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Disclaimer
Unless otherwise noted, this work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International
License. http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. In case you believe that this document harms
in any way IPR held by you as a person or as a representative of an entity, please do notify us immediately.
The authors of this document have taken any available measure in order for its content to be accurate,
consistent and lawful. However, neither the project consortium as a whole nor the individual partners
that implicitly or explicitly participated in the creation and publication of this document hold any sort
of responsibility that might occur as a result of using its content.
This publication has been produced with the assistance of the European Union. The content of this publication is the sole responsibility of OpenUP consortium and can in no way be taken to reflect the views
of the European Union.
OpenUP is a project partially funded by the European Union
The European Union is established in accordance with the Treaty
on European Union (Maastricht). There are currently 28 Member
States of the Union. It is based on the European Communities and
the member states cooperation in the fields of Common Foreign
and Security Policy and Justice and Home Affairs. The five main institutions of the European Union are the European Parliament, the
Council of Ministers, the European Commission, the Court of Justice and the Court of Auditors. (http://europa.eu.int/)
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Summary
In Work Package 4, we explore the emerging landscape of innovative dissemination. Our exploration is
user-driven: the goal is to provide stakeholders with an entry point to innovative dissemination, so that
they can choose methods and tools based on their audience, their skills and their requirements. In this
deliverable, we describe the first iteration of the innovative dissemination framework developed in the
first year of the project.
As a starting point, we have focused on researchers as our primary stakeholders, but we have also conducted a first analysis of the other stakeholder groups of OpenUP, including institutions, funders, publishers, and citizens. To this end, we have employed three instruments, which are presented in the report: (1) a literature review, (2) an extensive survey of European researchers, and (3) case studies of
projects employing innovative dissemination methods. We then present the synthesis of our findings,
the innovative dissemination framework. Finally, we present the main conclusions and an outlook on
the second iteration of the framework.
The landscape scan of projects applying innovative dissemination methods and the survey revealed a
wealth of approaches going beyond traditional academic publishing, and gathered success stories and
good practices from all over the world. One of the most striking lessons learned from the analysis is the
fact that dissemination in an open science context is increasingly done at earlier stages of the research
lifecycle and is thus becoming an integral part of the whole research workflow. In addition, dissemination becomes more interactive; as a result, it is often difficult to draw the line between the activities of
dissemination and participation.
But while we can observe enthusiastic uptake with specific groups of researchers, the survey results
also showed that there is a gap in practice when it comes to innovative dissemination. Communicating
to a wider audience seems to be more of a developing norm with early adopters than a widely exercised
practice. Lack of knowledge of innovative dissemination channels and methods are important barriers
for adoption, especially for young researchers. This is where the innovative framework comes in. It is
designed to give stakeholders recommendations for innovative dissemination practices tailored to their
requirements and their resources.
In addition, the framework includes our findings on openness and gender. With respect to gender, we
have identified four relevant aspects: (1) the gender distribution within the team responsible for research and dissemination, (2) representation of gender in the disseminated materials, (3) gender sensitivity and inclusiveness of the used dissemination tools, platforms and strategies, and (4) gender aspect
related to the target audience. When it comes to openness, the results of the case studies show that
researchers need guidance in terms of choosing the right license for their materials in order to achieve
the highest possible reuse of their materials.
Going further, we will put emphasis on exploring the aspects of participation, gender and openness and
their relationship to dissemination. In a first step, the Innovative Dissemination Toolbox (MS10), which
is based on the framework, will be disseminated as an interactive website on the OpenUP Hub for our
stakeholders to explore and to comment on. The toolbox is designed to give stakeholders an overview
of innovative dissemination practices and tools for their particular situation, complete with best practice examples from the case studies. In addition, the toolbox includes guidelines and checklists on topics
such as openness and gender that have been derived from the results of this deliverable.
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1. Introduction
Information and communications technology (ICT) has been embraced by researchers since the 1980s
(Nentwich 2003). The Internet is no exception to this. ARPANET, the earliest precursor of the Internet,
was funded by the Advanced Research Project Agency of the US Department of Defense, but it was first
developed at University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). Initial connections were made to other research universities such as Stanford and the University of Utah (Ruthfield 1995). E-mail, newsgroups,
and mailing lists were soon picked up by researchers as a novel means of communication (Nentwich
2003). The World Wide Web was invented at CERN (Berners-Lee et al. 1994) and provided a convenient
way for universities and researchers to create an online presence and to disseminate the results of their
work.
It is therefore no surprise that dissemination of research has been changed considerably following the
digitisation of science - and arguably to a higher degree than other steps in the research lifecycle. Over
the years, publishers have moved journals online and converted them to e-journals. The open access
and open science movements have transformed how research can be accessed and what types of outputs
are being published. Most research findings are now disseminated in a way that is “born digital”.
In the wake of this transformation, innovative forms of research dissemination have emerged: blogging
has become very popular among researchers, as has Twitter. Academic social networks boast millions
of users. New formats of interacting with the public, such as science slams and TED talks are broadcast
via YouTube around the world. Some researchers have even decided to make all of their research findings public in time by keeping an open notebook. OpenWetWare, a platform where researchers can document their results in a wiki system, has over 16,500 members who have contributed some 980,000
revisions to date1.
But it is not only the increase in use of ICT that has had a profound effect on dissemination. The push
towards public understanding of science and research since the 1980s, and an emphasis on engagement
and participation of non-research audiences have brought about new forms of dissemination (Beaufort
2016). These approaches include popular science magazines and science shows on television and the
radio. In recent years, new types of events have emerged that aim at involving the general public, including science slams and open lab days. With science cafés and hackerspaces, novel, participatory
spaces for research production and dissemination are emerging.

1.1 Scope, Objectives and Contents
In Work Package 4, we explore the emerging landscape of innovative dissemination, which we outlined
above. As described in the Work Plan, our exploration is user-driven: the goal is to provide stakeholders
with an entry point to innovative dissemination, so that they can choose methods and tools based on
their audience, their skills and their requirements. The result is a framework based on a thorough evaluation of dissemination approaches; it introduces a flexible mapping of user needs and requirements
for methods and respective tools.
This mapping methodology is the basis for the Innovative Dissemination Toolbox (MS10). The toolbox
can be used by stakeholders of innovative dissemination to answer a wide variety of questions, such as:


We are a small-medium sized research project with a small budget for dissemination. We would
like to reach the general public. Which tools can we use? Which skills do we need for them?



As a research funder, I would like to suggest innovative ways of communicating research findings to funded projects with videos. What kinds of dissemination objectives is this medium useful for and which stakeholders can we reach this way?

As a starting point, we have focused on researchers as our primary stakeholders, but we have also conducted a first analysis of the other stakeholder groups of OpenUP, including institutions, funders, publishers, and citizens.
1

http://www.openwetware.org/wiki/Special:Statistics [7 March 2017]
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To this end, we have employed three instruments, which we present alongside the framework:


a literature review, including both theory and practice of (innovative) dissemination



an extensive survey of more than 1000 European researchers



case studies of 10 projects employing innovative dissemination methods.

It is worth mentioning that we have been employing innovative dissemination efforts (as defined in
section 1.2) for this deliverable ourselves: first, we have involved our stakeholders early on in the case
studies by asking them to provide examples of projects employing innovative dissemination. Second, we
will disseminate the framework in the form of an interactive website on the OpenUP Hub for our stakeholders to explore and to comment on.
In this deliverable, we describe the first iteration of the innovative dissemination framework developed
in the first year of the project; the second iteration will be described in D4.3, which is due after the
second year of the project.

1.2 Working Definitions and Models
We base our definition of dissemination on the definition by Wilson et al. (2010):
Dissemination is a planned process that involves


consideration of target audiences



consideration of the settings in which research findings are to be received



communicating and interacting with wider audiences in ways that will facilitate research uptake
in decision-making processes and practice (where appropriate).

Dissemination is therefore defined as an activity that can be targeted at academia as well as broader
audiences. One of the crucial characteristics, however, is that dissemination facilitates research uptake
and understanding.
When we talk about innovative dissemination, we mean dissemination that goes beyond traditional academic publishing (e.g. academic journals, books, or monographs), conferences and workshops. As in
traditional dissemination, it is necessary that research uptake and understanding are facilitated. Otherwise, we do not consider an activity to be dissemination. For example, a citizen science project, where
citizens are involved in data collection, but are not educated about the research, would not be considered as an example of innovative dissemination.
In various parts of the deliverable, we refer to the research lifecycle. We have adopted the research process model by Kraker & Lindstaedt (2011) and reworked it into a cycle (see

Figure 1). Design denotes the initial phase of the research process where the concept is generated, research questions are formulated, and research methods are established. The second phase comprises of
the development of the empirical instruments. In the third phase, these instruments are implemented
and data collection takes place. Evaluation denotes analysis and interpretation of the data gathered during the implementation process. Finally, publication stands for the production of written outcomes of
the aforementioned processes.

9
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Figure 1. Research lifecycle adopted from the research process model by Kraker & Lindstaedt

Source: Kraker & Lindstaedt (2011). License: CC BY
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2. Literature Review
We conducted the literature review to further our understanding on the state-of-the art in research dissemination. Dissemination is a wide field that touches upon many topics from science and technology
studies, sociology, communication studies, gender studies, and other fields. We therefore decided to focus on areas relevant to the scope and objectives of this deliverable:


Theories and models of dissemination



Empirical evidence on practices and gender-related topics



Guidelines and frameworks for dissemination

2.1 Theories and models
In this section, we look at the theories and models behind conceptual dissemination frameworks, with
a focus on dissemination beyond academia.

2.1.1 Theories and models behind conceptual dissemination frameworks
Wilson et al. (2010) performed an extensive survey of conceptual dissemination frameworks in health
sciences and social sciences. Of the 33 included frameworks that were deemed detailed enough to be
actually used in practice, 28 were either implicitly or explicitly based on one or more of three theories:
persuasive communication, diffusion of innovation and social marketing.


Persuasive communication, the most popular theoretical approach in this study is based on the
Communication-Persuasion Matrix (McGuire 2001). The matrix describes the process of being
persuaded; it consists of five input communication factors and twelve output persuasion steps.
The five input factors, which have an impact on the success of the communication, are: source,
channel, message, audience, and setting. Frameworks that build on this approach encompass 35 of these factors.



Diffusion of innovation (Rogers 1962) is the second most popular theory. According to Wilson
et al. (2010), diffusion of innovation “offers a theory of how, why, and at what rate practices or
innovations spread through defined populations and social systems. The theory proposes that
there are intrinsic characteristics of new ideas or innovations that determine their rate of adoption, and that actual uptake occurs over time via a five-phase innovation-decision process
(knowledge, persuasion, decision, implementation, and confirmation). The included frameworks are focused on the knowledge and persuasion stages of the innovation-decision process”



Social marketing (Kotler and Zaltman 1971) also underpinned a number of studies; it represents
an approach to planned social change, in which marketing concepts are applied to the problem
of promoting social causes. It is defined as “the design, implementation and control of programs
calculated to influence the acceptability of social ideas and involving considerations of product
planning, pricing, communication, distribution, and marketing research.”

2.1.2 Dissemination beyond academia: from one-way to three-way communication
According to Beaufort (2016), there are three levels of disseminating research results to the public:
Stage 1) “Public Understanding of Science” (PUS): the idea behind public understanding of science is to
make scientific findings more accessible to non-scientists. It started in the 1980s, when it became apparent that there was a crisis of confidence in research. PUS is characterized by one-way communication
from scientists to the public. Examples are prime-time science shows on television.
Stage 2) “Public Engagement with Science” (PES): PES was born, when it became clear that one-way
communication could not solve the issue of detachment between science and society. If the goal of PUS
is the scientification of society, the goal of PES is the socialization of society. One-way communication is
11
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replaced by a dialogue between science and society. Research and research questions are seen in a societal context and are being discussed as such.
Stage 3) “Public Participation in Scientific Research” (PPSR): PPSR goes beyond information and discussion - its goal is that society actively participates in scientific research on a level playing field. PPSR is
enabled by online communication and characterized by a three-way communication, where citizens talk
to each other and with researchers (Bucchi and Trench 2014).
As an example, let’s consider the approach of Responsible Research and Innovation Initiative (RRI) of
the European Commission. RRI “is an approach that anticipates and assesses potential implications and
societal expectations with regard to research and innovation, with the aim to foster the design of inclusive and sustainable research and innovation.”2 To reach this goal, RRI promotes public engagement
with participatory elements. For example, it is foreseen that “societal actors (researchers, citizens, policy makers, business, third sector organisations, etc.) work together during the whole research and innovation process in order to better align both the process and its outcomes with the values, needs and
expectations of society.” One instrument in this context are participatory research actions. RRI can
therefore be classified as a Stage 2 approach, with certain elements from Stage 3.

2.1.3 Dissemination as part of innovative scholarly communication
The Vienna Principles have been defined by a working group of the Open Access Network Austria
(OANA). The collection of 12 principles represents a model for scholarly communication in the 21st
century, with the aim of creating a widespread discussion towards a shared vision of the scholarly communication system of the future. As such, they are highly relevant to dissemination of research.
The principles call for “free and open dissemination of knowledge within the scientific community and
beyond, which facilitates exchange, collaboration and the application of research results.” In particular,
this means that scholarly communication should be disseminated in a way that they are accessible, discoverable, reusable, and reproducible. Transparency shall ensure that the credibility of a result can be
easily assessed. One of the most important points for dissemination is understandability, where the authors call for research findings to be provided in “a clear, concise and understandable way adjusted to
different stakeholders.”
With regards to collaboration, the Vienna Principles conclude that researchers and their stakeholders
should work together, either through engagement or by participation. The principles also state that
scholarly communication should embrace the possibilities of new technologies - as potential benefits
“real-time exchange and dissemination, ubiquitous and simultaneous availability of resources, zero
marginal cost for dissemination, new workflows, improved reusability of data and results, the ability to
process huge volumes of data and new forms of presenting and visualising results” are named. Finally,
the authors emphasize that scientific knowledge should be a public good. They call for a knowledge
commons, so that all members of society may benefit from this knowledge.
The last principle is very close to the idea of the Scholarly Commons3, which was brought forward by a
working group of FORCE11. The working group has defined an own set of principles, including that “research and knowledge should be freely available to all who wish to use or reuse it”, and that “participation in the production and use of knowledge should be open to all who wish to participate.”

2
3

See: https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-section/responsible-research-innovation
https://www.force11.org/scholarly-commons/principles
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Figure 2. The 12 principles for scholarly communication as defined in the Vienna Principles

Source: Kraker et al. (2016). License: CC BY

2.2 Empirical evidence on dissemination practices and gender-related
topics
A number of surveys on dissemination have been carried out in the past. It should be noted that these
surveys were based on different understandings of dissemination (see also section 2.1.2) - yet they provided important insight to framing the results of our own survey described in section 3. In addition, we
carried out a literature search specifically targeted at empirical evidence on gender-related topics with
respect to research dissemination.

2.2.1 Factors affecting public engagement by researchers
The studies presented in this section investigated dissemination to the public from the researchers’ and
public engagement enablers’ point of view. The first, “Factors affecting public engagement by researchers” came out of a project by a UK consortium (TNS-BMRB & PSI 2015), and represents an update to an
earlier project by the Royal Society in 2006.
The empirical work consisted of a survey of 2,454 researchers and 269 public engagement enablers, as
well as 50 qualitative interviews. As the title suggests, the understanding of dissemination is within the
second stage of Beaufort’s classification. Interestingly enough, the study also asked respondents as well
what public engagement meant to them. 41% of researchers and 59% of enablers gave the answer “Interacting with the public/an audience/two-way dialogue”.
The study reveals that 82% of researchers have engaged in a public engagement activity in a 12-month
period, but it also notes that activity is often infrequent. The highest amount of activity can be seen for
communication via social media, with 36% of researchers engaging in this activity four or more times,
followed by giving a public lecture, which 48% of researchers did at least once. STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics) researchers are less active in engaging in a public activity than AHSS
(Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences) researchers.
Nevertheless, the study authors observed a trend among STEM researchers to assign a higher importance to engagement with the public than in 2006 (see Figure 3). In addition, 53% of STEM researchers and 58% of AHSS researchers would like to spend more time engaging with the public.
13
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Figure 3. Attitudes towards the value of public engagement (2006 & 2015)

Source: TNS-BMRB & PSI (2015), © TNS 2015. Used with permission.

In terms of demographic features, the authors summarize that more senior staff, especially more senior
female staff are most active in public engagement. In addition, those who have received training in public engagement and those who consider themselves well equipped in public engagement skills are more
active than those who don’t. The same applies to clinicians and respondents with a research and teaching contract.
When it comes to audiences, policy makers and politicians were seen as the most important audience to
engage with by researchers (80%), followed by the general public and journalists/TV/radio. For enablers, these groups were of similar importance, along with young people in school and school teachers
(84-87%). Industry and business followed not far behind (81%). It should be noted that the study did
not question people, whether these were the audiences that they were actually engaging with.
Regarding perceived benefits, “Inform the public/raise awareness” took the top spot (51%), with ensuring that research is relevant (44%), maintaining public support for research (34%) and contributing to
public debates (31%). When looking at AHSS researchers alone, the picture looks vastly different: contributing to public debates was mentioned most (54%), whereas maintaining public support for research received 20% and was only the fifth most mentioned benefit. With AHSS researchers, learning
from public groups is the fourth most mentioned benefit (33%).
When asked whether researchers felt well equipped to engage with the public, two thirds reported that
they were either very equipped (13%) or fairly equipped (53%). For STEM researchers, although feeling
slightly less equipped to engage with the public than AHSS researchers, again a positive trend could be
observed since 2006 (see Figure 4).
Finally, with regards to the barriers, the most important factor stopping researchers from getting more
involved in public engagement were competing pressures on researchers’ time (61%). Lack of opportunities/difficulty finding relevant audiences and not enough funding/difficulties getting funding came in
on a joint second place (26%).

14
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Figure 4. How well equipped do you feel to engage with the public on your research or subject? (2006 &
2015)

Source: TNS-BMRB & PSI (2015), © TNS 2015. Used with permission

In the second study, Wilson et al. (2010) conducted a survey of 232 Principal investigators (PIs) of publicly-funded health research in the UK. The aim of the survey was to investigate dissemination practices
of health researchers. The online questionnaire consisted of 36 questions to be answered within 30
minutes. Research dissemination was rated important or very important by 93% of respondents. The
most important reasons for disseminating findings were to raise awareness of the findings (93%), to
influence policy (85%) or practice (84%), to stimulate discussion/debate and to transfer research into
practice (both 75%). 84% rated their dissemination activities as good or adequate, and less than 1% as
excellent.
When asked about the dissemination channels, a majority named traditional dissemination channels,
such as academic journals, conferences, and reports. It should be noted though that online dissemination
was nowhere near where it is today: among the channels provided for selection were newsletters, email alerts, CD-ROM and RSS feeds. An interesting finding is that researchers that have received advice/support from funders or within their department reported significantly more often that they had
achieved an impact on policy. Two problems reported with dissemination were misrepresentation of
research by third parties and lack of funding.

2.2.2 Factors affecting engagement with science and technology by the general
public
The European Commission (2013) coordinated a special Eurobarometer (public opinion survey) on Responsible research and Innovation (RRI), Science and Technology. This survey gives a complementary
perspective from the public’s side to the studies described above. Carried out in spring 2013, the survey
involved face-to-face interviews of 27,563 respondents in the European Union and Croatia. It should be
noted that interview questions were focused on science and technology, which - according to instructions in the survey - means “the natural sciences, like physics, chemistry, biology, and their application
in technology and engineering, for instance computer technology, biotechnology and medical applications.” The survey results are therefore not representative for the social sciences, humanities, and the
arts.
The survey results show that there is an information gap: 53% of all Europeans are interested in developments in science and technology, although only 40% say they feel informed about them. This means
that almost one in five Europeans are interested in developments in science and technology, but do not
feel informed about them (18%). There is a strong correlation between interest and information: the
higher the levels of interest in developments in science and technology, the higher the levels of feeling
informed about such developments.
On the flipside, the survey shows that 40% of Europeans are neither interested nor informed. Furthermore, there is a divide between the North and East/South, between genders and education/occupation.
15
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Men are more likely to be interested in and feel informed about developments in science and technology
than women are (64% vs. 44%). It is also more likely that they have studied any of these subjects at any
education level (51% vs. 43%). This can be explained by the strict definition of science as natural sciences in the survey.
Television is the most mentioned source of information about developments in science and technology
(65%), followed by the internet (35%) and newspapers (33%). Social media and blogs were mentioned
by 10% as an information source. This is an interesting finding and may be attributed to the fact that
the study was carried out four years ago. If the selection of information sources with regards to news
was of any indication, we could see the following trends: over the last years, we have seen that those
who prefer to read news have migrated online (Gottfried et al. 2016). When it comes to 18-24-year-olds,
social media has overtaken television as the main news source (Newman et al. 2016).
Overall, more than half of Europeans believe that when it comes to decisions made about science and
technology public dialogue is required (55%). Most think their government is doing too little to stimulate young people’s interest in science (65%). Most agree that science has a positive impact on society
(77%), and the majority of respondents in each country think this way. However, Europeans are concerned about the speed of change science and technology have, and their potential for negative consequences: 62% think science makes their way of life change too quickly.
Figure 5. Level of information and level of interest regarding science and technology in Europe

Source: European Commission (2013). © European Commission.

2.2.3 Gender
Albeit the achieved progresses towards gender equality in research and innovation during the past few
years, a range of gender differences and inequalities persist (European Commission 2016, Elsevier
2017). For example, women continue to be underrepresented in science and technology, and research
in general. This imbalance is also reflected in dissemination. In a large-scale study of more than 5.4 million research papers with more than 27 million authorships (Larivière et al. 2013), the authors found
that women represent fewer than 30% of authorships. This is a worldwide phenomenon, as men dominate authorship in all but a few countries. When it comes to first authorship, men are twice as likely to
be first author as women.
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There are indications from smaller-scale studies that this domination carries over to certain innovative
dissemination channels. In a study of the aggregator of scientific blogs, ResearchBlogging.org, Shema et
al. (2012) found that 72% of the 126 blogs analysed had only male authors. Mikki et al. (2015) investigated the digital presence of Norwegian scholars and found that women were underrepresented in a
number of services such as ORCiD and Google Scholar Profiles - with the exception were Academia.edu
and ResearchGate, where the share of women was comparable to the share of male researchers in the
sample.
Gender stereotyping is a topic that has mostly been studied in research on textbooks, but occasionally
also in academic writing (see e.g. Martin 1991). Another gender-related topic regarding dissemination
is the information-seeking behaviour of target audiences, which is studied particularly in medicine; examples are gender differences observed in patients (Carpenter et al. 2012) and general practitioners
(Le 2016). For example, Carpenter et al. report that female patients with a rare illness were more likely
to use the Internet as information source than their male counterparts.

2.3 Guidelines and Dissemination Framework for European-funded research
In this section, we describe the guidelines for EU-funded projects and the OpenUP dissemination strategy as an example for a concrete dissemination framework.

