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Executive Summary 
This comparative report synthesizes data obtained from national desk research, and surveys to reveal key 
patterns, discrepancies, and needs in the context of the SPIN OVER project. Overall, it can be said that partner 
countries demonstrate the same relatively moderate level of maturity in digital communication, AI-supported 
communication and marketing, science communication, and international visibility. None of them could be 
called completely unprepared or already developed in these spheres. Instead, it is possible to say that the main 
pattern in partner countries is partial maturity: digital communication, AI-supported practices, and international 
collaboration are already present but lack necessary integration into strategic, organizational, and educational 
framework. 

There are several common strengths observed in partner countries. To start with, digital communication is well-
integrated into practice, at least concerning high level of familiarity with digital tools among respondents from 
almost all countries. Secondly, there is high awareness and readiness for AI learning among respondents, which 
means that the technology is not alien to partners. Thirdly, science communication is generally perceived as 
highly valuable in partner countries, especially in the framework of university and research activities. Fourthly, 
partner countries demonstrate quite active international collaboration on different levels, including 
membership in international networks, projects, and partnerships. 

As for gaps identified through comparison, it seems that they are as evident as the above-listed strengths. 
Probably, the biggest gap is that between existing digital activities and strategic communication. Although digital 
communications are widely used by partner countries' organizations, there is a lack of necessary planning, 
analytics, audience segmentation, or positioning that may help organizations take their digital strategies to 
another level. The second major gap is related to AI adoption and usage. In most partner countries, it is rather 
explorative, reactive, or instrumentally focused rather than systematically embedded into communication 
practices. Another weakness of partner countries' communication strategy is in science communication. 
Although many respondents see its importance, science communication is not actually implemented in 
practice in a user-friendly manner. Finally, partner countries demonstrate some gap between their international 
collaboration and international visibility strategies. Although partner organizations collaborate internationally, 
they usually do not have enough experience with international branding or visibility strategy. 

It is also important to note country-specific differences in revealed patterns and gaps. For example, compared 
to other countries, Türkiye demonstrates a high level of awareness of both digital communication and AI, has a 
high need for training, and features a university-centred sample that includes a number of young respondents. 
As for Portugal, it demonstrates the highest level of international visibility and connectivity, meaning better 
cooperation between collaboration and visibility strategy. Poland, unlike other countries, focuses on 
communication in general and intermediary organizations more, having quite dynamic AI adoption but weak 
strategy concerning international visibility and science communication. Similarly, in Italy, there are signs of 
research and outward communication potentials that cannot be utilized due to lack of connection between 
operational practice and strategic design. Finally, in Greece, respondents seem to be more confident about their 
experience in digital communication but show poor AI-related and international communication strategy. 

These findings have some implications for WP3 of the project. The SPIN OVER Toolkit, micro-lessons, OER, and 
online platform should not assume that participants require digital communication basics. On the contrary, 
attention should be paid to strategic communication design, AI-assisted practices, science communication, 
and international communication and branding strategy. The best way to develop an appropriate training 
architecture is to focus on practical cases taken from universities, startups, incubators, and research centres. 
Finally, WP3 should feature a common transnational core accompanied by flexible and optional options tailored 
to the needs of countries and ecosystems. 
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1. Introduction and Purpose of the Comparative Report 
This Comparative Research Report is written in the scope of Work Package 2 within the SPIN OVER project and 
plays a crucial role in the overall logic of the project. On the one hand, this is the synthesis of the evidence 
collected among partner institutions. On the other hand, this report forms the basis for the development work 
within Work Package 3, providing important data that needs to be analysed to design effective educational tools 
that would be implemented during the next phase of the project. Hence, this document serves as the bridge 
between research and development. 

The present report considers five interconnected thematic areas that have a direct bearing on the objectives of 
the SPIN OVER project: digital communication strategies; AI application in communication and marketing; 
science communication; international visibility; relations between universities and innovation ecosystems. The 
latter theme becomes especially relevant in the context of university-based spin-offs and startups, which need 
to be capable of communicating their messages clearly, positioning themselves effectively, and reaching 
international audiences through digital channels. 

