the development of a reliable and valid research instrument
( accompanied with a model of consumer demand for health care services under official
patient payments, that accounts for the potential impact of informal payments for health
care services for studying the micro-level effects of official patient payments in Central
and Eastern European countries) for studying the level and type of informal payments
for health care services and to apply this instrument in Central and Eastern European
countries to analyse the pattern of informal patient payments, as well as their effect on
health care consumption.
A multistakeholder engagement was achieved (policy makers, researchers and scholars,
healthcare providers and consumers, physicians, healthcare insurance representatives,
individuals) that led to a network of scholars and continues interaction with policy makers
and other stakeholders. Consequently, the basis for the success of the project was set.
The project was clearly aimed to end users (policy makers, researchers and scholars,
healthcare providers and consumers, physicians, healthcare insurance representatives,
vulnerable individuals) providing the adequate outcomes (research and analytical
instruments-models, databases, tangible, evidence based set of assessment criteria on
patient payment policies ,health policy making recommendations) that can be exploited
by the relevant end users. The suitable dissemination actions (discussions and
interactions with policy makers, conferences, seminars, articles, discussion policy

18

http://assprocee2007.com
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papers published in international journals, scholars networking) facilitated the diffusion
and impact of the outcomes to the point that the evidence based results, have already
led to a review of patient payments legislation in Lithuania and Ukraine (success story).
The sustainability and validity of the project is supported with the final success story (in
Lithuania and Ukraine), indicating that the exploration of project foreground for the
purpose of research and policy-making will continue also after the project end.

7.2 ATLANTIC FUTURE: ‘Towards an Atlantic area? Mapping
trends, perspectives and interregional dynamics between
Europe, Africa and the Americas’
The main objective of this project19 was to analyse fundamental trends in the Atlantic
basin and to show how changing economic, energy, security, human, institutional and
environmental links are transforming the wider Atlantic space. Research mapped the
interconnections between those issue areas across the Atlantic and tracked the
transformation of region to region relationships between Africa, the Americas and Europe
from a variety of perspectives from all the Atlantic regions and powers. 13 partners from
10 countries (from and outside of the EU) carried out over 400 interviews in more than
20 countries and conducted several workshops that included events that were open to
the public (including open seminars to present working papers and one public event at
the beginning of the project) and also meetings with stakeholders. Project ended in
December 2015 but the FB page FP7 Atlantic Future https://www.facebook.com/Fp7Atlantic-Future-513622615354224/ last post is from 18th of May 2016. During the project
an interactive Atlas: http://www.atlasoftheatlantic.com/ was composed (some prognoses
go up to 2050) and all the results are listed in the project web page:
http://www.atlanticfuture.eu/contents/search/results.19 scientific papers on the four key
thematic areas were delivered during the first period of the project:
• Economy and Finance: (1) Continuities and changes in patterns of direct investment
flows between South America and Africa; (2) Commercial Ties in the Atlantic Basin: The
Evolving Role of Services and Investment; (3) Multilateral Agreements and Global
Governance of International Trade Regimes; (4) Global Value Chains in the Atlantic
Space; (5) Technology, Trade and Changes in Transport in the Atlantic Space.
• Security: (6) The Atlantic as a new security area? Current engagements and prospects
for security cooperation between Africa and its Atlantic counterparts; (7) Maritime
19

http://www.atlanticfuture.eu
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Territorial Delimitation and Maritime Security in the Atlantic; (8) Significant Trends in Illicit
Trafficking: A Macro View of the Problem and Potential Means to Address It; (9) Fragile
States: Challenges and Opportunities for Atlantic Relations.
• People and Institutions: (10) Convergence or Divergence of Ideas, Norms, and
Principles in the Atlantic? The Case of Transnational Environmental Networks; (11)
Development in the Atlantic: Between cooperation and competition; (12) Atlantic
countries’ voting patterns on human rights and human security at the United Nations: the
cases of Côte d’Ivoire, Haiti, Iran and Syria; (13) Geometries of Human Mobility in the
Atlantic Space; (14) The community of Portuguese Language Speaking Countries: The
role of language in a globalizing world.
• Resources and Environment: (15) Marine resource management and coastal
livelihoods: an Atlantic perspective; (16) Climate change impacts in the Atlantic Basin
and coordinated adaptation responses; (17) Atlantic Energy and the Changing Global
Energy Flow Map; (18) Sustainable Policy Perceptions in the Atlantic Basin. Green Policy
Index; (19) Food security and agriculture issues in the Atlantic Basin.
The project provides new analysis and data to stakeholders and institutions across the
Atlantic space which may use the new information provided and allow them to take
decisions that best fit the transformation that the Atlantic space is undergoing. Results
include review of the EU’s interregional links with the other continents with direct access
to the Atlantic, its strategic partnerships with the USA, Mexico, Brazil and South Africa
and a holistic approach to the whole area – all of them crucial aspects of the role that the
EU can play in today’s changing world. The project has compiled a new tool that will be
of use to the scientific community and to policy makers: the database (ATLAS OF THE
ATLANTIC) that provides sets of data aimed at increasing the understanding of the
Atlantic and its transformation.