2.3.1 European Commission - Horizon 2020
The European Commission (2014) has published a guide for Horizon 2020 projects on communicating
projects. The website lists the following best practices:


Start communication at the outset of the project and continue throughout its entire lifetime



Plan communication strategically



Set clear communication objectives



Adapt communication to and target audiences beyond the project’s own community



Use the right medium and means



Set communication to the scale of the project

Persuasive communication can be seen as the theoretical base for these guidelines (see section 2.1.1).
They are rooted in the understanding of dissemination as Public Understanding of Science (stage 1 in
Beaufourt’s model, see section 2.1.2), with some elements of Public Engagement with Science (PES). The
accompanying guide focuses on one-way communication with sporadic mention of engagement strategies and methods.
The checklist in the guide mentions the following steps for successful dissemination:
1) Ensure good management
a) Have resources been allocated (time and money)?
b) Are professional communicators involved?
c) Is continuity ensured?
2) Define your goals and objectives
a) Are there any goals and objectives?
b) Are your goals and objectives neither too ambitious nor too weak?
3) Pick your audience
a) Is your audience well defined?
b) Does it include all relevant target groups?
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4) Choose your message
a) Is it news?
b) Are you connecting to what your audience wants to know?
c) Are you connecting to your own communication objectives?
5) Use the right medium and means
a) Do they reach the audience?
b) Do they go beyond the obvious?
6) Evaluate your efforts

2.3.2 OpenUP Dissemination Strategy
The OpenUP dissemination strategy as formulated in deliverable D2.1 is a practical example of how dissemination can be implemented in an EU project. It first formulates of objectives and goals for dissemination of OpenUP results:
Objective 1 – Raising awareness on the issues of review-dissemination-impact and highlight the benefits
and importance of open science.
Objective 2 – Increasing interactions and delivering support for better coordination among key stakeholders.
Objective 3 – Creating opportunities for collaboration between ongoing initiatives.
Objective 4 – Creating a strong and recognizable OpenUP brand, identity and key messages to be used
on all dissemination material.
Objective 5 – Generating positive media coverage for the project at a local, national, European and global
level.
Objective 6 – Supporting sustainability and visibility of the research results even after the project's lifetime.
Then, the deliverable describes how to plan and implement dissemination activities. For each activity,
the main questions need to be answered during this process: “what, who, how, when”:
I. Objectives: what are the main objectives of the dissemination activities?
II. Audience: who are the target groups for dissemination activities?
III. Tools: how will the dissemination strategy be implemented?
IV. Time: when should dissemination start and take place?
The deliverable then introduces the dissemination lifecycle, which includes 3 phases. The questions formulated above are being answered in the first phase (Definition & formulation) and dissemination activities being planned. In the second phase (Implementation & monitoring), the activities are implemented and appropriate activity measures are being monitored. In the third phase (Assessment & calibration), the methods and activities are being evaluated and corrective changes are being identified for
the next iteration.
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Figure 6. Dissemination lifecycle phases in the OpenUP project

Source: OpenUP D2.1 (http://openup-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/OepnUP_D2.1_M4.pdf)

As for the audiences, OpenUP has opted for an onion model, which consists of 3 levels, in which the
strategy is implemented progressively. The three levels are formulated as follows: within OpenUP consortium, within partners’ organisations and networks (including institutions with several institutes, departments, offices, and teams), and towards the broader community (key stakeholders, networks, related projects, etc.). (Figure 7) This graphical layering is based on the differentiation among OpenUP’s
target groups, their requirements and it represents how easily they can be reached. The first two levels
are the immediate environment of the OpenUP partners (i.e. the consortium and their organisations),
and the third level describes the target communities.
Figure 7. Levels of dissemination in the OpenUP project

Source: OpenUP D2.1 (http://openup-h2020.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/OepnUP_D2.1_M4.pdf)

For each level, aims, methods and activities are defined. In level 3, needs in terms of support and partners are mapped to each of the stakeholder groups identified. Based on this, concrete dissemination
tools and activities with concrete responsibilities are defined. Finally, a range of indicators and KPIs for
monitoring and assessment are provided, and the expected impact is presented.
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As a concrete example, we consider young researchers, an important target audience of OpenUP project,
included in the third level of the aforementioned layering. This group refers to researchers who just
started their academic career and need consultancy and advice on publishing and increasing the impact
of their scientific work. One of the selected communication methods that OpenUP will use to reach this
audience is social media. OpenUP will disseminate its recommendations by posting targeted messages
on social media. The writing style of posts will be direct and relatively casual in contrast to the formal
style used when reaching out other target groups, like policy makers. Additionally, the OpenUP team
will monitor the progress and effectiveness of this activity with social media metrics such as the number
of followers, shares and likes.
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3. Survey
3.1 Introduction
The OpenUP survey was conducted between 20 January and 23 February 2017 to capture current perceptions and practices in peer review, dissemination of research results and impact measurement
among European researchers. In the section of the survey presented here we aimed to elicit researcher
attitudes and practices in disseminating their research, the audiences they usually target as well as the
use of innovative means of dissemination. Past surveys from section 2.2 were used as a starting point
for the questionnaire design and adapted to the specific needs of the project. The survey data and the
full questionnaire can be found on Zenodo (Stančiauskas & Banelytė 2017).
Survey invitations were sent to a random sample of researchers from arXiv, PubMed and RePEc. The
OpenUP team mined researchers’ contact details from these platforms. This ensured that the researchers who participated in the survey had produced at least one publication as main authors, as a result of
which they had at least some direct experience in the areas covered by the survey. The survey targeted
researchers from the EU-28, Switzerland and Norway. In total, 1347 responses were received, of which
976 were completed. This implies a survey completion rate of 72.4%.

3.2 Sample Characteristics
3.2.1 Scientific discipline
Of the 976 people who completed the questionnaire, the largest share of responses, 45%, came from
researchers working in Natural Sciences (n=478). Responses from researchers in Social Sciences comprised 18% (N=191), in Medical Sciences 16% (N=173), and in Engineering and Technology 12%
(N=125) of the total survey participants. Mathematics, Statistics and Computer scientists, Agricultural
scientists and Humanities researchers had relatively low response numbers due to the fact that the survey mostly targeted researchers from arXiv, PubMed and RePEc. Of the total responses, participations
from these disciplines made up 5% (N=49), 3% (N=34) and 2% (N=23) respectively. A small fraction of
participants (1%) indicated “other” as their disciplinary category.

3.2.2 Gender, career stage and organisation
The majority of respondents to the OpenUP Survey were male (73%). Females comprised about a quarter of the total sample (26%) and categories “prefer not to say” and “Other” received 1% and 0% of
responses. Regarding the career stage, the majority of responses were from Leading (33%) and Established (38%) researchers. Recognised researchers made up 18% of the total sample and First Stage researchers comprised 4% of the sample.
The fact that a large share of respondents were the main authors of publications, came from natural
sciences and engineering and technology (i.e. disciplines with very large male participation), and were
leading and established researchers (i.e. still frequented by male researchers) can explain the relatively
low participation of female researchers. In this respect, the sample reflects the findings of Sugimoto et
al. (2013), who found that more than 70% of authorships can be attributed to men, and that men are
twice as likely to be first author than women (see section 2.2.3).
The majority of researchers were from Universities (67%) and 28% were from Research Centres or
Institutes. Respondents from Companies or Other Organisations comprised 2% and 3% respectively.
Public or Government sectors dominated in the sample (90%). Answers from researchers from Private
not-for-profit and private for-profit sectors made up 8% and 2% respectively.
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Figure 8. Share of responses by gender, career stage and type and sector of organizations

N=976 for Gender, N=976 for career stage, N=970 for type of organisation and N=959 for sector of organisation.

3.2.3 Research outputs
OpenUP survey respondents were also asked to enlist the most important research outputs that they
produce in their work. Important outputs were described as outputs which the researchers produce
most frequently or which determine researchers’ success in their field. From the output list provided,
the majority of researchers assigned categories “very important” and “somewhat important” to the traditional research outputs. They included peer-reviewed publications (99%) and book chapters and
monographs (73%). The perceived importance of other outputs depended on the discipline the researchers were working in. For example, software, IT tools and applications were exceptionally valued
in Engineering and Technology field. Around 73% of respondents stated that those outputs were “very
important” or “somewhat important”. More than two thirds of Medical Scientists (70%) saw protocols,
ontologies, guidelines, and methodologies for practitioners as “very important” or “somewhat important”. Also, a large share of Social Scientist (62%) and Medical Scientists (59.4%) allocated policy
outputs to the same categories.
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Among the different career stages, first stage and recognised researchers as well as female researchers
assigned higher importance to other types of outputs than peer-reviewed publications and books, book
chapters and monographs. This observation also applied to scientists from Research Institutes or centres. Contrary to the researchers from universities, who mostly preferred peer-review publications and
books, a fair share of scientists from Research Institutes rated non-traditional outputs, such as data and
datasets (59%), software, IT tools and applications (52%), and policy outputs (40%) as “very important”
or “somewhat important”.

3.3 Highlights from the survey results on innovative dissemination
The majority of the researchers (71%) agreed with the importance to disseminate their research to nonresearch audiences. However, only a minority of researchers stated they target non-academic audiences
frequently and also dissemination channels specifically designed for doing so are used only by a small
share of researchers on a regular basis. Only 12% of respondents reported to having achieved an outstanding result using innovative dissemination channels and two thirds reported to start with the dissemination only after the conclusion of research. These findings illustrate that communicating to a wider
audience seems therefore to be more of a developing norm with enthusiastic early adopters than a
widely exercised practice.
Some innovative dissemination tools were used more often than others, namely Open Access repositories, academic social networks and personal or project websites. In addition, there were some differences in dissemination tools use among researchers of different career stages and genders. A larger
share of younger researchers used academic social networks and non-specialised social networks more
frequently compared to more experienced respondents. The latter, on the other hand, showed a preference for a more frequent use of e-mails/newsletters and personal/project websites. Female researchers
reported more frequent use of events for the general public whereas more male researchers used open
access repositories.
Researchers aiming to target non-academic audiences and disseminate to influence policymaking and
practitioners engaged with several non-academic dissemination channels more frequently compared to
the average respondent. These dissemination channels included popular science publications, events
for the general public/specific target audiences other than researchers, press releases, academic social
networks, non-specialist social networks and exhibitions and performances.
The respondents reported that the main barriers to practicing innovative dissemination mostly include
organisational reasons (lack of time, insufficient funding and credit given for such activities). Also, lack
of knowledge of innovative dissemination channels and methods was mentioned by 40% of researchers.
More so among the young researchers compared to more experienced respondents.

3.4 Detailed Findings
In this section, we present the results for each question in detail.

3.4.1 Importance of research dissemination to non-research audiences (Q3.1)
The majority of the researchers agreed with the importance to disseminate their research to non-research audiences. Around 72% of respondents believed that the dissemination of research results to
non-research audiences was “very” or “rather important”. However, the support to the idea varied
across disciplines. Researchers from Natural Sciences, Engineering and Technology as well as Mathematics, Statistics and Computer Sciences were less supportive, whereas, more Medical and Social Scientists perceived this type of dissemination as “very important” or “rather important”. Although there
were only a few respondents coming from Agricultural scientists (N=20), their responses indicated that
they also saw dissemination to non-research audiences as important. Further data analysis showed that
this opinion was exceptionally strong among female researchers (80% versus 69% of male researchers).
The results from the survey conducted by TNS-BMRB & PSI (see section 2.2.1) showed similar results.
Female researchers were more likely to participate in activities of public engagement.
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There were no large differences of opinion on this matter among researchers from different career
stages. This finding is in contrast to the already mentioned survey results by TNS-BMRB & PSI that
showed that senior researchers, particularly senior female researchers tend to be more active in their
public engagement. The difference in the responses might be due to the different formulation of questions the surveys had. Whereas the OpenUP survey asked about the importance of research dissemination to non-research audiences, the UK survey enquired about actual public engagement the researchers
have conducted. Hence, even though the respondents might be in agreement with a statement, their
actual engagement in dissemination intended for non-research audiences, is lower (see question 3.2).
Figure 9. Proportion of researchers by discipline to whom dissemination to non-research audiences was
“very important” or “rather important”

Note: Responses to question “3.1 - How important is the dissemination of research results to non-research audiences (e.g. practitioners, citizens, journalists, policy makers, industry, etc.) in your specific research area?”
N=951.The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “very important” and “rather important” answer
categories.
* Overall share of respondents regarding dissemination to non-research audiences as very important or rather
important.

3.4.2 Target audiences and how frequently they are targeted when disseminating
research findings (Q3.2)
When disseminating their research, respondents most frequently targeted the academic community,
more specifically researchers from the same discipline (94% of the respondents chose “Always, or almost always” and “Most of the time” answer categories, see Table 2). This corresponds to the fact that
researchers in this survey mostly used the traditional academic research outputs for their research dissemination, namely peer-reviewed publications and books, chapters, monographs. Around 36% of respondents reported to target researchers from other disciplines and almost 30% of respondents stated
they targeted students.
Non-academic audiences, namely practitioners, policy makers and government, teachers, general public
and industry/business were “always, or almost always” and “most of the time” targeted by fewer respondents (the proportions ranged between 10% to 22%). Further data analysis showed that female
researchers reported more frequent engagement with teachers compared to their male counterparts
(40% versus 28%, see Table 3), with policy makers and government (67% versus 29%), with practitioners (52% versus 39%) and with general public (39% versus 29%). The results from the UK survey
also showed that female researchers are involved in public engagement activities more often than their
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male colleagues. In terms of career stage, there were some differences between first stage and recognised researchers and leading researchers. The latter reported targeting industry/business and journalists more frequently than their younger colleagues (33% versus 25% and 31% versus 23%, respectively).
Table 2. Proportions of respondents who target audiences listed in the table “always, or almost always”
and “most of the time”
Natural Engineering Medical
Sciences and Technol- Sciences
ogy

Agricultural Sciences

Social Sci- Humani- Mathemat- Overall
ences
ties
ics, statis- share of
tics, com- respondputer scients*
ence

Researchers from
my own disci97,0%
94,1%
93,3%
66,7%
88,8%
89,7%
95,7%
94,3%
pline/area
Researchers from
other disciplines/
34,9%
37,8%
42,9%
25,0%
35,8%
55,2%
17,0%
35,5%
areas
8,1%
8,7%
14,6%
21,1%
19,1%
13,8%
8,7%
11,7%
Teachers
27,2%
33,6%
35,6%
28,6%
31,6%
27,6%
8,5%
29,5%
Students
15,7%
Policy makers &
27,2%
11,6%
27,6%
31,6%
37,3%
20,7%
2,2%
government
4,9%
20,9%
43,6%
27,8%
37,0%
34,6%
6,7%
21,8%
Practitioners
7,1%
20,5%
14,8%
30,0%
17,1%
8,0%
4,4%
10,4%
Industry/business
4,9%
6,1%
19,4%
5,3%
16,1%
17,9%
2,2%
11,5%
General public
8,1%
9,1%
6,1%
10,8%
10,5%
16,6%
7,7%
2,2%
Journalists
5,6%
2,8%
14,3%
5,9%
8,4%
12,0%
6,8%
4,8%
Charities/NGOs
2,7%
Children up to the
1,5%
2,8%
3,3%
0,0%
1,9%
20,8%
0,0%
age of 14
Note: Responses to question “3.2 - How often do you target the following audiences when disseminating your research findings?” N= [846 – 954]. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “Always, or almost
always (90-100% of the time)” and “Most of the time (60-89% of the time)” answer categories.
*Overall share of respondents who frequently target the audiences listed in the table when disseminating their
research.

Table 3. Proportions of respondents who target audiences listed in the table “always, or almost always”
and “most of the time”, analysed by gender
Male

Female

Researchers from my own discipline/area
98,1%
99,2%
Researchers from other disciplines/ areas
69,7%
68,3%
Teachers
28,3%
39,8%
Students
58,4%
67,1%
Policy makers & government
29,4%
46,2%
Practitioners
37,5%
51,6%
Industry/business
29,4%
29,8%
General public
29,2%
38,8%
Journalists
23,3%
27,2%
Charities/NGOs
11,6%
16,7%
Children up to the age of 14
7,1%
12,3%
Note: Responses to question “3.2 - How often do you target the following audiences when disseminating your research findings?” N= [835 – 941]. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “Always, or almost
always (90-100% of the time)” and “Most of the time (60-89% of the time)” answer categories.
* Overall proportion of respondents targeting audiences listed below “always, or almost always” and “most of the
time”
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3.4.3 The start of research dissemination (Q3.3)
When asked about the start of dissemination activities, two thirds of the respondents reported to start
dissemination after the conclusion of the research. Trends were similar across countries, disciplines,
organisation types and gender. However, researchers of both sexes from Medical Sciences, Engineering
and Technology and the Humanities (see Figure 10) as well as female scientists tended to start dissemination activities earlier. For instance, over 26% of women started dissemination during the main phase
of the research activities, while this rate for men was 17%.
Figure 10. The start of dissemination activities

Note: Responses to question “3.3 - When do you usually start disseminating your research?” N=883.
*Overall shares of respondents starting their dissemination activities at specified times

3.4.3 Reasons to disseminate results (Q3.4)
The most important incentives to disseminate their research for the majority of respondents were the
ability to contribute to the body of knowledge, enabling other researchers to build on top of their research (98%), to raise awareness of the findings (94%) and to receive feedback on their research (90%).
The trend was similar across all the disciplines, career stages, and types of organisations. These reasons
were especially prevalent among male researchers. The majority of women also agreed that is was
“very” or “somewhat important” to stimulate public discussion (84% versus 69% for men), attract future funding (85% versus 76%) and improve their communication skills (52% versus 37%).
Wilson et al. (see section 2.2.1) also found that the most important reasons for disseminating findings
were raising awareness of the findings (93% of respondents chose “very important” or “important” in
this category). However, there was a higher proportion of respondents in Wilson et al. survey who rated
influencing policy or practice as “very important” or “important” (84% and 83% respectively) compared
to respondents of OpenUP survey (48.8%). This difference could be explained by two rather different
samples of both surveys. Whereas OpenUP’s survey span across several disciplines, Wilson et al. survey
the respondents were health researchers. Health and medical research is much more oriented to inform
policies and change practices.
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Table 4. Reasons to disseminate the results
Natural
Sciences
Contributing to the
body of knowledge,
enabling other researchers to build
on top of my research
Raising awareness
of the findings
Stimulating discussions and public understanding of science
Receiving feedback
on my research
Influencing policymaking and practices by transferring
my research results
Justifying public
funding of my research
Attracting future
funding
Raising my own or
my organisation’s
profile
Dissemination is
part of my performance assessments/evaluations
in my organisation
Improving my communication skills
Satisfying contractual obligations (e.g.
research funding)

Engineering and
Technology

Medical
Sciences

Agricultural
Sciences

Social
Sciences

Humanities

Mathematics, statistics, computer science

Overall
share of
respondents*

98,9%

98,3%

97,6%

95,2%

95,0%

100,0%

100,0%

97,9%

94,0%

89,1%

98,2%

90,0%

95,0%

100,0%

91,1%

94,3%

67,4%

63,2%

84,0%

71,4%

81,6%

86,2%

65,2%

72,7%

90,4%

86,6%

87,7%

81,0%

91,7%

86,2%

95,7%

89,8%

90,4%

42,2%

72,7%

61,9%

81,0%

62,1%

15,4%

48,8%

31,7%

62,9%

75,9%

65,0%

55,1%

57,1%

52,4%

67,8%

71,7%

74,8%

85,7%

85,0%

62,9%

55,2%

59,5%

78,1%

83,2%

75,4%

74,4%

76,2%

77,7%

86,2%

66,7%

78,3%

79,7%

71,1%

62,9%

65,0%

63,2%

69,0%

52,4%

63,5%

61,5%

40,7%

47,6%

66,7%

36,5%

51,7%

32,6%

41,4%

40,1%

50,8%

59,0%

45,0%

46,6%

51,7%

33,3%

51,3%

Note: Responses to question “3.4 - How important are the following reasons when disseminating the findings of
your research?” N= [912 – 953]. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “very important” and
“somewhat important” answer categories
* Overall share of respondents who selected the following reasons to disseminate their research as “very important” and “somewhat important”.

When considering gender, female scientists were also more motivated to disseminate the findings in
order to influence policymaking and practices (68% versus 48% male scientists). On the other hand, it
might be related to the nature of the data as approximately 80% of female respondents were working
in Natural, Medical or Social Sciences. Table 5 below indicates that dissemination of research to influence policymaking and practices was an important reason to a majority of researchers from Natural
(90%), Medical (73%) or Social Sciences (81%). Interestingly, scientists from public and governmental
organizations were less interested to disseminate in order to influence policymaking practices than
their peers from private organizations (i.e. 48% researchers from public organisations chose “very important” or “somewhat important” versus 61% of researchers from private organisations). There were
no large variations in responses from researchers of different career stages.
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Table 5. Reasons to disseminate the results rated as “very important” or “somewhat important” presented for gender categories
Male
Female
Contributing to the body of knowledge, enabling other researchers to build on 97,7%
98,4%
top of my research
Raising awareness of the findings
93,5%
96,7%
Stimulating discussions and public understanding of science
68,7%
84,1%
Receiving feedback on my research
88,9%
92,7%
Influencing policy making and practices by transferring my research results
42,3%
67,8%
Justifying public funding of my research
64,9%
76,1%
Attracting future funding
75,7%
84,8%
Raising my own or my organisation’s profile
77,3%
80,8%
Dissemination is part of my performance assessments/evaluations in my or62,0%
67,9%
ganisation
Improving my communication skills
37,4%
52,0%
Satisfying contractual obligations (e.g. research funding)
48,7%
57,8%
Note: Responses to question “3.4 - How important are the following reasons when disseminating the findings of
your research?” N= [900 – 941]. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “very important” and
“somewhat important” answer categories.

3.4.4 Channels, used most frequently to disseminate one’s own research and
reach target groups (Q3.5) and Use of different dissemination channels as sources
to inform researchers’ professional work (Q3.6)
Regarding the dissemination channels, the most widely used were the traditional ones: traditional academic publishing (93% reported to use this channel “always, or almost always” and “most of the time”,
see Figure 11) and academic conferences or workshops (79%). The trend applied to all the countries,
disciplines, organisation types and genders. Smaller proportions of researchers also reported to frequently use Open Access repositories/preprint servers (51%), academic social networks (41%) and
personal/project websites (37%).
A larger share of younger researchers used academic social networks (63% versus 56%) and non-specialised social networks (22% versus 15%) compared to more experienced respondents. The latter
showed a preference for a more frequent use of e-mails/newsletters (29% versus 21%) and personal/project website (57% versus 43%) compared to their junior colleagues.
Regarding gender, the largest variations were observed in the use of open access repositories/preprint
servers and events for the general public/specific target audiences other than researchers. More female
researchers reported to use the latter (17%) compared to their male colleagues (11%). On the other
hand, more male researchers stated that they frequently use open access repositories/preprint servers
(55%) compared to female scientists (38%). These results might be influenced by the sample as many
researchers’ contacts were obtained from repositories hosting articles in fields where male researchers
dominate. Researchers from private, not-for-profit organisations used popular science publications
(16% versus 8%) and non-specialised social networks (17% versus 9%) to a bigger extent than their
peers from public or government organisations. On the other hand, researchers from public or government organisations used Open access repositories/preprint servers (53% versus 30%), academic social
networks (42% versus 36%) and personal/project websites (38% versus 23%) more often than researchers from private, not-for-profit organisations.
Interestingly, the researchers who target non-academic audiences and disseminate to influence policymaking and practitioners (see question 3.4) tended to use several non-academic dissemination channels
more frequently compared to all researchers. These dissemination channels included popular science
publications (18% versus 8%), events for the general public/specific target audiences other than researchers (31% versus 12%), press releases (18% versus 6%), academic social networks (50% versus
41%), non-specialist social networks (19% versus 10%) and exhibitions and performances (11% versus
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4%). On the other hand, fewer researchers who target non-academic audiences and disseminate to influence policymaking and practitioners reported to use Open access repositories/preprint servers
(33%) compared to the average of all respondents (51%).
Along with the use of dissemination channels for their research, we also inquired the respondents how
frequently they used these dissemination channels to inform their professional work (to find information sources, new studies or events). Overall, the general trend was similar as with dissemination.
The most frequently used sources were traditional academic publications (95%) and academic conferences or workshops (76%, see Figure 11). These results were similar across different disciplines, research organisations, career stages and genders.
Nearly two thirds of researchers also looked for information in open access repositories/preprint servers (59%), academic social networks (57%) and personal/project websites (54%). However, the proportions varied greatly depending on the discipline the scientists were working in. For instance, around
75% of Mathematics/Statistics and Computer Science researchers reported to use open access repositories/preprint servers “always, or almost always” or “most of the time”. On the contrary, only 2% of
Natural Scientists reported frequent use of this channel when searching for information for their work.
On the contrary, more Natural Scientists (73%) reported to employ academic social networks frequently
compared to fewer Engineering and Technology researchers (24%).
Regarding gender differences, more male researchers reported the use of open access repositories/preprint servers for information search more frequently than their female peers (56% versus 36%). Female researchers, on the other hand, used popular science publications (21% versus 16%) and events
for general public/specific target audiences other than researchers (12% versus 6%) more frequently
compared to their male colleagues. In terms of career stage, a larger share of first stage and recognised
researchers used open access repositories/preprint servers (58% versus 49%), Academic social networks (33% versus 24%), Wikipedia (19% versus 13%), Git repositories (e.g. GitHub) (12% versus 5%)
more frequently compared to more experienced researchers.
Interestingly, only 2% of researchers admitted to disseminate their findings in Wikipedia, but around
15% of them used Wikipedia as a source of information for their professional work. A similar trend was
also observed in the use of popular science publications. Around 18% of respondents frequently used
them for information purposes but a smaller share (8%) disseminated their work in these publications.
In addition, academic social networks and personal/project websites were used frequently by more researchers to disseminate their work (41% and 37%). These channels were used by a smaller proportion
of researchers as information sources (26% and 18%).
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Figure 11. Proportions of researchers frequently using listed dissemination channels for their own research as well as to inform their professional work as a researcher

Note: Responses to questions 3.5 and 3.6
“3.5 - Which of these channels listed do you use most frequently to disseminate your own research to reach your
target groups?” N= [855 – 955]. “3.6 - And how frequently do you use these sources to inform your professional
work as a researcher?” N= [864 – 956]. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “Always, or almost
always (90-100% of the time)” and “Most of the time (60-89% of the time)” answer categories.
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3.4.5 The attainability of key target groups (Q3.8)
This question examined how respondents succeed in reaching their key audiences. Two thirds of the
respondents agreed “to a very large extent” or “to a large extent” that the dissemination channels they
were using helped to reach their target audiences successfully. A larger share of Natural Scientists
agreed to this statement compared to other disciplines (see Figure 12). The ability to reach the key target groups grew with scientific experience. Fewer first stage and recognised researchers felt that they
were successful in reaching their main audiences (approximately 55%), compared to a larger share of
established and leading researchers (64 and 75% respectively). Also, more male than female researchers agreed (to a very large or a large extent) that their dissemination reached their key audiences, 69%
and 57% respectively.
Figure 12. Proportions of respondents by discipline who report to reach their key target groups to “a
very large extent” or “large extent”

Note: Responses to question “3.8 - To what extent do you agree with the following statement: my research results
successfully reach the key target groups?” N = 944. The percentages show a share of respondents who chose “To
a very large extent” or “To a large extent” answer categories.