The purpose of this comparative research report can be articulated in two major points. Firstly, this study 
attempts to outline the major trends, convergences and divergences concerning communication practices, 
digital maturity, capabilities for applying artificial intelligence, and training needs in partner countries. Secondly, 
it seeks to provide interpretation of this data in the way that will be directly useful for making pedagogical 
decisions within the next stage of the work. The process of comparing different countries' experiences is not an 
end in itself but rather a tool that helps understand which kind of support is needed by target groups in each 
case. 

The analysis was carried out based on data obtained from three major sources: desk research performed in 
national context, national reports generated based on the survey results, and the standardized questionnaire 
completed during this research. The combination of these three sources makes it possible to analyse national 
context and at the same time make a cross-country comparison using one analytical framework. 

While country-level evidence is the focus of the present report, it should be noted that each country is quite 
heterogeneous. Depending on such factors as type and mission of the institution, professional roles, and 
experience, people in different organizations might have different conceptions about digital communication 
practices and AI adoption, science communication, and international visibility. Therefore, the suggested 
approach allows considering not only country-specific issues but also some more general patterns. 

Altogether, this report aims to inform pedagogical decisions that need to be made during Work Package 3. In 
other words, this is a tool to facilitate evidence-based reasoning within the SPIN OVER project, helping to get a 
clear picture of current needs and priorities, which will be helpful in developing project outcomes in the next 
phase of the work. 
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2. Methodology and Comparative Analytical Framework 
The comparative report is the result of integrating three distinct yet complementary lines of evidence into one 
analytical perspective to achieve a combination of contextual thoroughness and cross-country comparability. 
In terms of methodology, the report strives for a balance between the inclusion of broad national level evidence 
on one side, and harmonized methods and questions used throughout the entire study, on the other. It is in line 
with the main objective of Work Package 2 (WP2), which is to collect an appropriate body of evidence that would 
enable us to design SPIN OVER Toolkit, OERs and learning resources. 

The methodology developed for WP2 was coordinated by EIA/Atlântica as the leader of the WP, with special 
regard to template consistency, comparability of contributions, and the link between research findings and 
pedagogical choices to be made in WP3. From this point of view, the comparative report is not the end-product 
of an independent study, but rather a product of a well-designed process in which desk research, survey data, 
and national analysis come together in one coherent narrative. 

For binary or semi-binary questions, non-standard free-text responses were reviewed and recoded where their 
meaning was clearly equivalent to an affirmative, negative, or uncertain answer. 

2.1 Sources Used 
The report draws on three principal evidence streams, each of which serves a distinct but complementary 
function within the overall comparative design. 

Table 1 - Evidence streams 

Evidence 
stream 

Source 
document(s) How it was used in the comparative report 

Desk research National desk 
research reports 
produced by partner 
organisations 

For providing the context at the country level about higher education 
systems, innovation ecosystems, digital transformation projects, 
developments relating to artificial intelligence, science 
communication activities, and the opportunities/constraints that 
exist for university-based spin-offs. 

National 
report 

Country-level survey 
analysis prepared by 
partners 

For developing the national perspective of survey results, by 
combining the descriptive statistical findings with a contextual 
qualitative interpretation based on the partners' ecosystem. 

Questionnaire Standardised WP2 
survey instrument 

For creating a consistent analytical structure at the country level, 
making it possible to compare organizational practices, opinions, 
weaknesses, and training needs in digital communication, artificial 
intelligence, science communication, international outreach, and 
learning preferences. 

