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Agriculture and the marine?



On 25 June 1731 the first meeting of the Dublin Society 

was held in the Philosophical Rooms of Trinity College, 

Dublin. The Dublin Society's founding aims were to assist 

in the improvement of “husbandry [agriculture], 

manufactures and other useful arts…” in Ireland.











Agricultural knowledge transfer is one of the oldest 
civilian public services (at least in the West)



What is impact?
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How is impact generated?
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The primary (direct) users – proportional funding
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Project activities
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How has the role of innovators and other 
uses in participation and coordination 

developed?



Who is participating? - participations
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Who is coordinating?
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Who is coordinating research and 
technological development projects?
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User communities: who is coordinating projects for plant breeders?
(EU contribution in million Euro)
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User communities: who is coordinating projects for fish farmers?
(EU contribution in million Euro)
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Project size and coordination
Project size (EU contribution) and type of coordinating 
organisation in project for projects starting between July 1999 
and January 2017



How has the portfolios changed with respect 
to the location of project activity?
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Project size and coordination
Proportion (%) of EU investment in research for finned-fish farmers going to 
different countries (narrow black bars) and the proportion of the total finned 
fish produced by those countries (wide blue bars)
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Is there evidence of concentration or 
incumbency in the participant base?
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Distribution of funding for coordination in terms of 
organisation type and country combinations 
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Distribution of funding coordination in terms of coordinating 
organisation type and country combinations 
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Distribution of project funding in terms of coordination in 
relation to user communities – plant breeders 
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Distribution of project funding in terms of coordination in 
relation to user communities – fish farmers 
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Meeting Societal Challenge 2

The views from impact communities



Impact communities
No of experts 

invited

First round

No of responses

Dairy farmers 14 4

Cereal and grain legume crop breeders 11 5

Fish breeders (aquaculture) 10 3

Lignocellulose processors 10 3

Bio-based materials and polymers sector 10 0

Food industry with respect to food safety 18 1

Total
73 16

Response rate – Low for individual case 
studies



Key results

Impact communities recognise the relevance of SC2

They use some results

But they perceive many obstacles and don’t regard 
the projects as well-tuned to the needs of 
innovators

Respondents reported many barriers to impact.



Challenges perceived by impact communities

Dominance of academic organisations that have no interest in 
impact

Projects are too big

Valley-of-death between research outputs and commercially 
viable innovation

Access to results

Lack of interaction with regulators and regulation



Contribution to Societal Impacts

Strong link between improvement of European economy and 
positive impact on the environment and mitigation of climate 

Major Impact Total %

Securing safe and high 
quality food for all                                                 

26.0

Mitigating and/or 
adapting to climate 

change 39.4

Safeguarding 
resources, ecosystems 

and biodiversity
61.6

Competitive European 
economy and strong 

communities 65.0



Impact cannot be ‚remote sensed‘

Lessons from Framework Programme 5 

There is evidence of a profound disconnect

Mandating SME involvement did not alter leadership

The multi-actor approach

The system can be disrupted

Must move innovators to the centre of the R&I process

This points to I&R actions to complement R&I actions

Smaller more focused projects

Collectivise support functions, e.g. knowledge interaction 
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