3.4.6 Factors that prevent a more effective dissemination through non-traditional
dissemination channels (Q3.8.a)
The final question in the dissemination part of the survey asked the respondents to list the main barriers
to a more effective research result dissemination when using non-traditional channels4. Overall, around
half of the sample (47%) agreed “to a very large extent” or “to a large extent” that they do not need nontraditional dissemination to reach their target audiences (see Table 6). This was more common for more
experienced researchers. A share of 46% of established and 47% of leading researchers agreed to the
statement compared to a share of 39.5% of their younger colleagues. The same applied to male scientists, of whom (49%) agreed with the statement. Among female scientists the proportion was slightly
lower, 41%.
From those respondents who saw the need for non-traditional dissemination channels, the largest share
(56%) agreed that time constraints was the main factor hindering a more effective dissemination
through non-traditional channels. This finding strongly corresponds to the UK survey and Wilson et al.
survey. In the UK survey, 61% of respondents reported that competing pressures of their time was one
of the top three factors that prevented them from a more active public engagement. The number was
the same in Wilson et al. survey.

4 By non-traditional dissemination channels we mean channels other than traditional academic publishing (e.g. academic jour-

nals, books, monographs), conferences and workshops

31

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping
Table 6. Proportions of respondents by discipline who agree that the factors below hinder more effective
research result dissemination through non-traditional dissemination channels

I do not need non-traditional dissemination
to reach my target audiences.
Time constraints
Lack of financial support for non-traditional dissemination
Lack of acknowledgement/credit given to
non-traditional dissemination in my research field
Lack of organizational
support for non-traditional dissemination
Lack of knowledge
about non-traditional
dissemination tools
and methods
Lack of presentation
and communication
skills
Missing IT infrastructure
Privacy and/or ethical
concerns
Legal/contractual barriers

Medical
Sciences

Agricultural Sciences

Social
Sciences

Humanities

Mathematics, statistics, computer science

Overall
share
of respondents*

44,8%
52,2%

39,3%
52,3%

17,6%
64,7%

34,7%
55,3%

41,7%
65,2%

65,5%
41,4%

47,0%
56,2%

45,5%

46,5%

59,1%

64,7%

50,3%

52,2%

22,6%

49,7%

54,5%

53,9%

53,5%

62,5%

53,3%

58,3%

50,0%

54,2%

54,5%

46,6%

54,2%

66,7%

56,7%

45,8%

41,4%

49,9%

44,2%

44,3%

45,0%

50,0%

43,4%

37,5%

41,4%

39,6%

32,9%

12,6%

16,9%

70,0%

8,7%

4,2%

3,6%

11,9%

10,9%

10,8%

22,3%

15,4%

14,2%

20,8%

8,7%

14,9%

12,7%

7,3%

12,6%

17,6%

11,3%

0,0%

7,7%

8,3%

5,9%

7,3%

10,3%

12,5%

15,6%

4,2%

3,8%

9,1%

Natural
Sciences

Engineering and
Technology

55,7%
58,8%

Note: Responses to question “3.8a - To what extent do these factors prevent you from disseminating your results
more effectively through non-traditional dissemination channels?” N = [637 – 694]. The percentages show a share
of respondents who chose “To a very large extent” or “To a large extent” answer categories.
* Overall share of respondents who chose “To a very large extent” or “To a large extent” answer categories.

Around 50% of the researchers agreed “to a very large extent” or “to a large extent” that the lack of
financial support for non-traditional dissemination, lack of acknowledgement/credit given to non-traditional dissemination in their research field, and the lack of organizational support for non-traditional
dissemination prevented them from a more effective use of non-traditional dissemination. Female researchers tended to agree with these reasons more often (63%, 64% and 62% respectively) compared
to their male counterparts (45%, 51% and 46%). The differences across career stages were minor with
two exceptions. More of the first stage and recognised researchers reported that the lack of knowledge
about non-traditional dissemination tools and methods and missing IT infrastructure were important
factors hindering a more effective dissemination via non-traditional dissemination channels.
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Table 7. Proportions of respondents who agree that the factors below hinder more effective research
result dissemination through non-traditional dissemination channels, analysed by gender
Male
Female
I do not need non-traditional dissemination to reach my target audiences.
49,3%
40,9%
Time constraints
55,5%
58,5%
Lack of financial support for non-traditional dissemination
45,2%
62,9%
Lack of acknowledgement/credit given to non-traditional dissemination
50,6%
64,3%
in my research field
Lack of organizational support for non-traditional dissemination
45,8%
61,6%
Lack of knowledge about non-traditional dissemination tools and methods 35,2%
51,1%
Lack of presentation and communication skills
11,2%
13,3%
Missing IT infrastructure
13,1%
19,8%
Privacy and/or ethical concerns
6,8%
12,9%
Legal/contractual barriers
7,1%
14,9%
Note: Responses to question “3.8a - To what extent do these factors prevent you from disseminating your results
more effectively through non-traditional dissemination channels?” N = [637 – 694]. The percentages show a share
of respondents who chose “To a very large extent” or “To a large extent” answer categories.
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4. Case Studies
4.1 Introduction
We have conducted a range of compact case studies to gain an understanding of the effectiveness, suitability and impact of currently applied approaches. For that, we performed a landscape scan of existing
research projects that used innovative dissemination methods and tools. The scan was performed in
two steps: an internal collection of leads within the project, and a crowdsourcing phase, where we invited collaborators outside the project to provide additional examples.
In the internal collection, we identified 16 projects and 8 methods & tools. This collection was used as
an input for the crowdsourcing phase. We entered the leads into a Google Spreadsheet, modelled after
the best practice example of the 101 Innovations in Scholarly Communications project (see section
4.3.10). Then, we opened up the process to the community and collected additional input in a crowdsourced way. To this end, we disseminated the spreadsheet via mailing lists and the project’s Twitter
and Facebook accounts asking for further examples (see Figure 13). The crowdsourcing phase ran from
October 4-23, 2016. During this time, we received 39 further leads (18 projects, 21 platforms/methods).
Figure 13. Tweet by OpenUP project promoting the crowdsourcing effort in WP4

Source: https://twitter.com/ProjectOpenUP/status/783244381952368640

In total, we collected 34 projects and 29 tools/methods (see Appendix 1). A breakdown of the leads for
research projects is depicted in Figure 14 and Figure 15. The project/dissemination type was assigned
in a qualitative analysis of the leads (see Appendix 2). The analysis revealed that citizen science/crowdsourcing was the most popular type with 15 projects. Next are public information/outreach
projects (5 leads), projects focussing on education (4), and projects disseminating mostly within academia (4). We also received 2 leads for each of the following types: viral dissemination, EU/international
project, and high-profile events.
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Figure 14. Distribution of types of research projects with innovative dissemination practices

Natural sciences is the most prevalent discipline among the examples (11 projects), followed by life science (9 projects), and the humanities (6 projects). Given OpenUP’s focus on the European research area,
almost two thirds of the projects are carried out on the continent (22), with North America coming in
second (6 projects).
Figure 15. Distribution of disciplines and regions among research projects with innovative dissemination practices

From these leads we selected 10 cases, which we analysed in depth. The cases were selected as representative examples from the identified dissemination categories. In addition, we aimed for a distribution
among disciplines and regions. As an additional criterion, our goal was to include projects that involve
engagement and participation of target audiences (stages 2 and 3 in Beaufourt’s model, see section
2.1.2). In the case of citizen science projects in particular, we evaluated that the projects satisfy the criteria laid out in section 1.2, i.e. that they do not involve citizens only for collecting data or performing
tasks, but to educate and inform them in order to facilitate research uptake in practice.
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The 10 selected cases are:
1. Pluto Fly-By
2. Galaxy Zoo
3. Polymath Project
4. Human Brain Project
5. Gut (Giulia Enders)
6. Projet SOHA
7. Science at Home
8. Transcribe Bentham
9. Homer Multitext Project
10. Innovations in Scholarly Communications

4.2 Methodology
The cases were analysed along seven dimensions and 18 specific dimensions (see Table 8). The dimensions were defined based on (1) the literature review, especially the analysis of dissemination frameworks (see section 2.1.1), (2) the focus topics of the project and (3) the requirements of the framework
and toolbox.
Table 8. Main dimensions and specific dimensions analysed for the 10 selected case studies
Main dimension
Why?
What and How?
When?
Who?
Effort
Openness
Gender

Specific dimension
Purpose of dissemination
Dissemination activities, Dissemination outputs, Tools used, Disseminated materials, Media
formats
Start of dissemination, Dissemination phases
Who initiated the dissemination? Target Audience, Reception and Impact
Quality of materials, Estimated cost
Openness of dissemination, Interoperability, Connection to peer review and metrics
Distribution of gender in project, Representation of gender in materials

The first four main dimensions include the classic “6 Ws”, with the “Where?” implicitly included in the
“What and How?”. They cover the input factors of the Communication-Persuasion matrix (source, channel, message, audience, and setting). The effort needed was added as a specific requirement of the
toolbox as this is an important dimension for researchers. This fact is also evidenced in the survey results where researchers named time and resources as major barriers to innovative dissemination. Openness and gender were included as cross-cutting focus topics of the project. In terms of openness, we
investigated the openness of disseminated materials, their interoperability, and if there was any the
connection to open peer review and metrics. For assessing openness, we used the Open Definition5:
“Open means anyone can freely access, use, modify, and share for any purpose (subject, at most, to requirements that preserve provenance and openness).”
To generate the estimates for the cost dimension, we assumed the role of a researcher in Central Europe,
who has all the skills of a trained researcher, but does not know about things like graphic design, web
design or video production. He or she thus has to purchase external services. Based on this scenario, we
made an estimate what the services would cost and put them into three categories:
5

http://opendefinition.org/

36

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping
1) Low: < EUR 5,000
2) Medium: < EUR 50,000
3) High: >= EUR 50,000
Note that we did not include the time that is spent by the researchers themselves in the dissemination
activities. This is highly dependent on the skills of the researcher and the extent of the activity.
With regards to gender, we strived to address relevant gender-sensitive implications of the analysed
innovative dissemination approaches. To understand the effectiveness, suitability and impact of currently applied dissemination approaches, as well as related risks for both male and female actors it is
necessary to take into account how biological, cultural and social features of gender are relevant in this
context.
In general, opening scholarly communication and dissemination to private and public stakeholders using innovative communication channels has implications in terms of how scientific content is represented and communicated. In this context, an important aspect is to reflect how sex and gender are represented and perceived in the various media. Important related questions are: What is the gender impact of dissemination material? Is gender and diversity taken into account? Does the dissemination material design take into account gender sensitive and inclusive communication (language, content)? Are
there any negative effects for male or female end users of the innovative dissemination materials (e.g.
exclusion, prevailing masculinity/femininity norms)?
Next to that, the changing dissemination strategies in research might have different implications for
male and female researchers. Important questions in this context are: Are there any negative effects for
male or female users of the innovative dissemination channels (e.g. exclusion, prevailing masculinity/femininity norms)? Are the dissemination strategies products of male- or female-oriented processes?

4.3 Results
In this section, we present the 10 case studies in a compact form along the main dimensions. An in-depth
analysis, including all specific dimensions can be found in Appendix 3.

4.3.1 Pluto Fly-By
Table 9. Factsheet of the Pluto Fly-By case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

NASA
Astronomy
High-profile events
https://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/newhorizons/main/index.html

Why?
NASA's New Horizons probe has visited a place never before visited by a robotic probe from earth: Pluto.
In July 2015, the spacecraft completed a nearly-decade-long journey to fly by Pluto, and revealed humanity's first close-up look at the distant dwarf planet (Dwarf planet). The goal of the dissemination
was to communicate results of the mission and facts about Pluto to the broader audience.

Who?
NASA as a first party in the project initiated the dissemination. The aim was to target the general public
as an audience, by revealing interesting facts about Pluto to the audience and presenting the results in
a simplified way.
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What & How?
Different dissemination activities were conducted, such as a Twitter campaign6, live streams7, YouTube
videos8,9 and press, by disseminating text, video, data, software and simulations10.
Outputs of the dissemination activities were very rich and can be categorized into images, series of videos, live streams, simulation software, blogs, scientific data, reports and scientific articles.

When?
Certain dissemination activities are evident after the second and third research life-cycle phases - Instrument development and Data Collection/Implementation. However, most of the dissemination takes
place after having important results, findings, i.e., in the fifth research life-cycle phase - Publication.

Relation to Open Science
The rights of the published scientific results, images and videos are held by NASA. The FreeFlyer simulation software is proprietary commercial software, whereas the NASA’s Eyes software is developed by
the California Institute of Technology, so they hold the rights. For scientific articles published by Nature
or Elsevier the rights are managed by the corresponding publisher.
Scientific data gathered during the mission that are publicly available can be used by researchers for
further investigations. Scientific articles underwent a classical peer review process. Available alternative metrics are: the number of newspaper headlines, number of views of YouTube videos, number of
tweets or number of downloads of the simulation software.
It can therefore be concluded that NASA followed the paradigm of a rather closed research activity.

Effort
Within the Pluto fly by project, very professional and high quality dissemination materials are produced
(i.e., high quality videos, reports or NASA's Eyes simulation software). Based on the methodology for
generating the estimates for the cost dimension described in section 4.2, the costs are estimated to be
high (>= EUR 50,000).

Impact
Followed by social media, press, TV, made international headlines; it became the perfect media storm.
The Pluto story was on the cover of more than 450 newspapers in multiple languages. The New Horizons
team produced new images of Pluto with analysis and informed members of the general public about
new discoveries on Pluto.

Gender
The first party of the project is NASA (compared to other projects, in which founders are individuals),
thus, it is not so easy to identify the gender dimension in this project. According to some blogs, men
(maybe in majority) and women are represented in the team of NASA behind Pluto fly-by. However, due
to the scope of the project, the gender sensitive language is not visible in the dissemination materials.
For example, the NASA team is mentioned as a team, without distinguishing between male and female.

Highlight
https://twitter.com/hashtag/plutoflyby?lang=de
https://livestream.com/GriffithObservatoryTV/plutoflyby/videos/93095775
8 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Eo3EJYo2dX8
9 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O6BBgLGgB7g&t=12s
10 https://eyes.nasa.gov/eyes-on-pluto.html
6
7
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Method: “Pluto in a Minute” videos
NASA broke down interesting facts about Pluto and findings from the mission in one minute long videos. In each
video, a NASA scientist talks about a specific topic, e.g. Pluto’s moons; the findings are visualized using stills and
animations. The “Pluto in a Minute” videos provide interesting bits of information about Pluto in a way that is
understandable for an interested audience. A similar format is Minute Physics, which are done in the RSA Animate style.

4.3.2 Galaxy Zoo
Table 10. Factsheet of the Galaxy Zoo case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Chris Lintott and Kevin Schawinski
Astronomy
Citizen science project
https://www.galaxyzoo.org/

Why?
Galaxy Zoo is a well-known online citizen science project (Sauermann and Franzoni 2014), where the
general public is directly involved in research activities. It is now available on the platform Zooniverse.org that is currently the largest aggregator of crowd science projects in various disciplines.
Galaxy Zoo is a project which invites people to assist in the morphological classification of large numbers
of galaxies through a website. Citizens classifying galaxies help scientists to understand how galaxies
evolved over time and test theories about the nature of the Universe.
The purpose of dissemination is twofold: sharing research data in the format of galaxy images and involving citizens in the analysis of these scientific data.

Who?
Chris Lintott and Kevin Schawinski are the founders of the project; they initiated the dissemination actions that addressed the general public, as a target audience.

What & How?
The Galaxy Zoo website is the primary source of dissemination of the project activities. It includes a
blog11 and a forum12 that support the volunteers in the discussion, analysis and classification of galaxies.
Other dissemination activities are videos available on You Tube, releases and news articles in important
journals and TV (Times Online, USA today, Spiegel online, BBC news, etc.). The main dissemination contents are images, video, text and data.
The dissemination project outputs are both galaxy images associated with the Sloan Digital Sky Survey
(SDSS)13, available on the ad hoc developed Galaxy Zoo website, and the results presented in scientific
articles and open-source sets of the analysed data.

When?
Dissemination activities started in an early stage of the project with the aim to share the project objectives and involve of a large number of volunteers in the analysis of images. During the data collection
and analysis process, SDSS images were available on the website along with their classification provided
by citizen scientists supported also through Galaxy Zoo Blog and Talk. Also teaching materials were
shared to support teachers and educators. In the last phase, the results of analysis are presented in scientific articles and gathered in open access datasets.

https://blog.galaxyzoo.org/
https://talk.galaxyzoo.org/
13 http://www.sdss.org/
11
12
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Relation to Open Science
Galaxy Zoo is released under a Creative Commons license, but the design and graphical elements of the
site, including the logo, are separately copyrighted. Also galaxy images are governed by the SDSS copyright policy. Project results are open to a large number of potential contributors. Raw data can be used
for novel knowledge production. All data related to the project and scientific publications are available
in specific sections on the project website. Data are also retrievable through links in the published papers.
The majority of scientific articles are submitted to arXiv, one of the best-known preprint open archive
that is based on a moderator system in charge of reclassification and/or removals of the submitted article. arXiv has download metrics on the entire archive.

Effort
Galaxy Zoo involves a lot of professionals and uses high quality tools. The website was created by a web
design company. The Galaxy Zoo Blog and Talk are moderated by specialists. The galaxy images come
from the Sloan Digital Sky Survey and are high quality.
The website was developed by an external service; costs can be estimated as low-medium, ranging from
EUR 5,000 to EUR 50,000.

Impact
Followed by news and social media as well as research institutions, Galaxy Zoo has had a great success
and has reached a large audience. Concerning scientific impact, the project played an important role in
new knowledge and scientific advancement. The experiment was successful so that the original Galaxy
Zoo project14, which ran from July 2007 until February 2009, was replaced by Galaxy Zoo 2, Galaxy Zoo:
Hubble, and Galaxy Zoo: CANDELS.

Gender
There are no specific initiatives targeted to women. The project is developed by two men who are engaged in every phase of project dissemination. The working team is composed of more men than women.
According to an online survey (Raddick et al. 2010) on volunteers’ motivations for participating to Galaxy Zoo, male volunteers (80%) are more represented than female volunteers.
Highlight
Educational tool: ZooTeach
ZooTeach is a website where teachers and educators can share high quality lesson plans and resources that
complement all Zooniverse citizen science projects. Lessons can be retrieved by age groups and subject areas
that also comprise the topics related to Galaxy Zoo.

14

http://zoo1.galaxyzoo.org/
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4.3.3 Polymath Project
Table 11. Factsheet of the Polymath Project case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Timothy Gowers and Michael Nielsen
Mathematics
Within academia/research community
https://polymathprojects.org

Why?
Polymath projects, also known as massively collaborative online mathematics, represents a form of
open Internet collaboration aimed towards a major mathematical goal, usually to solve yet unsolved
mathematical problems.

Who?
The dissemination of the project was initiated by the founders of the project: Timothy Gowers and Michael Nielsen through Gowers’s blog entitled “Is massively collaborative mathematics possible?”15 released in January 2009. Additionally, Terence Tao started to work very actively in the dissemination,
shortly after Gowers's blog was released. Their aim was to target mathematicians that are motivated to
bring new ideas and exchange them with others in order to solve difficult math problems, but also academics, teachers, students and other individuals interested in maths.

What & How?
Dissemination is conducted in terms of text and video through public information blogs (Gowers 2009
& Terence Tao's Blog), the home page, wiki pages (Polymath Wiki page)16, the Q&A site MathOverflow
(MathOverflow)17 and YouTube videos (Terence Tao’s videos)18,19. There are papers available that describe the outcomes of the Polymath projects, which are uploaded to arXiv and are also submitted to the
Journal of Mathematics of Computation or Nature (DHJ Polymath 2014, Tao et. al. 2012, and Gowers and
Nielsen 2009).

When?
The focus of the PolyMath project was to start with the dissemination in the very early stages of the
project. So, the most important dissemination activities took place after the first research life-cycle
phase - Design. From the first dissemination activities, new opportunities and projects were created. In
general, dissemination is noticeable after each research life-cycle phase.

Relation to Open Science
Based on the policy of the Polymath project, all collaboration records, outcomes and results are generally accessible to the public audience, so that they can be reused by mathematicians. The results of a
Polymath project, for example, helped to solve problems defined in another Polymath project.
Nevertheless, the outcomes are not explicitly put under a permissive license. For articles published in
arXiv, for example, rights are only granted to arXiv.org (i.e., a perpetual, non-exclusive license to distribute the articles), and for Nature journal articles, rights are managed by the Nature Publishing Group.
Particular problems and proposed solutions are reviewed and discussed by the members of each Polymath project in corresponding pages and blogs. There is, however, no evidence that the number of
upvotes of the proposed math problems in MathOverflow is one of the criteria that proposals turn to
https://gowers.wordpress.com/2009/01/27/is-massively-collaborative-mathematics-possible/
http://michaelnielsen.org/polymath1/index.php?title=Main_Page
17 http://mathoverflow.net/questions/219638/proposals-for-polymath-projects
18 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jCUcdsXbqYc
19 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=elWIDVI6b18
15
16
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Polymath projects - at least this is not explicitly stated. When defining the criteria, the Polymath community has rather been focusing on projects in the fields of algebraic geometry, algebraic topology,
group theory, logic, and set theory.

Effort
YouTube videos of Terence Tao can be characterized as high quality videos. Public blogs are managed
and moderated by individuals. Similarly, wiki and Q&A sites are managed by members of individual
projects. Hence, dissemination costs can be estimated as medium (< EUR 50,000).

Impact
The project has been very well received by the target audience; the first problem introduced in the first
Polymath project has been solved within one and a half months. Since then, the Polymath project solved
very difficult mathematical problems or made progress in solving them.
Polymath papers are usually signed with a group pseudonym that consists of the initials of Polymath
project title. A link to the full working record is also provided. So, for authors it is a bit difficult to list
such publications in their CVs, for example, or increase their visibility. Authors/participants got more
informal recognitions, because people were following their work, their blogs, but there is a lack of a
formal recognition (Terence Tao’s videos). However, there are peer reviewed papers that investigate in
detail the concept, scope and impact of Polymath projects.

Gender
Co-founders of the project (Timothy Gowers and Michael Nielsen) and persons playing a major role in
the dissemination (i.e., Terence Tao) are men. As a characteristic for the discipline of the project (mathematics), most of the collaborators in the Polymath projects are men. The proposed math problems that
became Polymath projects were also contributed by men. There is no evidence of any dissemination
activity targeted at women. The language used in the dissemination materials and communication channels seems not to be gender sensitive.
Highlight
Method: Blog post
With his blog “Is massively collaborative mathematics possible?” (released January 2009), Timothy Gowers
managed to gain the attention of many mathematicians that started to discuss very difficult problems in mathematics by commenting on his blog. Collaboration continued by defining unsolved problems and solving them,
or making progress on solving them. As a very important fact, results of a particular Polymath project were used
as inputs that helped to solve problems in other Polymath projects.

4.3.4 Brain Projects Think Big
Table 12. Factsheet of the Brain Projects Think Big case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Idan Segev and Felix Schürmann on Frontiers for Young Minds
Neuroscience
Focus on teaching
https://kids.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/frym.2013.00008

Why?
The article “Brain Projects Think Big”20 was published October 13, 2013, the early stages of the Human
Brain Project21. The goal was to provide a younger audience with an understanding of the Human Brain
Project. The project is primarily a systematic cataloguing of everything that is known about the brain,
20
21

https://kids.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/frym.2013.00008
https://www.humanbrainproject.eu
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as well as, the development of ingenious experimental and theoretical methods to probe the brain, and
put together all learnings into a computer model of the brain.