 

The national desk research was intended to serve as a contextual basis for comparative analysis. The function 
of desk research went beyond mere description; it included also interpretation to contextualise findings related 
to survey into general national policies, institutions, and ecosystems. The functional dimension of this kind of 
research is apparent in all the reports which have been produced so far. As the Portuguese desk research shows, 
for instance, practices of communication and application of AI technologies can be viewed against the 
background of scientific excellence, digital transition, and cooperation between academia and industry within 
the framework of national strategy; the Italian desk report discusses issues of digitalisation and AI within the 
context of systemic modernisation and National Recovery and Resilience Plan; the Turkish report makes 
connections between transformation of higher education and national digital and AI strategies but, at the same 
time, highlights shortcomings in digital skill sets; lastly, the Greek report places digital transformation into the 
context of reform involving higher education, innovation, and modernisation of the public sector. 
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Whereas the national desk report provided context, the questionnaire fulfilled a different methodological 
purpose. Since all partners used identical questions, the resulting data could be viewed as a comparative 
benchmark that made it possible to examine awareness, practices, confidence, barriers, orientations, and 
training needs related to digital transformation within the partnership. That is why the use of the questionnaire 
made comparative analysis methodologically viable. 

To make cross-country comparisons based on responses collected using questionnaires, it was decided to 
apply a single sampling rule to all survey datasets. Namely, only initial fifty timestamps received from each 
partner were retained for further comparative analysis; because of the double presence of two partners in 
Portugal, initial twenty-five timestamps from each Portuguese partners’ respondents were taken for analysis. 
This was done to ensure comparability of national samples and avoid an imbalance in the number of responses 
received from each partner. Time bias was possible as a consequence, if all data collection hadn’t been 
conducted in a short time span, simultaneously in all countries. 

2.2 Comparative logic 
The logic of comparative analysis adopted here follows the general path from patterns to contrasts and 
ultimately to interpretation. Specifically, for each of the major thematic categories, a comparative analysis 
starts with identifying the dominant country-level patterns present in the consolidated dataset. The next step 
involves highlighting the key similarities and contrasts between the national cases and discussing their 
relevance for further interpretation. Then, the report turns to interpreting these patterns in relation to SPIN OVER 
project goals and, more specifically, WP3 priorities. 

In practice, this implies that countries are not addressed sequentially in the body of the report unless it is 
necessary for the analytical narrative. Rather, specific country-level findings are highlighted selectively to 
illustrate a pattern or reveal contrasts. An aggregate presentation of the country-level findings is provided in the 
form of matrices, overviews, and tables. This approach to country comparison is explicitly stipulated by the 
template and is crucial for maintaining comparability across country cases. 

Second, an important principle in this report is triangulation. Namely, more solid conclusions are drawn where 
similar patterns emerge across at least two datasets, and especially where the survey results are confirmed by 
the information gathered during desk research. Given that the focus of the SPIN OVER project is on factors such 
as the maturity of communication practices, AI use, and the visibility of the university startups, self-reports 
cannot provide an adequate picture. In this respect, the national context – including the institutional ecosystem, 
policy environment, and other factors – is crucial. The approach chosen for the comparative analysis assumes 
that a finding receives more analytical weight when supported by the respondent data and desk research 
findings together. 

Another point worth noting is that the comparative analysis considers other potential dimensions of variance 
besides the country level. Since the unit of analysis is still based on the country, this report is not expected to 
assume the homogeneity of perceptions within each nation. Rather, it should consider the possibility that 
perceptions vary depending on organizational type, respondent role, and professional experience. Specifically, 
if one organizational type or one respondent group dominates a country-level sample, the analysis will pay close 
attention to this aspect of variance. 

As noted above, the logic of the comparative analysis is closely linked to WP2 objectives and priorities. Namely, 
WP2 is designed to produce new knowledge about communication practices, AI-driven marketing, and media 
outreach in universities, and to ensure that this knowledge could later contribute to developing the appropriate 
training material. Thus, for the purposes of WP2, comparative analysis emerges as the optimal way of identifying 
common training needs and lessons learned. 
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3. Comparative Profile of Respondents and Countries 
Before discussing the substantive comparison of findings, the current chapter outlines the respondent profiles 
in the partner countries to allow for a better understanding of the data gathered. Since perceptions about digital 
communication, AI adoption, science communication, and international visibility can be affected by the 
professional positions held by the respondents, the internal make-up of the study population is considered an 
indispensable element of the research process rather than an additional preliminary task. This is why the 
following part describes the respondent pool based on a combination of concise interpretive accounts and 
comparative country graphics. Table 2 provides a summary of the primary respondent attributes by country, 
whereas Figures 1, 2, and 3 display the differences between the respondent professions, organizations, and 
years of professional experience in the partner countries, respectively. 