7.3

GOETE: Governance of Educational Trajectories in Europe

The GOETE project20 analyses the role of school in re-conceptualising education in
terms of lifelong learning by combining a life course and a governance perspective. In
European knowledge societies adequacy of education means a balance of individual,
social and economic aspects. This is operationalised by exploring how educational
institutions conceptualise and organise individual educational trajectories. The study
20

http://goete.eu/
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covers the period from transition into lower secondary education to transition into upper
secondary education/vocational education and training, i.e. the age group between 10
and 16 years. Comparative analysis will focus on the regulation of access to education,
of support measures for coping with education and of securing the relevance of
education for social integration and the labour market.
The GOETE project scored very high in all the criteria defined. Potential impact: GOETE
plays a crucial role in bringing together the diverse actors involved in education and
training at local level. The impact is expected to be at European level. Therefore,
educational policies have to empower municipalities and reinforce the role of other local
actors. The outcomes are survey results, guidelines, recommendations, policies. All are
available on the website. All of them are very clear, giving specific and practical
guidelines and recommendations.
The stakeholders (including teachers and students) have been involved from the very
beginning of the project. The target users are also involved. Special attention is given to
groups at risk of exclusion (students with learning difficulties). The website is very
informative. It delivers the project’s results for the different target audiences
(Researchers, Policy-makers and decision-makers, Teachers and Teacher trainers and
Students). The quality of the dissemination activities is also very good. All the reports
have the executive summary and they are downloadable. As for dissemination activities,
37 sessions took place in the 8 countries reaching out to almost 1,850 participants. The
partners are Members of EGRIS European Group for Integrated Research. In the
website a page is dedicated to projects having similar research interests.

7.4

IRISS: ‘Increasing Resilience in Surveillance Societies’

An in-depth study of evolving surveillance practices in Europe is mapping the effects on
society and arming policymakers with valuable insights on the topic. With a marked
increase in security issues over the last decade, private and public organisations are
turning to increased surveillance as a mean to enhance safety. From online monitoring
and phone tapping to video cameras and satellite tracking, surveillance is pervading
many different angles of society. IRISS has been a very extensive project, which scored
high in most criteria. A first indication of the project importance, scope and extent could
be initially derived from its relatively high cost, which was almost 3.4 million EUR. The
project has involved 17 partners, the vast majority of which were Universities. The
participating partners represent 9 countries. The project website is still accessible, and
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even though it is rather simple, it still fulfils its main objective to inform about the project
outcomes. Information is presented in a structured manner and easy to navigate for a
first time reader. Furthermore, it is mainly “Topicality” that makes this project stand out.
In the current age, in the aftermath of the Snowden case, and in a light of an everincreasing thread of terrorism, which consequently fuels a demand to increase our
surveillance capabilities, there does not seem to be enough public interest/discussion
about this topic. Even though the outcomes of the project are extensive and therefore
maybe difficult to comprehend for an average policy influencer, there is one specific
outcome that deals with this communication challenge: The Handbook. In an easily
digestible 40 page-space, it provides a key consideration for a policy assessment for
policy-makers, regulators, consultancies, service providers, the media, civil society
organisations and the public. One other great aspect of this project was the cooperation
with other EU funded projects focusing on related topics. The DEMOSEC (Democracy
and Security) joint event has been organised and sponsored by IRISS, SURVEILLE and
RESPECT, three EU funded projects.

7.5 SPREAD: ‘Social Platform identifying Research and Policy
needs for Sustainable Lifestyles’
The concept of sustainable lifestyles refers to patterns of behaviour shaped by personal
and social interactions and conditioned by environmental and socio-economic contexts
that aim to improve the well-being and health of present and future generations.
Sustainable ways of living embrace economic, social, technical, cultural, legal and
environmental aspects at individual, local, national, European Union (EU) and
international levels. Sustainable lifestyles are linked to social innovation, given the crucial
importance of bottom up inputs and creativity to change everyday behaviours. Research
on sustainable lifestyles is a relatively new activity in the sustainable consumption and
production domain. A comprehensive research agenda and policy strategy for promoting
sustainable lifestyles is not included within the EU research agenda. The SPREAD
Sustainable Lifestyles 2050, European social platform project aimed to fill this gap by
consolidating existing knowledge, identifying trends and promising practices, and
envisioning possible sustainable lifestyle futures. One outcome of the work undertaken
by the project consortium is a roadmap and action plan for sustainable lifestyles for
different actors in society with the aim of articulating pathways to more sustainable living
across Europe by 2050. The roadmap also informed the formulation of a relevant
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research and policy strategy. The project reveals a high involvement of several
stakeholders since the beginning.
A main feature of the project has been the stakeholder dialogue and close participation
organized within an online social platform, several thematic and cross-cutting working
groups, a people's forum and an on-line platform facilitating broad engagement of
various stakeholders during all stages of the project. The project aimed to maximise
participation and engagement. The project created, at European level, a baseline report;
a social platform; future scenarios for new European social models; a roadmap and
recommendations for different stakeholders towards sustainable lifestyles; a research
agenda. The dissemination and communication actions consisted in (a) Preparation of
visual material presenting emerging best practices and emerging visions of sustainable
lifestyles. (b) Public presentations of the SPREAD project at around 80 external meetings
across Europe. (c) Communication and posting of new information on the online
presence for the SPREAD project via a project website, an online community and a
project Facebook page. A European social platform has been created with global
components that enabled interaction and exchange among actors from different
countries, and provided opportunities for dialogue, debate and collaboration among
stakeholders from the civil society, research, business and policy communities.
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