Who?
Neuroscientists Idan Segev and computer scientist Felix Schürmann shared information about the brain
to a younger audience ages 8-15 on the Frontiers for Young Minds22 – Understanding Neuroscience journal.
Frontiers for Young Minds was launched in 2013 as a non-profit scientific journal written by scientists
and reviewed by a board of young students. Today, it has five sections: (1) Understanding Neuroscience,
(2) Understanding Astronomy and Space Science, (3) Understanding Biodiversity, (4) Understanding
Health, and (5) Understanding the Earth and its Resources.
As a journal, Frontiers for Young Minds provides a platform for young people to work with scientists,
ask informed, critical questions and give feedback. By working directly with scientists, Frontiers for
Young Minds ensures that the published article is relevant scientific research. By working directly with
young students, Frontiers for Young Minds helps foster curiosity in and out of the classroom and engage
the next generation of citizens and scientists.

What & How?
The Human Brain Project used traditional dissemination (Markram 2006, Druckmann et al. 2012). Publishing a child friendly version of the Human Brain Project on the Frontiers for Young Minds platform
was an innovative approach to reach a different audience.

When?
Dissemination started at the same time as the launch of the Human Brain Project. As a next phase, the
project plans to open a “brain corner” in many science museums worldwide to share updates and important results.

Relation to Open Science
Brain Project Thinks Big was reviewed by a young student, mentored by a scientist with experience in
peer review to guide the peer review process. It is an open access article distributed under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). PDF download is available. The count of abstract
views, full text views and PDF download is available online.

Effort
Frontiers for Young Minds produced the videos, and media materials at a low cost (<5,000 EUR). For the
same effort, external graphics design, web design and video production, a researcher will spend the
same (< 5,000 EUR).

Impact
As of this writing, the count of abstract views: 20, full text views: 117, PDF downloads, 222. The article
has been accessed primarily in the United States and China.

22

https://kids.frontiersin.org/
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Figure 16. Distribution of readers of the article “Brain Projects Think Big"

Source: Frontiers usage data

Gender
From a gender demographic, two male scientists wrote the article - Idan Segev, and Felix Schürmann. It
was reviewed by an 11-year old female student, named Abby.
The Frontiers for Young Minds Editorial Board has a 73% to 27% female to male ratio. The Chief Editor
is male. Two out of six Specialty Chief Editors are female, and seventeen out of nineteen Associate Chief
Editors are women.
Highlight
Method: Focus on teaching
Brain Project Thinks Big was the inaugural issue of the Frontiers for Young Minds in Neuroscience. Seventy
other articles in Neuroscience are now available on the platform for younger audience to read and enjoy.
The section of Frontiers for Young Minds - Understanding Neuroscience includes articles about the brain, how
the brain changes over time, techniques used to study the brain, aspects of the brain that relate to behaviour
and performance, and why the brain developed in the ways that it did. Understanding Neuroscience wants to
provide a chance for the next generation to think critically about the organ that makes it possible for them to
think in the first place.
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4.3.5 Gut (Giulia Enders)
Table 13. Factsheet of the Gut case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Giulia Enders
Medicine
Viral dissemination
http://www.darm-mit-charme.de/

Why?
The Gut project is a one-person project founded by Giulia Enders23, with the aim to explain the functionality of a very complex organ, the gut, in a basic language that is understandable for the general audience.
The project also wants to initiate discussions around this topic, which are usually avoided by people.
As a PhD student in Medicine, Enders was fascinated with the functioning of the gut. So she decided to
investigate and study this complex organ, the importance of which is usually underestimated. After her
success in several science slams in 201224,25 she got an offer to write a book about the gut. Her book
(published in March 2014) was a huge success26, because of the way she explains the complex process
of digestion. She presents facts in a simple way, understandable for the broader audience, and she uses
a lot of humour at the same time.

Who?
Giuliana Enders, the founder of the project, initiated the dissemination. Her goal was to inform the society as a whole about the importance of a complex organ, the gut, and the process of digestion.

What & How?
One of the first dissemination activities were a number of science slams, in which Giulia Enders gave a
talk about the gut. After the science slams and especially after publishing her book “Darm mit Charme”
(translated into English, French and Italian) she gained a lot of popularity. She was invited to different
TV shows and her story was covered by well-known newspapers. Her book readings were also very well
visited.

When?
Dissemination started with the first science slam that took place on 23 January 2012 in Freiburg. Giulia
Enders gave a talk about the gut that was very well received from the audience and she won the first
prize. The most interesting part of her talk was the way she explained the digestion. She was able to
explain a very complex process in a very simple and understandable way and with lots of humour in the
same time. Two other science slams, where Giulia Enders also placed first should follow.
So, the first dissemination activity happened (not planned as such) after the Design research life-cycle
phase, in terms of the science slam. All other dissemination activities took place after the fifth phase Publication.

Relation to Open Science
The rights to the book “Darm mit Charme” are held by Ullstein Buchverlage GmbH, Berlin. The YouTube
videos are published under the Standard YouTube License. Therefore, none of the materials are open as
defined by the Open Definition.

http://www.darm-mit-charme.de/autorin.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MFsTSS7aZ5o
25 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V1lbAdGnXS8
26 https://www.theguardian.com/books/2014/may/07/gut-reaction-book-digestive-tract-german-bestseller
23
24
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Effort
Giulia Enders interviews and her audio book are conducted from professionals and are of a high quality.
Dissemination costs are estimated as medium (< EUR 50,000).

Impact
The Gut project was very well received by the target audience. It is Giulia Enders’ special way of explaining the gut organ and the complex process of digestion that made this project a huge success. Individuals
loved her sense of humour while explaining medicine in such simplified way. From the comments of
YouTube videos it is obvious that the Gut project had a huge impact: more than 1 mil copies of the German version of the book have been sold; the science slam videos on YouTube received between 600,000
and 1 mil views.

Gender
The project was founded by women, Giulia Enders, who also wrote the accompanying. No evidence is
found about the gender of the readers of her book. From the talks of Giulia Enders and the German version of her book, one can realize that she does not explicitly use gender-sensitive language. To illustrate
the point, in German one could distinguish between a male and female scientist - Wissenschaftler/Wissenschaftlerin. In the book illustrations, male and female individuals are equally represented.
Highlight
Method: Science Slam
Science slams are short talks where researchers explain a scientific topic to a non-expert audience. Giulia Enders
won the first prize in a science slam that took place on the 5th of March 2012 in Berlin with her fascinating talk
about the gut. The YouTube video of her talk received over 1 mil views. After this success she got an offer to
write a book about the gut and the digestive system. Her book “Darm mit Charme” was translated, among others,
into English, French and Italian.

4.3.6 Projet SOHA
Table 14. Fact sheet of the Projet SOHA case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Diéyi Diouf (Senegal) and Florence Piron (Canada)
Discipline
Information science applied to different discipline
Type
Focus on teaching
Link
http://www.projetsoha.org/

Why?
The project "Open Science in Haiti and Francophone Africa (SOHA)27" is part of the OCSD Network28
funded by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The project consists of action research, entitled “Open science as a collective tool for development of the power to act and of cognitive
justice in Haiti and Francophone Africa: towards a roadmap”. The objective is twofold: to understand
the obstacles to the emergence of an open science culture in Francophone Africa and Haiti while creating
a favourable environment to achieve the goal of an open science culture.

Who?
The researchers Diéyi Diouf and Florence Piron initiated the SOHA project that was launched for a twoyear period, from January 2015 to December 2016. It promotes open science as an essential tool for

27
28

http://www.projetsoha.org/
http://ocsdnet.org/projects/universite-laval/
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increasing the visibility of scientific work of Francophone Africa and Haiti researchers; therefore its target audience is the academic community.

What & How?
Dissemination consists of several different activities ranging from YouTube videos, newsletters, and scientific events to online training courses, interviews and surveys. The dissemination objects are texts,
data and video. The outputs are a network of emerging science shops, a dedicated blog, scientific publications and datasets. However the most important achievement is the consolidation of an international
academic community, students, male and female researchers around the concept of cognitive justice.

When?
Dissemination activities started in the early stage of the project with two online surveys and interviews
to people involved in the project. During the analysis phase results of questionnaires were available on
the website and blog. Researchers were invited to publish their scientific works in open access, with the
support of a publishing house: Éditions science et bien commun.

Relation to Open Science
The SOHA project is released under a Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license. All outcomes of
the project can be freely used by academics, students and researchers generating new knowledge and
turning them into new products. It is difficult to define a link between project publications and peer
review. Concerning metrics, impact indicators are: number of views for videos, number of downloads
for publications in Zenodo as well as project mentions by blogs, tweets, and Facebook pages.

Effort
The project is created and managed by an academic team and all dissemination materials are produced
by academics and university students. The project is founded by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC) and the total budget amounts to 80,176.00 CAD$, i.e. about 50.000 Euro

Impact
The SOHA project is an action project and according to this vocation, it develops a set of actions. These
actions include a first survey that received 878 responses in 18 countries, a second one launched in May
2016, four international symposia on open science and cognitive justice, creative journals in Burundi
and Niger, a platform for African open access scientific journals, an open book publishing house, etc.
Summing up, the project completely achieved its two aims: a better understanding of the context and
importance of open science and an enhancement of the visibility of Francophone Africa and Haiti scientific community. At the moment the project is concluded, but to promote further tangible activities, several members of SOHA created an association called APSOHA that will take over the SOHA project.

Gender
The project was directed by two women. In general, the SOHA project paid special attention to emphasizing the contribution of women in research activities and in the development of open access in the
project dissemination material. This is evident in the use of language and images. Concerning language
use, masculine and feminine grammatical genders are used (e.g. chercheurs et chercheures, conseillers
et conseillères). In the images male and female are equally represented and they are portrayed also in
the same position and situation. These two elements are very important in gender sensitive communication.

Highlight
Science Shops
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Science Shops are not "shops" in the traditional sense of the word. They are small entities which provide independent, participatory research support to civil society. Science Shops are often linked to universities where
students, under the supervision of a professor, perform the research. Students usually get credit points, counting towards their degrees, for their research. The criteria that most science shops apply are that clients must
have no commercial aim with the research, and the research results must become public.

4.3.7 Science at Home
Table 15. Fact sheet of the Science at Home case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Jacob Sherson
Natural Science
Physics, Cognitive science
https://www.scienceathome.org

Why?
ScienceAtHome is an online platform for collaborative volunteer research, where people are invited to
play scientific games, have fun and contribute to real discoveries on quantum physics, and human thinking. The team behind the project consists of scientists, game developers, designers and visual artists
based at Aarhus University of Denmark and creates scientific games, with the aim to revolutionise scientific research and teaching by game-play.
The goal of the dissemination is to engage citizens to the project objectives, hence to create a community
around the games developed, to maximise the input of results gathered from users’ gameplay.

Who?
Dissemination activities have been initiated by Dr. Jacob Sherson, the project leader of ScienceAtHome
Target audiences are researchers, teachers and citizens in general.

What & How?
ScienceAtHome project uses various methods to communicate its objectives to wider audiences and to
engage citizens. Its main focal point is set on the use of social media. It has a very active presence on
Twitter, Facebook, YouTube and LinkedIn, where it disseminates project updates and news from the
science community. Especially the YouTube channel is used to upload videos series about citizen science, quantum physics and game demos and animated videos explaining the concept29,30.
In addition, an important aspect of the ScienceAtHome dissemination activities is the use of gaming elements which lead to the users’ engagement (e.g. leaderboard, scoreboard). Another useful tool that the
project uses is the Blog. Weekly posts are written by a team of people that is specialised in online community engagement or the official account of ScienceAtHome. Moreover, the project has two Wikipedia
references, which also increases its visibility to the general public. The first reference is under the topic
of citizen science and the second one under the entry “Quantum Move”, an online citizen science simulation video game, which is part of the ScienceAtHome project31. Additionally, physical project presentations like the TED talk at the TEDxAarhus 2016 and the presentation at the NIWeek 201632 contribute
successfully to the outreach of ScienceAtHome to wider audiences.
The project has produced a plethora of dissemination outputs such as images, video series, audio material, software (simulation games), blogs, press references, scientific data and articles.

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC4uHp2YSTDyW9Kcb0TvyR5w
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X24ombN09_k
31 https://www.scienceathome.org/games/quantum-moves/
32 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tQpSOZvrBAc
29
30
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When?
The year of 2012 was a benchmark for the initiation of dissemination activities of the project. ScienceAtHome took a turn with the first game, Quantum Moves and the team published six (6) scientific
papers and started the social media presence (Facebook). Hence, it is observed that the first phase of
dissemination, as well as the ones that followed, can be defined in parallel to important milestones of
the project life-cycle phases:
1st phase (Feb 2012): the team started running the first tests of the game in an educational context, in
several Danish high schools. The interface was very basic, but there was a very positive initial response.
2nd phase (June 2012): radio appearances and advertisement in aim to recruit volunteers and run a
large beta test. 100 volunteers were recruited. The testing results indicated that only a few volunteers
succeed in installing the program, and they actually later dropped out because of the complicated interface and the lack of tutorials and informational material.
3rd phase: An effort in systematically testing design hypotheses and assumptions to improve the game
experience. The results were made publicly available, in aim to engage more citizens.
4th phase: community management & establishing an online presence. With these activities the team
managed to attract 2,000 players to the games. They played the Quantum Moves games roughly 300,000
times33.
5th phase: After the first success, the team is ready to tackle the challenge of new scientific problems
such understanding general human problem solving (HPS) in order to develop novel artificial intelligence algorithms departing from the Big Data paradigm. So far, cognitive scientists, psychologists and
even linguists have joined the ScienceAtHome family.

Relation to Open Science
Research outputs and publications are openly shared via the project website followed by a link to the
scientific journal that published the article and a link to arXiv.org where a pdf format of the research
article can be found34. Interestingly, dissemination material and outputs (scientific posters, photographs
from events, game images etc.) are available to the general public via a public shared google drive folder
(named ScienceAtHome Press Kit) and can be accessed through the project’s website.

Effort
The ScienceAtHome project has followed different dissemination approaches aiming to enrol engageable players. Initially, the team has released a respectable number of YouTube videos, using a diverse
quality of resources; for instance, the project has produced two high quality videos presenting the aim
of the project, a number of animated videos illustrating the games and some non-professional explanatory videos giving insights into the subject of Citizen Science. Additionally, young team members enrich
the website content with interesting blog posts. The costs of these dissemination activities can be estimated as medium (< EUR 50,000). Besides these activities, the games produced can be also considered
to be taking part in the dissemination efforts of the project; the careful design and interface of the games
plays a significant role in the scientific outreach and public engagement. The development cost are estimated to be high (EUR >=50,000)

Impact
Followed by press, radio broadcasts and social media, ScienceAtHome made national and international
headlines. Specially, the game Quantum Moves has been played over 8 million times by around 150,000
players around the world with impressive results35. After the first success, the scope of project has expanded to additional scientific disciplines and cognitive scientists, psychologists and even linguists have
joined the team.
https://blog.scienceathome.org/scienceathome-rewinds-part-2/
https://www.scienceathome.org/quantum-research/publications
35 https://www.scienceathome.org/games/quantum-moves/results
33
34
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Gender
The project team is divided in 5 groups based on the scope of each team (outreach, didactics, development, design and technical development). Despite the fact that ScienceAtHome is a project with very
strong presence of male scientists and faculty (only 25% of team members are female) the Head of outreach is a female scientist. In addition, two female members are responsible for the community management and creating content for online channels. Communicating scientific results and activities to the
public is also initiated by other project members as well, creating multiplier effects of the dissemination
activities.
Highlight
Method: Game elements
Initiating crowdsourcing can be difficult. ScienceAtHome cleverly used games to overcome this obstacle. People
like to participate in a science project but above all, they like games. Using a gaming environment and gaming
elements helped ScienceAtHome to gain people’s attention and engage with them. A measurable result is that
the Quantum Moves games were played 300,000 times (appr.) during their first steps and reached 150k players
worldwide.

4.3.8 Transcribe Bentham
Table 16. Fact sheet of the Transcribe Bentham case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Discipline
Type
Link

Melissa Terras – University College London (UCL)
Philology
Citizen science project
http://blogs.ucl.ac.uk/transcribe-bentham

Why?
Transcribe Bentham is an online collaborative initiative to transcribe the manuscripts of Jeremy Bentham from the archives of University College London. Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) was an English
philosopher, jurist, and social reformer. He is regarded as the founder of modern utilitarianism. The goal
of the project is to collaboratively, with the help of many volunteers, digitise valuable handwritten, yet
unpublished, work of Jeremy Bentham. By reading and encoding yet unread Bentham's work, new facts
can be discovered about his thoughts. In this way, UCL was able to publish new editions of Bentham's
work and make them publicly available through the UCL's digital library. Since 2014 Transcribe Bentham is part of the EU-funded Recognition and Enrichment of Archival Documents (READ) project.

Who?
The dissemination was initiated by the founder of the project Melissa Terras, University College London
(UCL). With her blog announcement on February 8th 2010 she informed the general public about the
launching of the Bentham Papers Transcription Initiative and the secured funds. Work on the project
started on March 1st 2010 and the online tool - Transcription Desk is available for contribution since
September 7th 2010. The aim was to target the society as a whole, in particular individuals (altruists)
interested in Bentham's life and thoughts, history and philosophy, crowdsourcing methodologies and
the technology behind the project.

What & How?
Dissemination activities conducted within the project are numerous and vary from public information
blogs36, announcements and articles in the press, invited talks, journal articles to Twitter, Facebook
posts, Wikipedia article and YouTube videos37. One of most important outputs of the project are the
36
37

http://blogs.ucl.ac.uk/transcribe-bentham/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC2ZXdvxpsJwqDKyPUHlIfCQ
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digitised/transcribed Bentham manuscripts that are made publicly available. Furthermore, the transcription tool38,39 and the software behind it plays a special role in the digitisation process.

When?
The goal of the Transcribe Bentham project was to start with the dissemination in very early stages of
the project, right after the first research life-cycle phase - Design, because the transcription through
crowdsourcing was identified as very crucial for the success of the project.
With the adequate dissemination the founders of the project achieved to attract many volunteers to
contribute by transcribing handwritten and unpublished work of Bentham.
Progress update is provided in regular basis in the project homepage/blog informing the general public
about the volunteer participation and percentage of the transcribed papers. This indicates that, even
though most of dissemination activities took place after the first phase, the dissemination is evident in
each of the research life-cycle phases.

Relation to Open Science
Digitised Bentham's manuscripts are made publicly available through the UCL's digital library under a
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike license (CC BY-NC-SA). This license is not
compatible with the Open Definition due to the non-commercial clause. This clause restricts reuse; manuscripts can for example not be reused in Wikipedia due to this clause.
The code for Transcribe Bentham's MediaWiki-based transcription interface is available for reuse and
customisation, on an open source basis (GNU General Public License) and can be extended by everyone.
Articles in the International Journal of Humanities and Arts Computing (IJHAC) are not available as open
access, whereas some of the book chapters and articles of Melissa Terras are available for download in
ResearchGate.
UCL performs surveys to get feedback from volunteers on the transcription tool in order to enhance its
functionality and to increase the motivation of volunteers. Volunteers are fully credited in the volumes
to which they contribute.

Effort
The disseminated materials such as blogs, videos, software and tutorials are of a high quality and very
professional. Thus, dissemination costs are estimated as medium (< EUR 50,000).

Impact
The project is very well received from the general audience and achieves a high number of volunteers.
The latest figures (March 2017) manifest this:
"17,842 manuscript pages have now been transcribed or partially-transcribed, which is an increase of
28 on last week’s total. Of these transcripts, 16,841 (94%) have been checked and approved by TB
(Transcribe Bentham) staff."

The project has received several awards and prizes:

38
39



2010 Digital Equipment and Database Enhancement for Impact (DEDEFI) Award from the AHRC



Award of Distinction in the Digital Communities category of the 2011 PrixArs Electronica



2012 Platforms for Networked Innovation competition, KNetworks Award

http://transcriptorium.eu/htr-crowdsourcing-platform-launched/
http://www.transcribe-bentham.da.ulcc.ac.uk/TSX/
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Gender
The founder of the project is a woman, Melissa Terras, who has a major role on the project. The dissemination started with her blog where she asked the general public to contribute in the digitalisation of
Bentham's work. Her chapters, books and articles are peer-reviewed and some of them are published in
ResearchGate.
Who are the volunteers? According to the volunteer statistics presented in Transcribe Bentham volunteers, two-third of the volunteers that took part in a survey were female. In general, in the dissemination
materials and communication there is no evidence of the gender sensitive language.
Highlight
Method: Crowdsourcing
"Many hands make light work. Many hands together make merry work" (Transcribe Bentham blog) - is one of
the Bentham’s quotes that describes in the best way ever the success of the Transcribe Bentham project. With
the contribution of many volunteers, it was possible to digitise very valuable handwritten yet unpublished work
of Jeremy Bentham. As of March 2017, 17,842 manuscript pages have been transcribed or partially-transcribed.

4.3.9 Homer Multitext Project
Table 17. Factsheet of the Homer Multitext Project case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Casey Dué and Mary Ebbott, Center for Hellenic Studies, Harvard University
Discipline
Humanities, Classical Philology
Type
Within academia/research community
Link
http://www.homermultitext.org/index.html

Why?
The Homer Multitext (HMT) is a long-term project seeking to present the Homeric Iliad and Odyssey in
a critical framework. The project emphasizes collaborative research, openly licensed data, and innovative uses of technology. All material is openly licensed.
HMT invites fellow researchers from all over the world to collaborate in the form of diplomatic editions,
images of historical documents, and translations. In this context, the main purpose of dissemination is
to reach out to other academic/research communities in the fields (homeric research, digital humanities). The purpose is not only to disseminate the results, but also to stimulate new cooperations, contributions, and ultimately also to share resources among the peers (incl. data, software).

Who?
Dissemination was started by project leaders Casey Dué and Mary Ebbott from the Center for Hellenic
Studies, Harvard University. Target audiences are academics and fellow researchers who are interested
in building on top of or reusing the Homer Multitext output for their own research work, or in contributing to the Homer Multitext project themselves.

What & How?
In terms of dissemination activities that go beyond traditional academic publishing and attending conferences, the project mainly used the website, a blog40, and GitHub41 for disseminating their research

40
41

http://homermultitext.blogspot.com/
https://github.com/homermultitext
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online. Next to that the project organised summer seminars42 as well. The HMT community is also very
active on Twitter43.
The project had various dissemination outputs. Next to the blog the project published a number of scientific publications, images of scanned manuscripts and transcripts, and a complete edition of the Venetus A manuscript, which is openly available as PDF44. The disseminated materials include text, photos, a
book (the aforementioned PDF), and the HMT software. Media formats include documentation, blog
posts, data/transcripts and textual variances, as well as images/scans of manuscripts and source code.
The source code and resources on GitHub are being regularly updated.

When?
The first blog post was published in January 2010. Presumably, the website went online during the same
year (no information about that is available in the online resources). Beyond the blog and the regular
updates on the project website (last March 6, 2016) and GitHub (last March 23, 2017) the HMT community has been very active on Twitter since 2009. A number of conference presentations and scientific
publications are presented. Beginning in 2014, citable publications of the HMT project data archive are
being released approximately three times per year.

Relation to Open Science
Homer Multitext has a clear focus on Open Science methods. Not only are all contents of the website
licensed openly (CC BY 4.0 license), but also all HMT code is provided open source on GitHub. Documentation (e.g. prerequisite technologies) and guidelines (HMT virtual machine for editors), and further
links and tips are provided as well.
Also, data is provided for download and re-use. ZIP files can be manually downloaded from the repository45 or retrieved using maven coordinates. All editorial work is kept in simple text files (TEI-conformant XML for HMT texts, and delimited text files, i.e. “.csv” and “.tsv” files, for other structured data).
The current archive of material provisionally accepted for publication is freely available on GitHub.
When draft material passes a suite of automated tests, it is accepted in the project central repository.
The HMT project hosts an archive of downloadable images. All images are licensed under terms of various CC licenses. Some copyright holders restrict commercial use.

Effort
HMT produced high-quality multi-text editions of Homer works. The project made high-quality scans of
the original manuscripts, related publications and data, software, as well as a book freely and openly
accessible.
We estimate the costs for dissemination to be rather low (<5,000 Euros). The dissemination channels
and the blog have been curated autonomously at regular intervals by the project members during the
course of the project. Although this is not explicitly mentioned in the HMT documentation, we assume
that the project did not purchase external services for the production of dissemination material. Rather
the project made text and image material resulting from the research and digitisation processes publicly
available. Quality of dissemination material can be classified as convenient. Quality of the content
seemed to be of higher priority than the form/appearance of the disseminated material. The website
design is simple and functional, and so are the data access interfaces. HMT dissemination material was
clearly designed to be used by fellow researchers rather than to be made appealing and reusable by
other stakeholders (e.g. the general public).
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http://www.homermultitext.org/chsseminars.html

43

https://twitter.com/search?q=homer%20multitext&src=typd
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http://www.homermultitext.org/Pubs/Due_Recapturing_a_Homeric_Legacy.pdf
http://beta.hpcc.uh.edu/hmt/archival-publications/
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Impact
The project achieved a lot of impact in the research community, especially on Twitter. The project has
been mentioned numerous times on Twitter46, and a few times on Facebook47. Currently, no forks of the
project exist on GitHub.
HMT has 154 undergraduate editors from the US (College of the Holy Cross, University of Houston, University of Washington, Gustavus Adolphus College, Furman, Trinity University, Brandeis University) and
the Netherlands (Leiden University), who are contributing on a voluntary basis to the project. 5 of them
received Fulbright Fellowships as a direct result of their work48.

Gender
The two project leaders, who started the dissemination, are women. For the past five years the project
manager was a woman (Stephanie Lindenborg). Neel Smith and Christopher Blackwell are technical
project architects. The gender distribution of the blog contributors is four female and three male contributors. This distribution does not surprise as the humanities are female-dominated fields (European
Commission 2016, 26-29). Similarly, it does not strike that the main contributors on the technical side
(and GitHub) are men.
Since the focus of the project does not lie on gender in the Homeric literature, the dissemination material
of the project does not address gender sensitive topics in particular. The focus lies on multi-textuality of
the Homeric texts. We could not find any material that does explicitly include gender aspects.
Highlight
Using GitHub for Research Data and other Resources
Originally GitHub has been built as an Open Source development platform to host and review code, manage
projects, and build and share software with the worldwide developer community. With the advent of the Open
Science movement, the platform is increasingly being used to share other resources such as research data or
text documents as well. GitHub is a powerful Open Science tool as it includes functionalities to comment, review,
manage, and discover contents as well as managing contributions by the community. In particular features enabling version control and branching of contents are useful and important mechanisms in context of a collaborative Open Science.
The HMT project uses GitHub not only to share its software code, but also archival data sets, code libraries, and
documentation of how their archive is assembled. Other examples of projects using GitHub for sharing scientific
documentation or open data files are listed on the GitHub website.

https://twitter.com/search?q=homer%20multitext&src=typd
2013-10-09 by www.facebook.com/haemus.org.mk
2013-05-10 by www.facebook.com/YaleClassicsLibrary
2017-01-05 by www.facebook.com/SocietyforClassicalStudies
2016-02-01 by www.facebook.com/KlassiekeTalenLeiden
48 Ch. Blackwell, Philology, Technology, Collaboration. 16 Years of the Homer Multitext. SCA Annual Meeting 2017,
Toronto. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XtlzIpkQz68&sns=tw
46
47
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4.3.10 101 Innovations in Scholarly Communications
Table 18. Factsheet of the 101 Innovations in Scholarly Communications case
Factsheet
Project Lead
Bianca Kramer and Jeroen Bosman, Utrecht University Library, Utrecht, Netherlands
Discipline
Information Science
Type
Citizen science/crowdsourcing project
Link
https://101innovations.wordpress.com/

Why?
101 Innovations in scholarly communication is a project that aims to analyse in detail research life-cycle
phases and innovative tools that are used by researchers in each of the phases. Specifically, the purpose
of the project was to investigate to what extent researchers are using the innovative communication
tools compared to traditional ones and what impact these tools have on the research workflow.

Who?
Founders of the project Bianca Kramer and Jeroen Bosman from Utrecht University Library, Utrecht,
Netherlands came up with an idea to tackle the questions such as: how the innovative tools impact research workflows and how they support a Good, Efficient and Open science (G-E-O model). These questions they addressed to researchers and people supporting research in different disciplines and different career stages.

What & How?
Dissemination activities range from the distribution of the tools database in Google Spreadsheets49, the
global survey50 (i.e., was open from May 10, 2015 until February 10, 2016), interactive visualizations of
survey results51, collaboration with 108 partners (using their communication channels and mailing
lists) to public blogs, social media, talks, webcasts and podcasts. One of the most interesting outputs is
a snapshot of 101 tools visualized in a circle aligned to six research-lifecycle phases52. To the dissemination outputs count also datasets and scripts53,54 as well as open peer reviewed scientific article and
poster55.

When?
In late 2013 founders of the project came up with an idea to gather tools that researchers use in their
research workflow. Dissemination started in 2014 when they went publicly with the google spreadsheet
and invited researchers to add their tools. Around 200 tools were gathered very quickly; in January 2015
they published “the circle” with 101 most important innovative tools for scholarly communication.
The goal of the project was to use crowdsourcing for the database of innovative tools, so the dissemination was started in the very early stages of the project, after the first research life-cycle phase - Design.
From the first dissemination activities, new opportunities and activities were created. In general, dissemination is noticeable after each research life-cycle phase.

49https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1KUM-

Seq_Pzp4KveZ7pb5rddcssk1XBTiLHniD0d3nDqo/edit#gid=1519702055
50 https://101innovations.files.wordpress.com/2016/02/101-innovations-survey-english.pdf
51
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1d2YSAmYGEw1WTMHk2WfzL155bjxT6eQkO772FJko8E/edit#gid=498287847
52 http://innoscholcomm.silk.co/
53 https://zenodo.org/record/49583#.WIibfVXhCpo
54 https://www.kaggle.com/bmkramer/101-innovations-research-tools-survey
55 https://f1000research.com/articles/5-692/v1
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Relation to Open Science
All dissemination outputs of the project are publicly available and licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution (CC BY) or Attribution-ShareAlike (CC BY-SA) license, and thus compatible with the Open
Definition. Furthermore, published journal articles are open access.
The outcomes of the project can be used by libraries, research support, funders, but also by researchers
themselves. Participants of the survey got immediate preliminary feedback from the survey. They could
compare their usage of the tools with the average of their peers (i.e., for the six phases of the research
cycle, a radar chart shows whether someone’s tool usage is more traditional or more innovative than
the average of their peer group).

Effort
The project is characterized with high quality reports, images, videos and blogs. The dissemination costs
can be estimated as medium (< EUR 50,000). Worth mentioning is that part of the dissemination is conducted by 108 partners (mostly universities and publishers) and survey participants were not paid.

Impact
The global survey was designed to have a broader coverage including all countries, 7 different disciplines (derived from Scopus categorization) and researchers in different career stages. It was open for
anyone to take, with no systematic control on who took it. The survey was available in 7 languages (English, Spanish, French, Chinese, Russian, Japanese and Arabic) and it was taken by 20,663 researchers,
librarians, editors, publishers and other groups involved in research.
Impact: more than 600 tools are identified and gathered in a database which is publicly available. 101
tools with the most impact are visualized in an image (“the circle”), categorized based on six research
life-cycle phases.

Gender
One of the co-founders of the project is a woman - Bianca Kramer from Utrecht University Library, Netherlands, who also plays an important role in the dissemination.
The global survey constructed within the project was intended to be as general as possible, without
particular gender targeting. Participants of the global survey were not asked about their gender. No facts
are found about the gender of the volunteers that contributed in the google spreadsheet. No explicit
ambition is noticed regarding gender sensitive text and communication within the dissemination materials.
Highlight
Method: Image
By applying crowdsourcing it was possible to identify and gather more than 600 tools in a database, which is
publicly available. 101 tools with the most impact are visualized in a diagram (“the circle”), categorized based
on six research life-cycle phases (see Figure 17). The image became very popular on social media; as a result it
is widely known and as such has become the face of the project.
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Figure 17. Collection of 101 innovative tools/platforms in various phases of the research cycle

Source: Bosman & Kramer https://innoscholcomm.silk.co/. License: CC BY-SA
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5. Innovative Dissemination Framework
5.1 Introduction
The framework described in this section represents the synthesis of our findings. It is based on the outcomes the three instruments we conducted: literature review, survey, and case studies. The goal of the
framework is to provide stakeholders with an entry point to innovative dissemination, so that they can
choose methods and tools based on their audience, their skills and their requirements. The framework
introduces a flexible mapping of user needs and requirements to methods, skills and respective costs.
The results from the survey and the literature review formed the basic objectives of the framework and
were the basis of the framework elements. The case studies laid the foundation for the contents: each
dissemination activity was analysed by initiator, audience, objective, medium, method, tools, cost, and
skills. We then reduced this basic inventory to generic activities with specific best practice examples
from the case studies.
This mapping is the basis for the Innovative Dissemination Toolbox (MS10). The toolbox includes generic representations of all dissemination activities in the case studies, so that they can be used by stakeholders of innovative dissemination to answer specific questions based on their needs and their resources.

5.2 Framework
Investigation of dissemination activities led to the identification and categorization of stakeholders, dissemination objectives that they want to achieve, target audiences and a range of methods and tools used
to reach the right audience.

5.2.1 Stakeholders
In the course of the exploration, we have identified various stakeholders of research dissemination. We
have categorized them according to their main role. In the majority of cases, dissemination was initiated
by individual researchers (young researchers, established researchers), research projects (small-to-medium-sized projects and large-scale projects), or the research organisation funding the project.
The target audiences that we found were teachers, students (separated into schoolchildren ages 8-15,
high school students and university students), librarians, science communicators, policy makers & government, practitioners, industry/business, charities/NGOs, citizen scientists56, and the general public.
Journalists take a dual role; they can be either a target audience or part of the intermediaries that help
researchers disseminate their research. In this group, there are also publishers, librarians, dedicated
science communicators and service providers. A fourth group of stakeholders are entities, which are
very keen on research being disseminated and try to guide and stimulate dissemination, namely funders
and - if they are not initiating the dissemination themselves - research organisations.
It should be noted that these roles are not clear-cut, even in the cases, where only one role was assigned.
Publishers or funders may initiate dissemination, as may citizen scientists. The latter was for example
true in the case of Jack Andraka, a former US high school student, who was very active in disseminating
his research results on cancer testing (Kraker et al. 2015).

56

Citizens contributing to scientific projects and/or carrying research out themselves.
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Figure 18. Stakeholders of innovative dissemination, categorized according to their main role

As outlined in the scope of the deliverable, we have focused on researchers and research projects as our
primary stakeholders. The reason for this is that researchers and research projects are the most frequent initiators of dissemination - and they are the target audience that is most frequently addressed,
as evidenced by the survey results in section 3.4.2. Examples from the case studies are e.g. the Polymath
project (4.3.3), where mathematicians used online tools to disseminate problems, and to report and
discuss findings. In the Homer Multitext Project (4.3.9), an online platform and social media were used
to enable collaborations between researchers and to report project results.
Nevertheless, the survey also revealed that researchers engage with a wide variety of audiences in the
dissemination of their work, albeit less frequently. In the Human Brain Project (4.3.4), for example,
neuroscientists worked together with schoolchildren to educate a younger audience about the brain. In
many of the projects examined in this document efforts were made to inform and engage citizens in the
research process. The Pluto Fly-By (4.3.1) project spread educational videos on video-sharing websites
and social media and offered live streams of the mission. In the ScienceAtHome project (4.3.7) and the
Galaxy Zoo project (4.3.2) members of the general public could act as citizen scientists by generating
and classifying data.

5.2.2 Objectives
The motivation for dissemination comes in numerous forms, as we found in the literature review, survey
(see section 3.4) and the case studies. They can be divided into six broad categories (see
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Table 19): sharing, informing, interacting, engaging, support and funding, and personal/organisational
goals.
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Table 19. Researchers’ objectives with regards to innovative dissemination
OpenUP
(1) Sharing

Participant1
(1a) Contributing to the body of knowledge
(1b) Enabling others to build on top of one’s research
(2) Informing
(2a) Informing target audiences
(2b) Raising awareness of the findings
(3) Interacting
(3a) Receiving feedback on research
(3b) Stimulating discussions and public understanding of science
(4) Engaging
(4a) To transfer research to practice
(4b) Influencing policymaking and practice
(4c) Participation of target audiences
(4d) Collaboration with target audiences
(5) Support/Funding
(5a) Maintaining public support for research
(5b) Justifying funding of research
(5c) Attracting future funding
(5d) Satisfying contractual obligations (e.g. research funding)
(6)
Personal/organisational (6a) Raising one’s own or one’s organisation’s profile
goals
(6b) Provide personal enjoyment/reward

5.2.3 Dissemination practices
Dissemination practices can be categorised by describing method (what do you do?), media (what do
you create?) and tools/channels (how do you disseminate it?). Looking at traditional academic publishing one could say that, to write a scientific article or paper (the method), one would write a text and
create images (the media) and try to get the work published in a journal (the tool/channel) or uploaded
to a repository or a preprint server (repositories and preprint servers being alternative channels to a
traditional journal).
Innovative dissemination is often characterized by the use of new mediums, new methods and/or new
tools to create new forms of scholarly communications. Many examples of this can be found in the case
studies:


Social media: According to the survey results nearly half of the respondents (41%) use academic
social networks as a medium to disseminate their research and a quarter of respondents (26%)
said that these networks informed their professional work (see section 3.4.5). Moreover, social
media were utilized in most projects that were investigated in section 4. Social media networks
also contribute to the phenomenon of viral success as in the case of the Gut project (4.3.5), since
they make it possible to easily share and discuss content with a large audience.



The World Wide Web: A flexible medium that can be utilized by means of a myriad of software
tools. A project website, one of the most fundamental ways researchers use the web for their
purposes, can be found for every project of section 4. The survey results also show the adoption
of other web technologies like video-sharing websites (c.f. Pluto fly-By in section 4.3.1, Gut in
4.3.5), source code repositories (Homer Multitext Project in 4.3.9), Blogs, wikis and online forums (Polymath Project in 4.3.3) and open lab notebooks.



Games: Projects like ScienceAtHome (4.3.7) or Galaxy Zoo (4.3.2) let users participate in the research process by presenting problems in the form of a game (“gamification”) in order to make
participation more attractive and thus easier to find volunteers.



Events: Next to classic scientific conferences, different types of events addressing wider audiences have emerged. Science slams are short talks where researchers explain a scientific topic
to a non-expert audience (see section 4.3.6). Similar to other short talk formats like TED talks,
they lend themselves to being spread over YouTube and other video channels.
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Places: With research moving outside the walls of universities, there are several types of places
for participatory research. Science Shops for example are small entities which provide independent, participatory research support to civil society (see section 4.3.6). While they are usually linked to universities, hacker and maker spaces tend to be community-run locations, where
people with an interest in science, engineering, and art meet and collaborate on projects (Wikipedia 2017).



Art: Not included in the case studies, but projects have successfully disseminated scientific findings through art. For example, the Civilians - a New York based investigative theatre company received a three-year grant to develop The Great Immensity57, a play addressing the complexity
of climate change. AstroDance58 tells the story of the search for gravitational waves through a
combination of dance, multi-media, sound and computer simulations.

In Table 20, innovative dissemination methods are mapped to media and tools/channels.
Table 20. Mapping of innovative dissemination methods to media and tools/channels
Method
(What you do)
Answering questions

Media (What you
create)
Text

Blogging

Editing Wikipedia
Gamification
Giving a talk

Text, Images, Video,
Audio
Text, Images
Video, Audio
Text, Images
Text, Software, Photos
Text, Images
Software
Audio, Video, Slides

Giving interviews

Text, Video, Audio

Hosting a podcast/webcast

Video, Audio, Slides

Issuing a press release

Text, Images

Live streaming
Performance
Popular science writing
Posting to social media

Video
Play, Music
Text, Images
Text, Images, Videos, Audio
Software
Text, Images, Video,
Audio
Text, Images

Collaborative writing
Creating a video/podcast
Creating a website
Crowdsourcing

Providing a simulation
Providing a tutorial
Release a policy/practice brief

57
58

Media (What you create)
Q&A site, Social networks, Social media,
Mailing lists
Blogs, Websites
Google Docs, GitHub, Lab notebooks, Wikis
Video platforms, Podcasts, Websites
Webhost
Google Docs, Games, Apps, Social media, Social networks, Mailing lists
Wikipedia
Games
Science Slam, Presentation, Video platforms,
TV, Podcasts, Radio
Newspapers, TV, Radio, Video platforms,
Podcasts, Blogs
Video platforms, Streaming sites, Social media, Podcasting platforms
News wires, Website, Social media, Mailing
lists
Streaming sites, Social media, Websites
Theatre, Dance, Concert
Popular science journals, Blogs
Social media, Social networks
Simulation software
Websites, Video platforms, Podcasts, Mailing lists
Websites, News wires, Social Media, Social
Networks

http://thegreatimmensity.org /
http://astrodance.rit.edu/
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Releasing educational material

Text, Images, Software, Video, Audio,
Slides
Lab, Space
Text, Data, Code,
Images
Game, Video, Audio
Images, Objects

Setting up a Science Shop/FabLab
Sharing scientific outputs
Storytelling
Visualization

Websites, Online training courses, MOOCs,
Games, Video platforms, Popular science
journals, Podcasts
Scientific equipment
Open access repositories, GitHub, Website,
Image sharing sites
Apps, Podcasts, Webcasts, Video platforms
Apps, Image sharing sites, Museums, Video
platforms

5.2.4 Mapping objectives - audience - methods
The above classifications include some initial direction on choosing innovative dissemination methods,
but to give concrete suggestions, a mapping between objectives and audiences to methods is needed. To
illustrate this point with a simple example: informing others about research findings can be done using
all of the methods mentioned above. One would be ill-advised, however, to create policy briefs for school
children or educational games for policy makers - whereas it makes perfect sense to do it the other way
around, i.e. to disseminate educational games to school children and policy briefs to policy makers.
In the first table, we map methods to objectives. Note that we have done this only for the categories of
sharing, informing, interacting, and engaging; for these categories we were able to deduct mappings
from the empirical instruments. In terms of personal/organisational goals, the classification is very
much dependent on the specific goals of the individual/the organisation. When it comes to support and
funding, more research is needed in the second project year (together with WP5).
It should be noted that this mapping is a first proposal. While it is based on the empirical instruments,
the fit between methods and objectives/methods and target audiences was not deducted from quantifiable results. The rating provided in Table 21 and Table 22 is thus a baseline, which needs to be validated
in the second year of the project (T4.3 Validation of identified practices).
Table 21. Mapping of innovative dissemination methods to objectives
Objective
Method
Answering questions
Blogging
Collaborative writing
Creating a video/podcast
Creating a website
Crowdsourcing
Editing Wikipedia
Gamification
Giving a talk
Giving interviews
Hosting a podcast/
webcast
Issuing a press release
Performance
Popular science piece
Posting to social media
Providing a simulation
Providing a tutorial
Releasing a policy/practice brief
Releasing educational
material
Setting up a Science
Shop/FabLab
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Sharing scientific outputs ++
++
+
++
++
+
+
+
+
++
Storytelling
+
+
++
++
+
++
++
++
++
++
Visualization
++
+
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
++
Rating (from the perspective of the initiator): ++ (very effective, strong recommendation), + (moderately effective,
should be considered), 0 (can be used, but should not be the only method), - (not suggested)

In the second table, we map methods to target audiences. Note that dissemination materials need to be
adapted per audience: a blog post targeted at practitioners is usually rather different from a webcast
targeted at fellow researchers. This is a first categorization, which needs to be validated in the second
year of the project.
Table 22. Mapping of innovative dissemination methods to target audiences
Audience
3a
3b
3c
3d
3e
3f
3g
3h
3i
3j
3k
Method
Answering questions
+
++
++
++
0
++
++
+
++
++
++
Blogging
++
++
++
+
0
+
++
0
++
+
+
Collaborative writing
++
+
+
0
0
0
+
Creating a video/pod++
++
++
+
0
++
++
+
++
++
+
cast
Creating a website
++
++
++
++
0
+
+
+
+
++
++
Crowdsourcing
++
+
++
++
0
+
+
0
+
++
+
Editing Wikipedia
++
++
++
++
+
+
+
+
++
++
++
Gamification
+
+
++
++
+
++
0
+
++
++
Giving a talk
++
++
++
+
++
++
+
++
++
++
+
Giving interviews
++
+
+
+
++
+
++
+
++
+
++
Hosting a podcast/
++
+
++
++
0
+
+
+
++
++
+
webcast
Issuing a press release
0
0
+
+
++
+
+
+
0
Performance
++
++
++
++
+
+
+
0
+
++
++
Popular science piece
0
++
++
++
+
+
++
+
+
++
++
Posting to social media
++
+
++
++
+
+
0
+
++
++
Providing a simulation
++
++
++
++
0
++
+
+
+
++
+
Providing a tutorial
++
++
++
++
0
++
0
+
++
++
+
Releasing a pol0
+
0
++
++
+
++
++
+
0
icy/practice brief
Releasing educational
+
++
++
++
++
0
+
+
++
++
material
Setting up a Science
+
++
++
+
+
++
+
++
++
++
+
Shop/FabLab
Sharing scientific out++
+
+
0
0
++
+
+
+
++
0
puts
Storytelling
+
++
++
++
+
+
++
+
++
++
++
Visualization
++
++
++
+
+
+
++
+
++
++
+
Rating (from the perspective of the initiator): ++ (very effective, strong recommendation), + (moderately effective,
should be considered), 0 (can be used, but should not be the only method), - (not suggested)

5.2.5 Resources, Skills and costs
Innovative dissemination practices often require different resources and skills than traditional dissemination methods. Creating a video, for example, usually requires the skill to boil down an academic paper
to a much shorter and snappier text. Furthermore, a video camera and editing software are required, as
well as knowledge of video sharing platforms. This makes the role of intermediaries all the more important (see section 5.2.1). As a result of different skills and tools needed for production, there may be
higher costs associated with innovative dissemination. Table 23 maps methods to resources/skills and
costs.
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Table 23. Mapping of innovative dissemination methods to resources/skills and cost
Method
Answering questions
Blogging

Skills
Basic communication skills
Writing short, informative pieces

Collaborative writing

Setting up a collaborative writing environment, engaging participants

Creating a video/podcast

Video/audio production (recording,
editing) / budget for video/audio producers, social media skills, knowledge
of video-sharing websites, networking with TV stations
Web development and design

Creating a website
Crowdsourcing

Editing Wikipedia
Gamification

Giving a talk
Giving interviews

Hosting a podcast/webcast

Issuing a press release
Live streaming

Performance
Popular science piece
Posting to social media
Providing a simulation
Providing a tutorial
Releasing a policy/practice
brief

Setting up a crowdsourcing environment / web development / app development, engaging participants
Encyclopaedic writing, interacting
with the Wikipedia community
Game development skills / budget for
software developers / volunteer developers
Presentation and communication
skills
Networking with journalists/TV/radio people, video/audio production
skills
Using streaming sites/webcast/podcast platforms, creating slides,
video/audio production skills
Networking with journalists, writing
for the press
Working with cameras, using streaming websites

Composing, acting, play writing /
stage
Popular science writing, image creation
Creating posts, basic computer and
communication skills
Programming
Creating educational material, web
design
Writing for practice and policy

Resources
Computer, Internet connection
Collaborative writing environment such as a
Wiki or Google Docs
Equipment (Cameras,
Microphones, Lights),
Computer, Internet connection

Cost
Low
Low

Computer/Servers, Internet connection
Computer, Internet connection

Low to medium
Low to
high

Computer, Internet connection
Computer, Servers,, Internet connection

Low

-

Low to medium
Low

-

Equipment (Cameras,
Microphones, Lights),
Computer, Internet connection
Equipment (Cameras,
Microphones, Lights),
Computer, Internet connection
Performers, Actors
Computer, Internet connection
Computer, Internet connection
Computer/Servers, Internet connection
Computer, Internet connection
Platform for releasing
the brief

Low

Medium to
high

High

Low

Low to medium
Low to
high

High
Low
Low
Medium to
high
Low to medium
Low to medium

65

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping
Releasing educational material

Creating educational material, video
production, web design

Setting up a Science
Shop/FabLab
Sharing scientific outputs

Setting up the space/lab
Basic web skills

Equipment (Cameras,
Microphones, Lights),
Computer, Internet connection
Room, Equipment

Computer, Internet connection
Storytelling
Programming, audio/video producEquipment (Cameras,
tion
Microphones, Lights),
Computer, Internet connection
Visualization
Programming, image/video producComputer, Internet contion
nection
Cost ranges: Low: < EUR 5,000, Medium: < EUR 50,000, High: >= EUR 50,000

Low to
high

High
Low
Medium to
high

Medium to
high

5.2.6 Gender
We identified four relevant gender aspects that we have analysed in context of our innovative dissemination case studies. The first aspect relates to the gender distribution within the team responsible for
research and dissemination. The second aspect pertains to the representation of gender, gender sensitivity and inclusiveness of the disseminated materials. The third aspect regards gender sensitivity and
inclusiveness of the used dissemination tools, platforms and strategies. Finally, the fourth gender aspect
relates to the target audience, e.g. their gender distribution, and any relevant gender-sensitive aspects
in their regard (e.g. when disseminating research results from medicine). In the next iteration, we want
to draw first conclusions on how the innovative approaches impact on the genders.
The outcomes of the gender dimension analysis of the case studies can be summarised as follows:


Gender distribution within the team responsible for research and dissemination: in general the gender distribution of the project teams corresponds to the tendencies that have been
observed for the main research areas (see e.g. European Commission 2016, 26-29). Men prevail
in teams of projects from science, mathematics, and engineering (Pluto Fly-By, Galaxy Zoo, Polymath, Human Brain Project, ScienceΑtHome, as well as the technical staff of HMT), whereas
evidence of a stronger participation by women has been found for the social sciences, humanities, and education projects (Frontiers for Young Minds, SOHA, Transcribe Bentham, HMT). An
exception is Gut, behind which the main actor is a woman.



Representation of gender in the disseminated materials: in most of the analysed projects no
evidence for a particular employment of gender-sensitive language could be found. In most of
the cases, the research topics do not touch upon important gender-sensitive issues, which explain this lack of evidence. An exception is the project SOHA, in which there is an evident remark
on the cultural contribution of women in research activities and in the development of open
access. This is clearly expressed in the use of language and images.



Gender sensitivity and inclusiveness of dissemination tools and platforms: during the analysis of case studies we could not find any strong evidence for this aspect, even though it has been
mentioned in the literature (see section 2.2.3). This point will be investigated further in the next
research phase, when we take a closer look at the dissemination tools and platforms to analyse
their potential and risks in terms of scholarly communication. In this context we will look for
evidence for possible negative effects of using the platforms and tools for users of different gender (e.g. exclusion, prevailing masculinity/femininity norms), or if any of the tools or processes
are oriented towards a certain gender (which might have similar effects).



Gender aspects of the target audience: in all analysed projects no specific initiatives targeting
a specific gender have been identified. One reason for this may be that there was only one case
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study from medicine, where this topic is often addressed (see section 2.2.3). Only in three cases
information was available about the gender distribution of the reached audience. In Galaxy Zoo
80% of the participants are male. In the Polymath Project, the proposed mathematical problems
were also contributed by men. Finally, in Transcribe Bentham two-third of the volunteers that
took part in a survey were female. This distribution also aligns well with the general tendencies
of research areas (see above).

5.2.7 Openness
When it comes to innovative dissemination, the goal is usually that the materials are accessible to as
large an audience as possible. Nevertheless, even the most innovative dissemination efforts, such as the
Pluto Fly-By (see 4.3.1) may not provide open materials (as defined by the Open Definition59) - i.e. while
they may be free to access, they cannot be used, modified or shared. Other projects, such as Galaxy Zoo
limit the reuse for non-commercial purposes only. This limitation, however, prevents the use of materials in many forms of (open) educational resources and other open projects, including Wikipedia.
On the other end of the spectrum, we see projects such as Projet SOHA, the Homer Multitext Project and
101 Innovations in Scholarly Communication, where all project outputs are published under a permissible license for maximum reuse. Even so, the results of the case studies show that researchers need
guidance in terms of choosing the right license for their materials in order to achieve the highest possible reuse of their materials.

5.3 Innovative Dissemination Toolbox
The framework above is the basis the Innovative Dissemination Toolbox (MS10). The mapping methodology has been applied to describe all dissemination activities in the case studies. The results of this
exercise have been generalized to create unique pairings of initiator, target audience, objective, medium,
methods, tools, skills, and costs.
The toolbox can then be used by stakeholders of innovative dissemination to answer a wide variety of
questions, such as:


We are a medium-sized research project with a small budget for dissemination. We would like
to reach the general public. Which tools can we use? Which skills do we need for them?



As a research funder, I would like to suggest innovative ways of communicating research findings to funded projects with videos. What kinds of dissemination objectives is this medium useful for and which stakeholders can we reach this way?



I am researcher with no additional funds for dissemination, but I am seeking to transfer my results to practice. What can I do?

Stakeholders will not only receive answers to these questions, they will also be presented with concrete
best practice examples. In addition, the toolbox includes guidelines and checklists on topics such as
openness and gender that have been derived from the results of this deliverable.

59

http://opendefinition.org
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6. Conclusions and Outlook
The landscape scan of projects applying innovative dissemination methods revealed a wealth of approaches going beyond traditional academic publishing, and gathered success stories and good practices from all over the world. In particular, the analysis demonstrated the potential of digital technologies for involving audiences beyond the usual dissemination targets to actively involve peers or citizens
that would otherwise be out of reach.
This was confirmed by our own crowdsourcing of examples of innovative dissemination for the case
studies. This activity connected OpenUP to peers in open science and in the research community, and
informed them of the project goals and early results. In a next step, the innovative dissemination framework and toolbox will be disseminated as an interactive website on the OpenUP Hub for our stakeholders to explore and to comment on.
One of the most striking lessons learned from the analysis is the fact that dissemination in an open science context is increasingly done at earlier stages of the research lifecycle - sometimes as early as the
research design phase - and is thus becoming an integral part of the whole research workflow. In addition, dissemination becomes more interactive; as a result, it is often difficult to draw the line between
the activities of dissemination and participation. Going further, we will put emphasis on exploring the
aspect of participation and its relationship to dissemination. One of the first activities will be to adapt
our working definition to include elements such as three-way communication and involvement on an
equal footing.
The variety of innovative dissemination methods found in the case studies was further broadened in the
survey, where we received more than 100 descriptions of use of innovative dissemination methods and
tools. But while we can observe enthusiastic uptake with specific groups of researchers, the survey results also showed that there is a gap in practice when it comes to innovative dissemination. Even though
71% of researchers agreed that it is important to disseminate to non-research audiences, all of the dissemination channels specifically designed for doing so are used only by less than a third of researchers
on a regular basis. Communicating to a wider audience seems therefore to be more of a developing norm
with enthusiastic early adopters than a widely exercised practice. This is emphasized by the fact that
only 12% of respondents reported to having achieved an outstanding result using innovative dissemination channels. In addition, two thirds reported to start with the dissemination only after the conclusion of research.
When asked about the reasons for not using innovative dissemination channels, next to organisational
reasons (time, money, credit), lack of knowledge of innovative dissemination channels and methods is
mentioned by 40% of respondents. This share is even higher for young researchers.
This is where the framework and the Innovative Dissemination Toolbox (MS10) come in. The framework introduces a flexible mapping of user needs and requirements to methods, tools, skills and respective costs. The toolbox is based on the framework and designed to give stakeholders an overview of
innovative dissemination practices and tools for their particular situation, complete with best practice
examples from the case studies. In addition, the toolbox includes guidelines and checklists on topics
such as openness and gender that have been derived from the results of this deliverable. In the second
period of the project, we will validate this framework and toolbox in workshops and interviews, and
adapt and extend it with the insights gained in these activities.
With respect to gender, we have identified four relevant aspects that we have analysed in context of our
innovative dissemination case studies. The first aspect relates to the gender distribution within the team
responsible for research and dissemination. The second aspect pertains to the representation of gender,
gender sensitivity and inclusiveness of the disseminated materials. The third aspect regards gender sensitivity and inclusiveness of the used dissemination tools, platforms and strategies. Finally, the fourth
gender aspect relates to the target audience, e.g. their gender distribution, and any relevant gendersensitive aspects in their regard. In the next iteration, we want to draw first conclusions on how the
innovative approaches impact on the genders.
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Finally, when it comes to openness, even the most innovative dissemination efforts, such as the Pluto
Fly-By may not provide materials that can be used, modified or shared. On the other end of the spectrum,
we see projects such as Project SOHA, the Homer Multitext Project and 101 Innovations in Scholarly
Communication, where all project outputs are published under a permissible license for maximum reuse. Even so, the results of the case studies show that researchers need guidance in terms of choosing
the right license for their materials in order to achieve the highest possible reuse of their materials.

69

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping

7. Literature
Beaufort, M. (2016). Vom Verstehen zum Beteiligen. Texte vol. 18, 6–11.
Berners-Lee, T., Cailliau, R., Luotonen, A., Nielsen, H. F., & Secret, A. (1994). The World-Wide Web. Communications of the ACM, 37(8), 76–82. http://doi.org/10.1145/179606.179671
Bucchi, Massimiano,& Brian Trench. 2014. In Routledge handbook of public communication of science
and technology. 2nd ed., 1-14. London, New York: Routledge.
Carpenter, D. M., DeVellis, R. F., Hogan, S. L., Fisher, E. B., DeVellis, B. M., & Jordan, J. M. (2011). Use and
Perceived Credibility of Medication Information Sources for Patients with a Rare Illness: Differences by
Gender.
Journal
of
Health
Communication,
16(6),
629–642.
http://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2011.551995
DHJ Polymath (2014). The "bounded gaps between primes" Polymath project - a retrospective. Retrieved from https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.8361
Druckmann, S., Hill, S., Schürmann, F., Markram, H., and Segev, I. 2012. A hierarchical structure of cortical
interneuron electrical diversity revealed by automated statistical analysis. Cereb. Cortex. 23:2994–
3006. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhs290
Elsevier (2017), Gender in the Global Research Landscape. Analysis of research performance through a
gender lens across 20 years, 12 geographies, and 27 subject areas. 2017. Retrieved on 2016-04-26 at
https://www.elsevier.com/research-intelligence/resource-library/gender-report
European Commission (2012). Structural change in research institutions: Enhancing excellence, gender
equality and efficiency in research and innovation. Brussels 2012.
European Commission (2013). Special Eurobarometer 401 - Responsible Research and Innovation
(RRI), Science and Technology. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_401_en.pdf
European Commission (2014). Communicating EU Research and Innovation - A Guide for project participants.
Retrieved
from
http://bookshop.europa.eu/en/editions/2012/PAPER/EN/?EditionKey=KI3212366ENC_PAPER&JumpTo=OfferList
European Commission (2016). She Figures 2015. Brussels 2016. Retrieved on 2016-04-26 at
http://ec.europa.eu/research/swafs/pdf/pub_gender_equality/she_figures_2015-final.pdf
Gottfried, B. Y. J., Barthel, M., Shearer, E., & Mitchell, A. (2016). PEW: The Modern News Consumer. Retrieved
from
http://assets.pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/13/2017/02/08183209/PJ_2017.02.09_Experiential_FINAL.pdf
Gowers and Nielsen (2009) Massively collaborative mathematics. Nature 461, 879-881, October 2009
Franzoni, C., & Sauermann, H. (2014). Crowd science: The organization of scientific research in open
collaborative projects. Research Policy, 43(1), 1–20. http://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.07.005 Kotler, P., & Zaltman. (1971). Social marketing: An approach to planned social change. Journal of Marketing,
35, 3–12.
Kraker, P., & Lindstaedt, S. (2011). Research Practices on the Web in the Field of Technology Enhanced
Learning. In Proceedings of the ACM WebSci’11 (pp. 1–3). Koblenz, Germany. Retrieved from
http://journal.webscience.org/521/1/126_paper.pdf
Kraker, P., Dörler, D., Ferus, A., Gutounig, R., Heigl, F., Kaier, C., … Wandl-Vogt, E. (2016). The Vienna
Principles: A Vision for Scholarly Communication in the 21 st Century. http://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.55597
Kraker, P., Vignoli, M., & Kasberger, S. (2015). Warum eine offene Wissenschaft eine bürgerfreundliche
Wissenschaft ist. Oead.news, 24(4/97), 8–9. Retrieved from https://www.oead.at/fileadmin/oead_zentrale/ueber_den_oead/publikationen/pdf/oead.news/2015/oead-news-97_WEB.pdf
70

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping
Larivière, V., Ni, C., Gingras, Y., Cronin, B., & Sugimoto, C. R. (2013). Bibliometrics: Global gender disparities in science. Nature, 504(7479), 211–213. http://doi.org/10.1038/504211a
Le, J. V., Pedersen, L. B., Riisgaard, H., Lykkegaard, J., Nexøe, J., Lemmergaard, J., & Søndergaard, J. (2016).
Variation in general practitioners’ information-seeking behaviour – a cross-sectional study on the influence of gender, age and practice form. Scandinavian Journal of Primary Health Care, 34(4), 327–335.
http://doi.org/10.1080/02813432.2016.1249057
Markram, H. 2006. The blue brain project. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 7:153–60. doi:10.1038/nrn1848
Martin, E. (1991). The Egg and the Sperm: How Science Has Constructed a Romance Based on Stereotypical Male- Female Roles. Signs, 16(3), 485–501. http://doi.org/10.1086/494680
McGuire, W. J. (2001). Input and output variables currently promising for constructing persuasive communications. In Public communication campaigns (pp. 22–46).
Mikki, S., Zygmuntowska, M., Gjesdal, Y. L., & Ruwehy, H. A. Al. (2015). Digital presence of norwegian
scholars on academic network sites-where and who are they? PLoS ONE, 10(11), 1–17.
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0142709
Nentwich, M. (2003). Cyberscience: Research in the Age of the Internet, Verlag der Osterreichischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften, Wien.
Newman, N., Fletcher, R., Levy, D. A. L., & Kleis Nielsen, R. (2016). Digital News Report 2016. Reuters
Institute for the Study of Journalism. Retrieved from http://www.digitalnewsreport.org/
Raddick, M. J., Bracey, G., Gay, P. L., Lintott, C. J., Murray, P., Schawinski, K., Szalay, A. S. and Vandenberg,
J. (2010). ‘Galaxy Zoo: Exploring the Motivations of Citizen Science Volunteers’. Astronomy Education
Review 9 (1). DOI: 10.3847/AER2009036
Raddick, M. J., Bracey, G., Gay, P. L., Lintott, C. J., Murray, P., Schawinski, K., Szalay, A. S. and Vandenberg,
J. (2010). ‘Galaxy Zoo: Exploring the Motivations of Citizen Science Volunteers’. Astronomy Education
Review 9 (1). DOI: 10.3847/AER2009036
Roger, E. M. (1962). The Diffusion of Innovations. Free Press.
Ruthfield, S. (1995). The Internet’s
http://doi.org/10.1145/332198.332202

history

and

development.

Crossroads,

2(1),

2–4.

Steinke, J. (2013). In Her Own Voice: Identity Centrality and Perceptions of Workplace Climate in Blogs
by Women Scientists. International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology 5(1): 25–51.
Tao, T. Croot, E. and Helfgott, H. (2012). Deterministic methods to find primes. Math. Comp. 81 (2012),
1233-1246.
TNS-BMRB & PSI. (2015). Factors Affecting Public Engagement by Researchers: A study on behalf of a
Consortium of UK public research funders., (December), 1–69. Retrieved from https://wellcome.ac.uk/sites/default/files/wtp060033_0.pdf
Wilson, P. M., Petticrew, M., Calnan, M. W., & Nazareth, I. (2010). Disseminating research findings: what
should researchers do? A systematic scoping review of conceptual frameworks. Implementation Science
: IS, 5(1), 91. http://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-91
Wilson, P. M., Petticrew, M., Calnan, M. W., Nazareth, I., Cooksey, D., Darzi, A., … Nazareth, I. (2010). Does
dissemination extend beyond publication: a survey of a cross section of public funded research in the
UK. Implementation Science, 5(1), 61. http://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-5-61

71

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping

Appendices
Appendix 1: Crowdsourcing sheet of research projects with innovative dissemination practices
https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1I7MSN3JUBKupX23koXKDcZTr1eB2vf0h_kO5sTRWDs/edit
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Appendix 2: Basic analysis of research projects with innovative dissemination practices
Project Title

Research type

Discipline

Region

Country

Innovative dissemination type

Pluto Fly-By

Natural science

Astronomy

North America

USA

High-profile events

Polymath Project
Gut: The Inside Story of Our Body's
Most Underrated Organ

Formal Science

Mathematics

Europe

GB

Within academia/research community

Natural science

Medicine

Europe

DE

Viral dissemination

Galazy zoo

Astronomy

Europe

GB

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Projet SOHA

Natural science
Interdisciplinary

Africa, North America

various

Focus on teaching/education

ScienceAtHome

Natural science

Information science
Physics, Cognitive science

Europe

DK

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Transcribe Bentham

Humanities

Philology

Europe

GB

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Frontiers for Young Minds
101 Innovations in scholarly communication

Natural science
Interdisciplinary

Neuroscience

Europe

CH

Focus on teaching/education

Information science

Europe

NL

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Homer Multitext Project

Humanities

Classical philology

North America

USA

Within academia/research community

CERN LHC Experiments

Natural science

Physics

Europe

CH

Focus on teaching/education

Foldit

Natural science

Biology

North America

USA

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Open Source Malaria

Natural science

Medicine

Australia

AUS

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Open Innovation in Science

Social science

Psychology

Europe

AT

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

LHCSound

Natural science

Physics

Europe

GB

Public information/outreach projects

Icebucket challenge

Natural science

Medicine

Europe

NL

Viral dissemination

Personal Genomes

Natural science

Biology

North America

USA

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project
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Project Title

Research type

Discipline

Region

Country

Innovative dissemination type

Wild Life of our Homes

Natural science

Biology

North America

USA

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Numberphile

Formal Science

Mathematics

North America

USA

Public information/outreach projects

Dark Sky Meter

Natural science

Earth Observation

Europe

NL

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Zicht op Licht

Natural science

Earth Observation

Europe

NL

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

iSPEX

Natural science

Earth Observation

Europe

various

Bauhinia Genome

Biology

Asia

HK

Why Open Research?

Natural science
Interdisciplinary

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project
Focus on teaching/education, Focus on
crowdfunding

Information science

South America

MEX

Public information/outreach projects

Transnational dislocations

Humanities

Comparative literature

Europe

IT

Within academia/research community

The Cuttle Shuttle

Natural science

Biology

Europe

GB

Public information/outreach projects

ExoMars, Schiaparelli Mission

Natural science

Europe

various

High-profile events

Pelagios

Humanities

Astronomy
Classical philology, Geography

Europe

GB

Within academia/research community

annoTATE

Humanities

Philology

Europe

UK

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Faceted Debate
101 Innovations in scholarly communication
Agro-Advisory System 'Ushaurikilimo'

Social science
Interdisciplinary

Social science

Europe

AT

Public information/outreach projects

Information science

Europe

NL

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

Natural science

Biology

Africa

TZA

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project

The Archeology of Reading

Humanities

Philology

Europe

GB

EU/international project

WhoLoDancE

Applied science

Engineering

Europe

IT

EU/international project
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Project Title

Research type

Discipline

Region

Country

Innovative dissemination type

The BIG Bell Test

Natural science

Physics

worldwide

various

Citizen science/crowdsourcing project
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Project Title

Who initiated
dissemination?

Polymath Project

Research organisation
Individual
researcher

Gut: The Inside
Story of Our
Body's Most Underrated Organ

Individual
searcher

Galazy zoo

Pluto Fly-By

re-

Main target
audience(s)

Dissemination
outputs

General public

image,
video,
software, data,
simulations

Academics

text, video

General public

text, video

Project

General public

image, text, data

Projet SOHA

Project

Academics

ScienceAtHome

Research team

General public

text, data, video
text, video, image,
software
(gaming)

Transcribe Bentham

Project

General public

Publisher

Frontiers
for
Young Minds
101 Innovations
in scholarly communication
Homer Multitext
Project

Innovative dissemination channels/ tools
Twitter, Youtube, Live
stream, Desktop application
Blog,
Wiki,
Website,
Youtube, Q&A platform

Youtube, Website, Wikipedia, News channels
Website, Blog, Twitter, Facebook, Database, Newspapers
Website, Blog, Facebook,
Events (trainings, workshops)

What is innovative about the
dissemination strategy?
Real-time dissemination of information and media content of NASA
mission
Crowdsourcing to solve complex
mathematical problems
After winning a competition the
researcher was asked to write a
book about her research on the
functioning of the gut. The book
targeting the general public was
reall successful.
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource classification of galaxies

Link
https://www.nasa.go
v/mission_pages/newhorizons/main/index.html
https://polymathprojects.org/

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Giulia_Enders
https://blog.galaxyzoo.org/

text, video, image, software

Website, Blog, Twitter, Facebook
Blog, Twitter, Facebook,
Youtube,
Newspapers,
News channel, Wikipedia

Advocate for and foster open science in these countries
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource data to solve physics
and cognitive science problems
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource & access to transcribe Bentham's work

Children

text, video

Website, Blog

Complex science content explained for children (8-15 years)

http://blogs.ucl.ac.uk
/transcribe-bentham/
https://kids.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/frym.20
13.00008

Research team

Practitioners

text, data

Website, Google Spreadsheets

Project

Academics

text, image, data

Website, Database, GitHub
repository

Crowdsourcing & access to analysis of open science tools
Providing access to a library of
texts, images and tools to discover
the Homeric tradition

https://101innovations.wordpress.com/
http://www.homermultitext.org/index.html

www.projetsoha.org
https://www.scienceathome.org/citizen-science/games
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Project Title

Who initiated
dissemination?

CERN LHC Experiments

Research organisation

Foldit
Open Source Malaria

Main target
audience(s)

Practitioners

Project

General public

Project

Practitioners,
Academics

Dissemination
outputs
data, software
(web
application), text, simulations, education material
text,
models,
software, education
material,
video
text, data, models,
software
(web
application)

Innovative dissemination channels/ tools

What is innovative about the
dissemination strategy?

Web portal, Web application

Providing training and access to
foster re-use and processing of
CERN data

http://opendata.cern.
ch/

Website, Blog, Forum, Wiki,
Desktop application, Facebook, Twitter

Providing software and training to
crowdsource processing of protein data

https://fold.it/portal/

Web portal, Open lab notebook, Wiki, Database, Web
application

Applying open source/science
principles to malaria research

Open Innovation
in Science

Project

General public

text, video

Website, Web portal (platform)

LHCSound

Project

General public

text, data, simulations

Website, Blog

Project

General public

text, campaigns

Web portal,
Twitter

Icebucket
lenge

chal-

Personal
nomes

Ge-

Facebook,

Project

General public

text, data, video

Website, Twitter, Youtube,
Blog, Facebook, LinkedIn

Wild Life of our
Homes

Project

General public

text, data, video

Website, Web portal, Blog,
Twitter, Facebook

Numberphile

Project

General public

video

Youtube, Website, Facebook, Twitter

Crowdsource research topics to be
addressed in context of psychological disorder
Present the results of the LHC experiments in a novel, exciting, accessible and interdisciplinary way
To crowdsource DNA profiles of
ALS patients they started the Icebucket Challenge via Facebook,
which became viral
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource human genome data
and connect participants with research, education, and citizen science projects
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource data about microorganisms in our living environments
Minute videos about mathematical
concepts and theories made understandable and interesting for a
wider audience

Link

http://opensourcemalaria.org/
http://www.openinnovationinscience.at/the-project.html
https://lhcsound.wor
dpress.com/the-basics/
https://www.projectmine.com/
http://www.personalgenomes.org/harvard/
http://robdunnlab.com/projects/wild-life-of-ourhomes/
http://www.numberphile.com
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Project Title

Who initiated
dissemination?

Main target
audience(s)

Dissemination
outputs

Dark Sky Meter

Project

General public

Zicht op Licht

Project

General public

software, data
text, software,
data, video, audio

iSPEX
Bauhinia
nome

Project

General public
General public, Academics

Innovative dissemination channels/ tools
Website, Mobile application, Blog, Live map, Twitter, Facebook
Website, Mobile application, Newspapers, News
channel, Twitter, Facebook
Website, Mobile application, Live map, Blog, Twitter
Website, News channel,
Twitter, Instagram

What is innovative about the
dissemination strategy?

Link

Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource light pollution data

http://www.darkskymeter.com

Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource light pollution data

http://www.zichtoplicht.nl

Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource air pollution data
Involve public to crowdsource
data about bauhinia plant

www.ispex.nl
www.ispex-eu.org
http://bauhiniagenome.hk/
http://whyopenresearch.org/
http://www.dislocazioni-transnazionali.it/
http://danbeekim.org
/cuttlefish-huntingbehavior
http://www.esa.int/
mars_live;
http://livestream.co
m/ESA/marsarrival

Academics

text, data, software
text, education
material, video
text,
image,
video, education
material

Academics

text, data

Website, Database

Advocate for and support open science practices
Providing access to data, mapping
and visualisation (cultural interactions, paths)

Practitioners,
General public

text, data, video

Website, Open lab book

Providing access to documentation of own research activities

Research organisation

General public

text,
image,
video, audio

Website, Live stream, Twitter

Pelagios

Project

Academics,
Practitioners

Website,
Wiki

annoTATE

Archive

General public
General public

text,
image,
maps, software
text, image, software (based on
Zooniverse)
text, data, web
application, software

Practitioners

text, data

GeProject

Why Open Research?

Individual
searcher

Transnational
dislocations

Project

The Cuttle Shuttle

Individual
searcher

ExoMars, Schiaparelli Mission

Faceted Debate
101 Innovations
in scholarly communication

Individual
searcher

re-

re-

re-

Research team

Website, Twitter, Facebook

Website, Blog, Twitter, Facebook, Google +

Real-time dissemination of information and media content of ESA
mission
Providing access to data, mapping
and information of ancient historical placenames
Involve
general
public
to
crowdsource transcriptions of diaries and letters by artists

Website, GitHub

Filter & visualize data from
http://offenesparlament.at/

http://faceted-debate.tt4.at/

Website, Google Spreadsheets

Crowdsourcing & access to analysis of open science tools

https://101innovations.wordpress.com/

Twitter,

Blog,

http://commons.pelagios.org
https://anno.tate.org.
uk/#/
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Who initiated
dissemination?

Main target
audience(s)

Dissemination
outputs

Innovative dissemination channels/ tools

What is innovative about the
dissemination strategy?

Agro-Advisory
System 'Ushaurikilimo'

Project

Practitioners,
General public

text, image, software

Web portal, Mobile application, Facebook

The Archeology
of Reading

Project

Practitioners,
General public

text, image, data

Web portal, Database

WhoLoDancE

Project

Practitioners,
General public

video, image

Website, Twitter

The BIG Bell Test

Project

General public

text

Website, Web application

Crowdsourcing platform, ICT for
agricultural extension services
Providing access to a text corpus of
representative annotated texts
with searchable transcriptions
and translations
Provide access to the project results (cultural heritage, dance,
choreography, bodily knowledge)
Online game, launched for big international test to attract many
participants

Project Title

Link
http://www.ushaurikilimo.org
http://archaeologyofreading.org/
http://www.wholoda
nce.eu/
http://thebigbelltest.
org/
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Appendix 3: Qualitative analysis of 10 cases of research projects with innovative dissemination practices
Pluto fly-by
Author
Short description
Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities

Dissemination outputs
Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats
Start of dissemination

Dissemination phases

Ilire Hasani-Mavriqi
NASA's New Horizons probe has visited a place never before visited by a robotic probe from Earth: Pluto. In July 2015, the spacecraft completed a nearly-decade-long journey to fly by Pluto, and revealed humanity's first close-up look at the distant dwarf planet
[12].
https://www.nasa.gov/mission_pages/newhorizons/main/index.html
Astronomy
Twitter campaign
YouTube channels: NASA, NASA New Horizons, VideoFromSpace
Live streams
Press
Images [4, 7, 12, 20], Series of videos [8], Live streams [9, 10, 11], Nasa's Eyes software [14], Simulation software [15], Blogs [3, 5],
Scientific data [7], Inputs on the applied mechanisms [6], Reports published in Nature special issue: Pluto and Ceres [19], Results
presented in Science articles [13], SPACE reports [12, 21]
Blogs, homepage, newspapers, news channel, YouTube, wiki, social media
Text, video, data, software, simulations
Tweets, TV, news media, live streams, scientific reports, journal articles
Images taken from the Hubble Space Telescope (1994) - showed Pluto as a blurry blob
NASA reports - news articles during the important phases of New Horizons' journey to Pluto, intensified around
December 2014 (New Horizons was brought back online for the Pluto encounter) and
January 15, 2015 (New Horizons approach phase to Pluto)
Images (low resolution) taken by Multicolour Visible Imaging Camera between May 29 and June 3, 2015, when New Horizons spacecraft was about 50 million kilometers away from Pluto, show Pluto and its largest moon Charon in motion
As New Horizons got closer and closer to Pluto, it gradually saw the dwarf planet in higher and higher resolution [20]
Highlight - the Fly-By 12 - 15 July 2015. Closest approach to Pluto 14 July at 12.500 km. Images taken in both visible and near-infrared wavelengths enabling the best glimpse yet of dwarf planet
Certain dissemination activities are evident after the second and third research life-cycle phases - Instrument development and
Data Collection/Implementation. However, most of the dissemination takes place after having important results, findings, i.e., in the
fifth research life-cycle phase - Publication.
Historical facts:
Pluto had been tracked for 85 years, before New Horizons arrived
Pluto image from the Faint Object Camera of the Hubble Space Telescope in 1994, the highest resolution image achieved from Earth
January 2006 launch at Cape Canaveral
February 2007, the spacecraft swung by Jupiter, grabbing a gravity boost in the process
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Target audience
Purpose of dissemination
Reception & Impact

Who initiated the dissemination?
Connection to peer review and
metrics

Quality of materials
Estimated costs of dissemination
Openness of dissemination

Interoperability
Gender

2007-2014 Hibernation
December 2014, New Horizons was brought back online for the Pluto encounter
January 15, 2015, the New Horizons spacecraft began its approach phase to Pluto
Between May 29 and June 3, 2015 New Horizons spacecraft was about 50 million kilometers away from Pluto and the images taken
by Multicolour Visible Imaging Camera show Pluto and its largest moon Charon in motion
The Pluto encounter in July 2015 was the highlight of the New Horizons mission
Even though the fly-by itself was over after just a few minutes, New Horizons will keep sending images and scientific data for a period of 26 months because it takes so long to transmit data
Dissemination goes on by publishing new analysis and facts on Pluto discovered by NASA (Nature articles)
Society as a whole
Communicate results to the broader audience
Followed by social media, press, TV, made international headlines, it became the perfect media storm
Pluto story was on the cover of more than 450 newspapers in multiple languages
New Horizons team produced new images of Pluto with analysis and informed members of the general public about new discoveries on Pluto
NASA, first party
Difficult to estimate
(e.g., number of newspaper headlines, number of views - YouTube video, number of tweets, number of downloads - simulation software)
Through interviews, find out if such metrics are important for the project, if the project founders pay attention to the connection to
peer review
Very professional
High quality videos and reports produced by professionals
NASA's Eyes simulation software - professional, high quality
High (>= EUR 50,000)
Scientific results copyrights:
NASA
Nature - Rights Managed by Nature Publishing Group
Elsevier - Published by Elsevier Ltd
Images/videos: NASA
FreeFlyer software - Proprietary commercial software
NASA's Eyes - Copyright by the California Institute of Technology
Scientific data gathered during the mission that are publicly available can be used by researchers for further investigations
The first party of the project is NASA (compared to other projects, in which founders are individuals), thus it is not so easy to identify the gender dimension in this project. According to some blogs, man (maybe in majority) and women are represented in the
team of NASA behind Pluto fly-by.
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References

[1] Wikipedia page https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Horizons
[2] Twitter campaign https://twitter.com/hashtag/plutoflyby?lang=de
[3] https://blogs.nasa.gov/pluto/2016/08/04/pluto-what-a-journey/
[4] https://techcrunch.com/2016/07/14/one-year-since-the-new-horizons-pluto-flyby-heres-what-we-learned/
[5] https://blogs.nasa.gov/pluto/2016/04/22/pluto-flyby-the-story-of-a-lifetime/
[6] http://blogs.mathworks.com/steve/2015/07/19/new-horizons-pluto-program-used-matlab-and-image-processing-for-navigation/
[7] http://www.skyandtelescope.com/astronomy-news/top-10-surprises-from-the-pluto-flyby/
[8] http://www.theverge.com/2016/6/6/11863004/nasa-new-horizons-pluto-history-interview-video
[9] http://www.theverge.com/2015/7/13/8949959/nasa-new-horizons-pluto-flyby-date-time-livestream
[10] http://livestream.com/GriffithObservatoryTV/plutoflyby/archives
[11] http://www.vox.com/2015/7/14/8949605/pluto-new-horizons-watch-live-stream
[12] http://www.space.com/16533-pluto-new-horizons-spacecraft-pictures.html
[13] http://www.uhf-satcom.com/amateurdsn/Paper-969.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0094576505001086
[14] NASA's Eyes https://eyes.nasa.gov/eyes-on-pluto.html
[15] FreeFlyer software https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MFgxx-U34tc
https://ai-solutions.com/freeflyer/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/FreeFlyer
[17] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Eo3EJYo2dX8
[18] http://www.spaceflightinsider.com/missions/solar-system/new-horizons-releases-best-pluto-images-encounter-officiallybegins/
[19] http://www.nature.com/news/pluto-1.16928
http://www.nature.com/news/pluto-fly-by-a-graphical-guide-to-the-historic-mission-1.17927
[20] http://www.vox.com/2015/7/13/8920645/new-horizons-pluto-mission-photos
[21] http://www.space.com/27793-new-horizons-pluto-spacecraft-wakeup.html

Galaxy Zoo
Author
Short description
Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities

Daniela Luzi
Galaxy zoo is the best-known online citizen science project (citizens involved in scientific research project) available on the platform Zooniverse.org, that is currently the largest aggregator of crowd science projects in various disciplines. Galaxy zoo is a project
which invites people to assist in the morphological classification of large numbers of galaxies.
https://www.galaxyzoo.org/
Astronomy
News release (BBC News Online https://www.ox.ac.uk/public-affairs/media-coverage/media-guidance/case-studies/case-studygalaxy-zoo?wssl=1)
Press http://zoo1.galaxyzoo.org/Press.aspx
Youtube videos
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Dissemination outputs
Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats
Start of dissemination
Dissemination phases

Target audience
Purpose of dissemination
Reception & Impact
Who initiated the dissemination?
Connection to peer review and
metrics
Quality of materials
Estimated costs of dissemination
Openness of dissemination

Interoperability
Gender

References

SDSS image
results presented in scientific articles https://www.zooniverse.org/about/publications
open-source sets of analyzed data https://data.galaxyzoo.org/
homepage, blogs, talk, twitter, facebook, zooteach (repository of lessons) newspapers, news channel
SDSS image, text, data
blog posts, tweets, like, news media, scientific articles, teaching materials
The original Galaxy Zoo project ran from July 2007 until February 2009. It was replaced by Galaxy Zoo 2, Galaxy Zoo: Hubble, and
Galaxy Zoo: CANDELS.
Design: media coverage: getting large numbers of people visiting the Galaxy Zoo website to classify galaxies was crucial. Potential
users had to know about the website, and the media was the obvious communication channel to a large audience of the general public (news release; Radio and TV interviews of volunteers and team members)
Analysis: classifications of galaxy images are available on website/blog/talk.
Outreach: collection of a lot of educational materials that educators can use for teaching.
Publication: results are presented in scientific articles
general public, volunteers interest in Astronomy
Dissemination of research data and request of proactive participation by citizen – Citizens classifying galaxies help scientists to understand how galaxies evolved over time and test theories about the nature of the Universe.
Followed by news media, social media, research Institutions
scientific impact: new knowledge and scientific advancement
general/social impact : enhancing cultural enrichment
Chris Lintott and Kevin Schawinski
results and scientific data of the project are published in research papers
quality of outcomes: more than one volunteer analyzes same data; discussion boards where volunteers can work together and/or
with the research team to discuss results and avoid mistakes (anomalies found - info/advice about various classification tasks )
Costs can be estimated as low-medium, ranging from EUR 5,000 to 50,000
Galaxy Zoo 2007: Creative Commons Attribution-Noncommercial-No Derivative Works Wales License.
Design and graphical elements © Galaxy Zoo 2007, All Rights Reserved.
Galaxy images are governed by SDSS copyright policy
Open to a large number of potential contributors; disclosure of data (raw data) for knowledge production
use and reuse: open-source sets of analyzed data; published research papers
No specific initiatives targeted at women.
The project is developed by two men who are engaged in every phasis of project dissemination.
Management/working team is composed of more men than women.
According to an online survey on volunteers’ motivations for participating to Galaxy zoo, male are more represented (80%)
1 Wikipedia page https://it.wikipedia.org/wiki/Galaxy_Zoo
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2 European Commission. Green Paper on Citizen Science. 2013
3 Wiggins, A., Crowston, K., 2011. From Conservation to Crowdsourcing: A Typology of Citizen Science. http://citsci.syr.edu/content/conservation-crowdsourcing-typology-citizen-science
4 Henry Sauermanna, and Chiara Franzoni (2014) Crowd science: The organization of scientific research in open collaborative projects, Research Policy, -(http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0048733313001212)
5 Henry Sauermanna, and Chiara Franzoni (2015) Crowd science user contribution patterns and their implications
http://www.pnas.org/content/112/3/679.full.pdf
6 Follett R, Strezov V (2015) An Analysis of Citizen Science Based Research: Usage and Publication Patterns. PLoS ONE 10(11):
e0143687. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0143687
7 Typology of Citizen Science Projects from an Intellectual Property Perspective (2015) https://www.scribd.com/document/256283497/Typology-of-Citizen-Science-Projects-from-an-Intellectual-Property-Perspective
8 Citizen Science and Policy: A European Perspective (2015) https://www.scribd.com/document/256283024/Citizen-Science-andPolicy-A-European-Perspective

Polymath project
Author
Short description
Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities

Dissemination outputs

Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats
Start of dissemination
Dissemination phases

Ilire Hasani-Mavriqi
Polymath projects also known as massively collaborative online mathematics are a form of open Internet collaboration aimed towards a major mathematical goal, usually to settle a major mathematical problem
https://polymathprojects.org/
Mathematics
Public information blogs
Wiki pages
YouTube Videos
MathOverflow
There are papers available that describe the outcomes of the Polymath projects,
which are uploaded to arXiv and also submitted to the Journal of Mathematics of Computation or Nature. [7, 8, 9]
Gower's Blog [6]
Terence Tao's series of videos and blog [4, 5, 10]
MathOverflow [3]
Blogs, wiki, Q&A site MathOverflow, homepage, YouTube
Text, video
Blog posts, Q&A sites, math and nature journal articles
Early stages of the project:
January 2009 by Timothy Gowers and his blog "Is massively collaborative mathematics possible?"
The focus of the PolyMath project was to start with the dissemination in very early stages of the project. So, the most important dissemination activities took place after the first research life-cycle phase - Design. From the first dissemination activities new opportunities and projects were created. In general, dissemination is noticeable after each research life-cycle phase.
Facts:
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Target audience
Purpose of dissemination
Reception & Impact

Who initiated the dissemination?
Connection to peer review and
metrics

Quality of materials
Estimated costs of dissemination
Openness of dissemination
Interoperability
Gender

References

First step into dissemination: Gower's Blog
Followed by: proposals of math problems that could be solved collaboratively - wikis, Q&A sites
Proposals turned into projects in which a group of mathematicians worked together. Coordination via wikis, blogs
Mathematicians, academics, teachers, students, people motivated to solve math difficult problems
Collaboratively solve yet unsolved mathematic problems
Very well received from the target audience. The first problem introduced in the first Polymath project has been solved within one
and a half months
Polymath papers are usually signed with a group pseudonym that consists of the initials of Polymath project title. A link to the full
working record is also provided. So, for authors it is a bit difficult to list such publications in their CVs, for example, or increase the
visibility. Authors/participants got more informal recognitions, because people were following their work, their blogs, but there is a
lack of a formal recognition [4]. However, there are peer reviewed papers that investigate in detail the concept, scope and impact of
Polymath projects
Solved very difficult mathematic problems or made progress in solving them
Timothy Gowers and Michael Nielsen - founders, first party
Terence Tao started to work very actively in the dissemination, shortly after the Gowers's blog was released
Particular problems and proposed solutions are reviewed and discussed by the members of each Polymath project in corresponding
pages/blogs
There is no evidence that the number of upvotes of the proposed math problems in MathOverflow is one of the criteria that proposals turn to Polymath projects. At least this is not explicitly stated.
When defining the criteria, the Polymath community has been rather focusing on having projects in the fields such as: algebraic
geometry, algebraic topology, group theory, logic, or set theory. Although, it seems that there is no clear picture on criteria for good
Polymath projects. [12]
High quality videos (YouTube Terence Tao)
personal blogs - managed and moderated by individuals
wiki and Q&A sites managed by individual projects
Medium (< EUR 50,000)
Collaboration records and outcomes/results are opened for the public audience.
For articles published in arXiv - mostly rights granted to arXiv.org - a perpetual, non-exclusive license to distribute the articles.
Nature journal - rights managed by Nature Publishing Group
The outcomes of the Polymath projects can be used/reused from mathematicians (and/or computers). Results of a Polymath project helped to solve problems defined in another Polymath project
Male co-founders of the project - Timothy Gowers and Michael Nielsen. Terence Tao (men) also played a very important role on the
dissemination.
Most of the collaborators in the Polymath projects are men (characteristic for the discipline of the project). The proposed math
problems that became Polymath projects were also contributed by men.
No evidence of any dissemination activity targeted at women.
[1] Wikipedia page https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Polymath_Project
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[2] Wiki page http://michaelnielsen.org/polymath1/index.php?title=Main_Page
[3] MathOverflow http://mathoverflow.net/questions/219638/proposals-for-polymath-projects
[4] Terence Tao in Yitang Zhang's series of videos https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jCUcdsXbqYc
[5] Terence Tao: 2015 Breakthrough Prize in Mathematics Symposium https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=elWIDVI6b18
[6] Gower's Blog https://gowers.wordpress.com/2009/01/27/is-massively-collaborative-mathematics-possible/
[7] D.H.J. Polymath. The ""bounded gaps between primes"" Polymath project - a retrospective. 2014.
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.8361
[8] Terence Tao, Ernest Croot III and Harald Helfgott, Deterministic methods to find primes. Math. Comp. 81 (2012), 1233-1246
http://www.ams.org/journals/mcom/2012-81-278/S0025-5718-2011-02542-1/
[9] Timothy Gowers & Michael Nielsen, Massively collaborative mathematics. Nature 461, 879-881, October 2009 http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v461/n7266/full/461879a.html
[10] Terence Tao's Blog https://terrytao.wordpress.com/category/question/
[11]https://www.ox.ac.uk/public-affairs/media-coverage/media-guidance/case-studies/case-study-galaxy-zoo?wssl=1
[12] http://mathoverflow.net/questions/219638/proposals-for-polymath-projects/220114#220114

Frontiers for Young
Minds
Author
Short description
Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities
Dissemination outputs
Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats
Start of dissemination

Mappet Walker
Brain Projects Think Big in Frontiers for Young Minds - an innovative dissemination for the Human Brain Project
https://kids.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/frym.2013.00008
Neuroscience
The Human Brain Project used traditional dissemination (i.e. media coverage, twitter, TEDtalk, youtube, wiki pages).
The innovative dissemination approach used Frontiers for Young Minds as a platform to share the project to a younger audience.
Under this innovative dissemination approach, the paper –
"Brain projects think big" was published November 2013 in Frontiers for Young Minds.
Segev I and Schürmann F (2013) Brain Projects Think Big. Front Young Minds. 1:8. doi: 10.3389/frym.2013.00008
The tools that were used in these activity:
Frontiers publishing system for the review, Facebook, twitter
Text and video
Scientific article, blog posts, tweets,
Frontiers for Young Minds accepts two kinds of papers: a paper just published and now want to do a kid-friendly version of, or a
review article that draws on ongoing research.
Brain Project Thinks Big was submitted to Frontiers for Young Minds October 13, 2013, this was the early stages of the Human
Brain Project.
Frontiers for Young Minds provides a collection of freely available scientific articles by distinguished scientist that are shaped for
younger audiences by the input of their own young peers.
Frontiers for Young Minds covers the following subject areas:

86

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping

Dissemination phases

Target audience
Purpose of dissemination

Reception & Impact
Who initiated the dissemination?
Connection to peer review and
metrics

Quality of materials
Estimated costs of dissemination
Openness of dissemination

- Astronomy and Space Science
- Biodiversity
- Health
- Neuroscience
- Earth and its Resources
As a process, new research or review articles are reported on a subject area that fits into one of the categories mentioned above.
This can be work published by Frontiers or any other publisher.
Brain Projects Think Big followed the following Frontiers For Young Minds phases:
- The scientists write up their research for submission to the Journal, following FYM editorial guidelines as outlined below;
- The report is handled by one of an associate editors, who manages the process of peer review;
- The article is reviewed by a young mind, mentored by a scientist with experience in peer review.
- The young mind and mentor require that the authors write clearly, concisely and with enthusiasm!
- The articles are then validated by the Associate Editor, revised and forwarded to the Frontiers office for production;
- The text is typeset, published on kids.frontiersin.org, posted in Frontiers For Young Minds Facebook Page, Twitter account.
- The identities of the reviewers (first name only for the young mind) and author are published with the article.
Children ages 8 to 15
Brain Projects Think Big purpose is provide children a new and deeper understanding about our brain, and by doing so appreciate
the possibilities of developing better cures for its illnesses and, eventually, also teach us how to build smarter-learning computers.
Frontiers For Young Minds seeks to connect curious minds to the experts and information that will motivate them to ask informed
and critical questions about real science throughout their lives. By working directly with scientists, FYM ensures that the content is
of the highest quality. By working directly with kids, FYM helps foster curiosity both in and out of the classroom and engage the next
generation of citizens and scientists.
The Brain Projects Think Big.
Relevant sections of the review report to be included here.
Blue Brain Project scientists Idan Segev and Felix Shurmann.
It was edited by Bob Knight.
The paper was reviewed by an 11 year old who was mentored by (name of Science Mentor to be provided)
Abstract views- 20
Full text views- 117
PDF downloads- 222
Henleaze Junior School picked up the materials and made it part of their science program. (To be confirmed)
Twitter campaign, open access article for children, public information blog, science slam
Reception and impact of FYM, FYM was recognized as one of the American Library Association's 2014 Great Website for Kids.
Materials are created and produced by professionals in Frontiers.
Video available in blog (GIF format)
Low. Cost to the author is time to write the article for a younger audience, submit for peer-review.
The videos, media materials are produced by Frontiers for free.
Collaboration records and outcomes/results are opened for the public audience.
For articles published in arXiv - mostly rights granted to arXiv.org - a perpetual, non-exclusive license to distribute the articles.
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Nature journal - rights managed by Nature Publishing Group
Human Brain Project data is open access and downloadable by…..
Brain Project Thinks Big is available in PDF.
FYM articles are available in PDF. The original source article is also referenced.
Brain Project Thinks Big was written by two neuroscientist - Idan Segev and Felix Schurman.
It was reviewed by an 11 year old, named Abby.
The Frontiers for Young Minds Editorial Board consists of 2 women and 6 men Chief Editors, which is 33%. At the Associate Editor
level, it has 17 women and 19 men memberships, which is 47%.
[1] ↑ Official Web Site for the Human Brain Project. Available at: https://www.humanbrainproject.eu
[2] ↑ Markram, H. 2006. The blue brain project. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 7:153–60. doi:10.1038/nrn1848
[3] ↑ Druckmann, S., Hill, S., Schürmann, F., Markram, H., and Segev, I. 2012. A hierarchical structure of cortical interneuron electrical
diversity revealed by automated statistical analysis. Cereb. Cortex. 23:2994–3006. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhs290

Transcribe Bentham
Author
Short description

Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities

Dissemination outputs

Ilire Hasani-Mavriqi
Online collaborative initiative to transcribe the manuscripts of Jeremy Bentham /ˈbɛnθəm/ from the archives of University College
London. Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) was an English philosopher, jurist, and social reformer. He is regarded as the founder of
modern utilitarianism. Bentham's unpublished manuscripts are digitized and digital images are made available through the Transcription Desk platform. One of his quotes describes in the best way ever the success of the Transcribe Bentham: "Many hands make
light work. Many hands together make merry work" [1]
Since 2014 Transcribe Bentham is part of the EU-funded Recognition and Enrichment of Archival Documents (READ) project.
http://blogs.ucl.ac.uk/transcribe-bentham/
Humanities (Citizen science, Crowdsourcing, Cultural heritage, Literature)
Public information blogs
Announcements and articles in the press
Talks
Publications-journal articles
Twitter
Facebook
Wikipedia article
YouTube channel
YouTube videos - tutorials and presentations
Digitized / transcribed manuscripts
Blogs [1, 7, 15]
News articles [13, 14]
Tutorials on how to use the transcription tool - text and videos [3, 4, 5]
Journal articles [11]
Book chapters [12]
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Who initiated the dissemination?
Connection to peer review and
metrics

Blogs, homepage, newspapers, news channel, YouTube, Wikipedia, social media
Text, video, high quality photos of manuscripts, software (transcription tool, Handwritten Text Recognition (HTR) technology)
Tweets, news media, journal articles, book chapters
Early stages of the project
Blog announcement by Melissa Terras on February 8th 2010 informing the general public about the launching of the Bentham Papers Transcription Initiative and the secured funds. [6]
Work on the project started on March 1st 2010, the online tool -Transcription Desk available for contribution since September 7th
2010
The goal of the Transcribe Bentham project was to start with the dissemination in very early stages of the project, right after the
first research life-cycle phase - Design, because the crowdsourcing was identified as very crucial for the success of the project.
With the adequate dissemination the founders of the project achieved to attract many volunteers to contribute by transcribing
handwritten and unpublished work of Bentham.
Progress update is provided in regular basis in the project homepage/blog informing the general public about the volunteer participation and percentage of the transcribed papers. This indicates that, even though the most of dissemination activities took place
after the first phase, the dissemination is evident in each of the research life-cycle phases.
In [12] authors define three main project phases: Design and Establishment, Consolidation and Expansion
Facts:
From Terras's Blog: "Since the 1950s, The Bentham Project has been working towards the production of a new scholarly edition of
his works and correspondence, although they've only dented the surface of the 60,000 pages of writing he produced which remain
in UCL's special collections."
Society as a whole
Individuals interested in Bentham's life and thoughts; history and philosophy; crowdsourcing and the technology behind the project
Altruists
Collaboratively, with the help of many volunteers, digitize very valuable handwritten yet unpublished work of Jeremy Bentham.
Publish new editions of Bentham's work and make them publicly available through the UCL's digital library. By reading and encoding yet unread Bentham's work discover new facts about his thoughts
Very well received from the general audience
Progress update as of 18th November:
"17,131 manuscript pages have now been transcribed or partially-transcribed, which is an increase of 59 on last week’s total. Of
these transcripts, 16,083 (93%) have been checked and approved by TB staff."
University College London (UCL), founder of the project
Melissa Terras's Blog
UCL performs surveys to get feedback from volunteers on the transcription tool in order to enhance its functionality and to increase
the motivation of volunteers.
Volunteers are fully credited in the volumes to which they contribute
Awards, Prizes:
2010 Digital Equipment and Database Enhancement for Impact (DEDEFI) Award from the AHRC
Award of Distinction in the Digital Communities category of the 2011 PrixArs Electronica
2012 Platforms for Networked Innovation' competition, KNetworks Award
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High quality and very professional videos, tutorials and blogs
Medium (< EUR 50,000)
Digitized Bentham's manuscripts are made publicly available through the UCL's digital library
The code for Transcribe Bentham's MediaWiki-based transcription interface is available for reuse and customization, on an open
source basis
Articles in International Journal of Humanities and Arts Computing (IJHAC) are not available as open source
Some of the book chapters and articles of Melissa Terras available for download in ResearchGate
Software for transcription tool is open source and can be extended / enhanced by everyone
The founder of the project is a women - Melissa Terras that has a major role on the project. The dissemination started with her blog
where she asked the general public to contribute in the digitalization of the Bentham's work. Her chapter books and articles are
peer-reviewed and some of them are published in ResearchGate.
Who are the volunteers? According to the volunteer statistics presented in [17], two-third of the volunteers that took part in a survey were female.
[1] http://blogs.ucl.ac.uk/transcribe-bentham/
[2] http://www.transcribe-bentham.da.ulcc.ac.uk/td/Transcribe_Bentham
[3] http://www.transcribe-bentham.da.ulcc.ac.uk/TSX/
[4] http://www.transcribe-bentham.da.ulcc.ac.uk/td/TSX_Guidelines
[5] http://www.transcribe-bentham.da.ulcc.ac.uk/td/Getting_started_with_TSX
[6] https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jeremy_Bentham
[7] http://melissaterras.blogspot.co.at/2010/02/announcing-bentham-papers-transcription.html
[8] https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transcribe_Bentham
[9] https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC2ZXdvxpsJwqDKyPUHlIfCQ
[10] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CtEqW4WwMHU
[11] http://www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/ijhac.2014.0119?journalCode=ijhac
[12] https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275038928_%27Many_Hands_Make_Light_Work_Many_Hands_Together_Make_Merry_Work%27_Transcribe_Bentham_and_Crowdsourcing_Manuscript_Collections
[13] http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/28/books/28transcribe.html?pagewanted=all
[14] http://www.dw.com/en/philosophy-fans-pitch-in-to-put-british-thinkers-manuscripts-online/a-14809726
[15] http://www.chronicle.com/blogs/wiredcampus/crowdsourcing-project-hopes-to-make-short-work-of-transcribing-bentham/26829
[16] http://transcriptorium.eu/htr-crowdsourcing-platform-launched/
[17] http://www.digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/6/2/000125/000125.html

Gut
Author

Ilire Hasani-Mavriqi
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One person project founded by Giulia Enders and started in 2012 with a Science Slam, in which Enders won the first prize. As a PhD
student in Medicine, Enders was fascinated with the functioning of the gut. So she decided to investigate and study this very important and complex organ, the importance of which is usually underestimated. After her success in the Science Slam she got an
offer to write a book about the gut. Her book (published in March 2014) was a huge success, because of the way she explains a very
complex process of digestion. She gives very strong facts but in e simple way, understandable from the broader audience and she
uses a lots of humor in the same time.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Giulia_Enders
Medicine
Science Slam
Book - Darm mit Charme
Book translations such as in English, French and Italian
Talks
Interviews
Wikipedia article
Science Slam first prize [11]
Book [2]
Audio Book [12]
Interviews [8, 9, 10]
Book readings [13]
Wikipedia article [1]
YouTube, homepage, Wikipedia, news channels
Text, Video
Talk shows, book readings
Science Slam that took place on 5th of March 2012 in Berlin.
Giulia Enders gave a talk about the gut that was very well received from the audience and she won the first prize.
The most interesting part of her talk was the way she explained the digestion. She was able to explain a very complex process in a
very simple and understandable way and with lots of humor in the same time.
After her success in the Science Slam she got an offer to write a book about the gut.
The first dissemination activity happened (not planned as such) after the Design research life-cycle phase, in terms of a science
slam. All other dissemination activities took place after the fifth phase - Publication.
Facts:
Science Slam - March 2012
Book - March 2014
Interviews
Audio Book
Book readings
Society as a whole
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Study a very complex organ - the gut that was not investigated much until recently. Explain its functionality in a very basic language,
understandable from the general audience. Simplify complex medicine phenomenons and initiate discussions about the gut, which
are usually avoided by people.
Science Slam YouTube video ~ 1 Mil views
Darm mit Charme book in German over 1 Mil copies sold
TV interviews in Germany and US
From the comments of YouTube videos it is obvious that the Gut project had a huge impact
Giuliana Enders, founder of the project
Over 1 Mil copies of Darm mit Charme book sold
YouTube Science Slam videos - from 600.000 to ~1Mil views
High quality and professional interviews, audio book
Medium (< EUR 50,000)
Copyright for the Gut book:
Ullstein Buchverlage GmbH, Berlin
no evidence
The project was founded by a women - Giulia Enders who also wrote a book (in German over 1 Mil copies sold).
No evidence found about the gender of the readers of her book.
[1] https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Giulia_Enders
[2] http://www.darm-mit-charme.de/autorin.html
[3] https://www.theguardian.com/books/2014/may/07/gut-reaction-book-digestive-tract-german-bestseller
[4] https://www.timeshighereducation.com/comment/opinion/gut-reaction-it-all-comes-out-right-in-the-end/2014769.article
[5] http://www.spiegel.de/lebenundlernen/uni/darm-mit-charme-medizinstudentin-giulia-enders-erklaert-die-verdauung-a981264.html
[6] https://www.facebook.com/darmmitcharme/
[7] https://studiced.de/2016/05/25/neues-von-giulia-enders/
[8] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=weskzCKki-s&t=60s
[9] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dWOKbrhY5aw
[10] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gjfp77VgHkE
[11] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TMO25haESp0
[12] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m4_tLH-OfXE
[13] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=K7ruMdhVEEY

Project SOHA
Author

Roberta Ruggieri
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The Project "Open Science in Haiti and Francophone Africa (SOHA)" is part of the OCSD Network funded by the International Development Research Centre (IDRC). The project consists of action research, entitled “Open science as a collective tool for development
of the power to act and of cognitive justice in Haiti and Francophone Africa: towards a roadmap”. The objective is twofold: to understand the obstacles to the emergence of an open science culture in Francophone Africa while creating a dynamic that is favorable to
this emergence.
http://www.projetsoha.org/
information science applied to different disciplines
Surveys (two online surveys are carried out. The results are available in Zenodo and in the project website. The first survey focused
on obstacles for the adoption of the values, practices and tools of open science in the universities of Haiti and Francophone Africa
and the second one on the information and citation practices of students in Haiti and Francophone Africa
Interviews
Online courses: a distance training module (MOOC) is developed to support the use of open access tools (ex. tools for thesis compilation)
YouTube videos
events
Blog ( billets de blog ) [6]
results presented in conference, meetings, workshops
scientific publications
dataset
homepage, blog, facebook, events( conference, workshop) slideshare
text, data, video
blog post, scientific products, presentations, newsletters
From January 2015 to December 2016.
online survey to understand the potential opportunities and barriers for the uptake of fair open science in French-Speaking
Haiti/Africa
Start a facebook group
Creation of “Collective SOHA” a web social network (without existence outside the Internet) that brings together all academics from
Haiti and francophone Africa who are interested in open science and want to participate actively in the activities of the SOHA project
Creation of MOOC
Creation of a French-speaking international, interdisciplinary, sustainable, open and democratic network advocating open science
in FAH: Risoha
Design (online survey, interviews)
Analysis: data from surveys and interviews were available on the website and were discussed via facebook and in blog
Publication: researchs are invited to publish their scientific works in open access, with the support of a publisher: Éditions science
et bien commun
Outreach: archive in Zenodo/ share presentations (slideshare)
academic, students, people interested in open science
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The SOHA project (Open Science in Haiti and Francophone Africa) has been exploring obstacles to the adoption of open and collaborative science in universities located in Haiti and Francophone Africa, while providing tools to overcome these obstacles
The final objective of the project is the creation of a vast open and sustainable network of leaders in open science in these countries,
able to generate new open science projects when the research is completed: the Réseau interdisciplinaire d’information et
d’échanges sur la science ouverte en Haïti et en Afrique francophone (RISOHA). This network will contribute to the roadmap to be
adopted collectively at the end of our project.
a better understanding of the context of the emergence and importance of open science
Enhancement of the visibility of scientific community in Haiti and Francophone Africa
It has been active since January 2015 and will run until December 2016, under the joint direction of Professors Diéyi Diouf (Senegal) and Florence Piron (Canada), with more than twenty (20) collaborators and a dozen co-advisors. The SOHA project focuses on
18 universities in 12 countries: Benin, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Gabon, Haiti, Madagascar, Mali, Niger, Democratic
Republic of Congo, Senegal, & Chad
difficult to estimate
slideshare: n. of views
publications in Zenodo: altmetric indicators
Dissemination materials are produced by academics and university students
Within the SOHA project, researchers and members of the Facebook group will conduct interviews and focus groups, and then participate in the analysis and drafting of the roadmap, as well as the dissemination of results. The counselors will accompany the project according to their interests and availability. The assistants will work on coordination and evaluation of the project (two PhD
students will write their dissertations using data from this project). Students will participate in interviews, focus groups and conferences.
Total Budget Cost (CAD): 80,176.00 CAD$, about 50.000 Euro
License creative commons attribution 4.0 international
Use and reuse: collected data and all project publications are open access
The outcomes of the project can be use and reuse by academics, students researchers
The project was directed by two women. In general the SOHA project paid special attention to emphasizing the contribution of
women in research activities and in the development of open access in the project dissemination material. . This attention is evident
in the use of language in but also in images.
Language: use of masculine and feminine grammatical genders for each categories (e.g. chercheurs et chercheures, conseillers et
conseillères)
Images: man and women are equal represented in the images on website. They are portrayed also in the same position and situation.
[1] Official Website http://www.projetsoha.org/
[2] OCSDnet http://ocsdnet.org/projects/universite-laval/
[3] Projet Science ouverte en Haïti et Afrique francophone (SOHA) http://www.scienceetbiencommun.org/?q=node/76
[4] Le RISOHA http://www.scienceetbiencommun.org/?q=node/78
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[5] Overview of open knowledge in Francophone Africa
http://www.okhub.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/English_etudeOK_Afriquefrancophone_2016-002.pdf
[6] Billets de blog http://www.projetsoha.org/?page_id=60
[7]Description of Soha project
Http://www.scienceetbiencommun.org/sites/default/files/projet_science_ouverte_en_afrique_et_haiti_-_version_finale_1.pdf

Science@Home
Author

Electra Sifacaki

Short description

ScienceAtHome is an online platform for collaborative volunteer research, where people are invited to play games, have fun and
contribute to real discoveries on quantum physics, and human thinking. The team consist of scientists, game developers, designers
and visual artists based at Aarhus University of Denmark. They create fun scientific games, with the aim to revolutionize scientific
research and teaching by game-play and to build a community around their games to maximize the real research results gathered
from users gameplay.
https://www.scienceathome.org
Quantum Physics
social media presence: <Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, YouTube>,
Blog [5],
Wikipedia entry [6, 7],
(animated) videos explaining the concept [2, 3, 4],
Press kit [1],
game design activities
Daily posts & updates on Twitter & Facebook,
TEDxAarhus 2016,
Press [5]
videos explaining the concept of project - games - citizen science [2,3]
Blogs,
homepage,
YouTube (videos series about: citizen science, quantum physics, game demos), Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn,
games
Text, video, photos, gaming elements engaging citizens in science (e.g. leaderboard, score), press kit on Google Drive [1]
Tweets, posts, videos, scientific publications [5], blog articles, journal articles
In the summer of 2012, ScienceAtHome took a turn with the first game, Quantum Moves. In 2012, the team published six (6) scientific papers and started the social media presence (Facebook).
Dissemination phases still to be defined based on the project life-cycle phases
1st phase (Feb 2012): started running the first tests of implementing the game in an educational context, in several Danish high
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Dissemination phases
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schools. The interface was very basic and the didactics not at all developed, but there was a very positive initial responses.
2nd phase (June 2012): radio appearances and advertisement in aim to recruit volunteers and run a large beta test. 100 volunteers
were recruited. Results of testing: The vast majority of our volunteers did not succeed in installing the program, those few who succeeded quickly dropped out because of the complicated interface and tutorials and informational material were shamefully lacking.
3rd phase: An effort in systematically testing design hypotheses and assumptions to improve the game experience. The results were
made publicly available, in aim to engage more citizen science in the world.
4th phase: community management & establishing an online presence. Managed to attract a couple of thousand players to our
games. They played the Quantum Moves games roughly 300,000 times
[14]
5th phase: After the first success (Results for the game “Quantum Moves”: 8mil of game plays & 150k players worldwide), the team
is ready to tackle the challenge of new scientific problems such as why and how human learning can outperform quantum algorithms understand general human problem solving (HPS) in order to develop novel artificial intelligence algorithms departing from
the Big Data paradigm. So far, cognitive scientists, psychologists and even linguists have joined the ScienceAtHome family.
research community, citizens, teachers
ScienceAtHome strives to bring science to a new dimension. They invite the audience to come and play their games, knowing that
they contribute meaningfully to science while they hopefully have fun. The main goal is to attract scientists in any field that have an
idea to use games or gamification to solve any research question to join their community.
Public reception: Followed by national and international (US, German, Ukrainian) news media [12]
The game Quantum Moves has been played over 8 million times by around 150,000 players around the world with impressive results. [13]
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Jacob Sherson, project leader
High quality videos, games and scientific papers
Blog managed and moderated by individuals with interesting posts
personal blogs - managed and moderated by individuals
Dissemination output is available to the general public via the project's website in a usable format, a public shared google drive
folder (named Press Kit) [1] that contains <photos, pdf file, videos>
Research outputs and publications are also shared via project website [11]: link to the scientific journal that published the article
and link to arXiv.org where a pdf format of the research article can be found.
[1] https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/0B0hE6ivQx-YGT1Z4VVR6c0FiS0E
[2] YouTube channel
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC4uHp2YSTDyW9Kcb0TvyR5w
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[3] Animated video
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X24ombN09_k
[4] Introductory video - "Alice Remote Quantum Experiment - The physics explanation"
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O-lpY2TtF5Y
[4] https://blog.scienceathome.org/
[5] http://www.huffingtonpost.com/great-work-cultures/invite-include-inspire_b_9698432.html?utm_content=buffercb82b&utm_medium=social&utm_source=twitter.com&utm_campaign=buffer
[6] https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantum_Moves
[7] https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Citizen_science#Internet
[8] https://www.scienceathome.org/about-us/publications
[9] 05 NIWeek 2016 Day 3 Quantum Computing
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tQpSOZvrBAc&index=7&list=PL5etAcp2_G2L3DGvXhopNQ_cnHHa7XTqK
[10] 05 NIWeek 2016 Day 3 Quantum Computing
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tQpSOZvrBAc&index=7&list=PL5etAcp2_G2L3DGvXhopNQ_cnHHa7XTqK
[11] Project publications
https://www.scienceathome.org/quantum-research/publications
[12] Press highlights
https://www.scienceathome.org/about-us/press
[13] Quantum moves results
https://www.scienceathome.org/games/quantum-moves/results
[14] Dissemination& Project lifecycle Phases
https://blog.scienceathome.org/scienceathome-rewinds-part-2/

Homer Multitext Project
Author
Short description

Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities
Dissemination outputs
Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats

Michela Vignoli
The Homer Multitext project seeks to present the Homeric Iliad and Odyssey in a critical framework that accounts for the fact that
these poems were composed orally over the course of hundreds, if not thousands of years by countless singers who composed in
performance. The Homer Multitext is a long-term project emphasizing collaborative research, openly licensed data, and innovative
uses of technology. All material is openly licensed.
http://www.homermultitext.org/index.html
Humanities, Classical Philology
blog [1], summer seminars [2], github [3]
blog, scientific publications, images of scanned manuscripts & transcripts, complete edition of Venetus A manuscript (PDF [4])
website, blog, github
text, photos, book (pdf), HMT code
documentation, blog posts, data/transcripts & textual variances, images/scans of manuscripts, source code
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First blog post on January 17, 2010. Presumably website went online during the same year (no information about that available).
Beyond the blog and the regular updates on the project website (last March 6, 2016) and github (last August 27, 2015) no innovative dissemination seems to have happened. However a number of conference presentations and scientific publications are presented. Beginning in 2014, citable publications of the HMT project data archive are being released approximately three times per
year.
academics, research community
The Homer Multitext welcomes collaboration in the form of diplomatic editions, images of historical documents, and translations.
The main purpose of dissemination is to reach out for other academic/research communities in the fields (homeric research, digital
humanities): dissemination of results, but also to strive for cooperations, contributions, and to share resources (incl. data, software).
project leaders Casey Dué and Mary Ebbott, Center for Hellenic Studies, Harvard University
none foreseen
high-quality multitext editions of Homer works, high-quality scans of the original manuscripts, related publications & a book (OA);
blog curated by various project members
low
all contents of the website are licensed with cc by 4.0 license
All HTM Code is provided open source on GitHub. Documentation (e.g. prerequisite technologies) and guidelines (HMT virtual machine for editors) and further links and tips are provided as well. Data is provided for download & re-use too. Zip files can be manually downloaded from http://beta.hpcc.uh.edu/hmt/archival-publications/, or retrieved using these maven coordinates. All editorial work is kept in simple text files: TEI-conformant XML for our texts, and delimited text files (.csv, .tsv) for other structured data. ;
when draft material passes a suite of automated tests, it is accepted in the HMT project central repository on github, where the current archive of material provisionally accepted for publication is always freely available. The HMT project hosts an archive of downloadable images. All images are licensed under terms of various Creative Commons Attribution-ShareAlike licenses that define the
terms under which we freely use these images and make them available to others. Some copyright holders restrict commercial use.
The two project leaders, who started the dissemination, are women. The gender distribution of the blog contributors is 4 female and
3 male contributors. This distribution does not surprise as the humanities are female-dominated fields[7]. No information about
further contributors to code & other project content (check!); no information about readers/re-users of contents.
[1] http://homermultitext.blogspot.com/
[2] http://www.homermultitext.org/chsseminars.html
[3] http://homermultitext.github.io/
[4] http://www.homermultitext.org/Pubs/Due_Recapturing_a_Homeric_Legacy.pdf
[5] http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-archive.html
[6] http://www.homermultitext.org/hmt-digital.html
[7] http://ec.europa.eu/research/science-society/document_library/pdf_06/she-figures-2012_en.pdf p. 53
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101 Innovations in
Scholarly Communication
Author
Short description

Ilire Hasani-Mavriqi
101 Innovations in scholarly communication is a project that aims to analyze in detail research life-cycle phases and innovative
tools that are used by researchers in each of the phases. Questions that are tackled within the project: how these innovative tools
impact research workflows and how they support a Good, Efficient and Open science (G-E-O model).

Link
Discipline
Dissemination activities

https://101innovations.wordpress.com/
Information Science
Distribution of the google spreadsheet - tools database
Home Page
Public Blogs
Tweets
Global Survey
Podcast
Mailing lists
Meetings
YouTube Videos
collaboration with 108 partners
Crowdsourced Innovation Tools Database [6]
Snapshot of 101 tools aligned to research life-cycle phases [7]
Searchable database [7]
Global survey was open from May 10, 2015 until February 10, 2016 [9]
Interactive visualizations of survey results [11], [12]
Datasets [13]
Scripts [14]
Talks, Webcast, Podcast [1], [2], [10]
Blogs [3], [4]
Poster [5]
Open peer reviewed article [8]

Dissemination outputs

Tools used
Disseminated Materials
Media formats

Blogs, YouTube, Communication channels through partners, Social Media, Mailing lists
Text, Video, Image, Data, Scripts, Interactive visualizations, Searchable Database
Scientific reports, journal articles, blog posts, videos, tweets
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In late 2013 founders of the project came up with an idea to gather tools that researchers use in their research workflow.
Dissemination started in 2014 when they went publicly with the google spreadsheet and invited researchers to add their tools.
Around 200 tools were gathered very quickly, in January 2015 they published 'the circle' with 101 most important innovative tools
for scholarly communication
The goal of the project was to use crowdsourcing for the database of innovative tool, so the dissemination was started in very early
stages of the project, after the first research life-cycle phase - Design. From the first dissemination activities new opportunities were
created. In general, dissemination is noticeable after each research life-cycle phase.
Researchers and people supporting research in different disciplines and different career stages
Investigate to what extent are researchers using the innovative communication tools compared to traditional ones and what impact
these tools have on the research workflow
The global survey was design to have a broader coverage including all countries, 7 different disciplines (derived from Scopus categorization) and researchers in different career stages.
It was open for anyone to take, with no systematic control on who took it.
The survey was available in 7 languages (English, Spanish, French, Chinese, Russian, Japanese and Arabic) and it was taken from
20663 researchers, librarians, editors, publishers and other groups involved in research.
Impact: more than 600 tools are identified and gathered in a database which is publicly available. 101 tools with the most impact
are visualized in a diagram ('the circle'), categorized based on six research life-cycle phases.
Founders of the project: Bianca Kramer and Jeroen Bosman from Utrecht University Library, Utrecht, Netherlands

High quality and very professional reports, images, videos and blogs
Medium (< EUR 50,000)
Part of the dissemination is conducted by 108 partners (mostly universities and publishers)
Survey participants were not paid
All dissemination outputs are publicly available
Journal article - open access
The outcomes of the project can be used by libraries, research support, funders, but also by researchers themselves.
Participants of the survey got immediate preliminary feedback from the survey. They could compare their usage of the tools with
the average of their peers (i.e., for the six phases of the research cycle, a radar chart shows whether someone’s tool usage is more
traditional or more innovative than the average of their peer group)
One of the co-founders of the project is a women - Bianca Kramer from Utrecht University Library, Utrecht, Netherlands who played
an important role on the dissemination.
The global survey constructed within the project was intended to be as general as possible, without particular gender targeting.
Participants of the global survey were not asked about their gender. No facts found about the gender of the volunteers that contributed in the google spreadsheet.

100

OpenUP – 7107220
Deliverable D4.1 – Practices evaluation and mapping
References

[1] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a5D6PFP3rQY
[2] https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2omallzJSMo
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