Table 2 - Comparison of respondent profiles 

Country Dominant respondent role Dominant organisation type Largest experience band 

Bulgaria Research / teaching (34%) University (50%) More than 12 years (46%) 

Greece  Research / teaching (32%) University (64%) More than 12 years (34%) 

Italy  Research / teaching (42%) Research centre (30%) More than 12 years (48%) 

Poland  Communication / marketing 
(32%) 

Research centre (30%) More than 12 years (74%) 

Portugal Research / teaching (28%) University (26%) More than 12 years (46%) 

Türkiye Students / early-stage 
researchers (48%) 

University (78%) More than 12 years (38%) 

 

 
Figure 1 - Respondent Role Profile by Country 
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Figure 2 - Organisation type profile by country 

 
Figure 3 - Professional experience profile by country 

Across the consortium, there are certain similarities in addition to considerable variation within the samples. 
The standardization is achieved only in terms of the number of responses collected in each of the countries 
since there exists different combinations of professions, organizational settings, and experience within each of 
the country-based sets of data. This difference is important for the analysis since it affects how participants 
perceive communication, use of artificial intelligence technologies, science promotion, and interactions 
between nations. 

The first and perhaps the most evident dimension refers to the role played by the respondents in their 
organizations, as illustrated in Figure 1. While the overall sample represents the higher education and innovation 
ecosystem, the internal composition varies considerably among countries. In Bulgaria, Greece, Italy, and 
Portugal, the sample is mainly composed of respondents engaged in research and teaching. It means that the 
survey is significantly influenced by the perspectives of actors embedded in the academic and knowledge-
production environment. The most prominent example is Italy, where 42% of respondents belong to this 
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category, followed by Bulgaria and Greece with approximately one-third of the sample. In Portugal, the profile is 
also consistent with the previous example but somewhat less concentrated and dispersed across other 
respondent groups. 

The situation in Poland differs from the rest of the partnership. Here, the largest group of respondents (32%) 
works in communication and marketing-related functions, which makes the Polish sample significantly more 
communication-oriented than that of other partner countries. This feature is analytically important because a 
sample that is more shaped by communication specialists can be expected to articulate organizational needs 
from more strategic, audience-focused, and performance-oriented angles compared to the academic staff. 

The sample of Türkiye is also unique. Almost half of respondents (48%) are categorized as students or early-
stage researchers, while another 38% have research and teaching roles. Consequently, this country is 
characterized by a younger age profile with higher academic-market transition. Compared to the previous 
examples, this feature might influence how confidence, training needs, and organizational capacity are 
assessed because early-stage respondents may occupy different institutional positions from senior academics, 
managers, or specialist communicators. 

The second and equally critical dimension pertains to the type of organization in which the respondents work, 
as illustrated in Figure 2. A prominent pattern is the prevalence of universities in several countries. Türkiye is the 
strongest case, where 78% of respondents represent universities, followed by Greece (64%) and Bulgaria (50%). 
In these countries, the survey captures the perspectives mainly emerging from higher education institutions 
rather than from the wider entrepreneurial or intermediary environment. This finding is relevant to the objectives 
of SPIN OVER and implies that the country-specific picture will be institution-centred. Contrasting, the samples 
of Italy and Poland demonstrate more diversified organizational profiles. For instance, in Italy, the leading 
organizational type is the research centre (30%), followed by universities (26%), startups or spin-offs (14%), with 
smaller but noticeable proportions in NGOs, public agencies, and incubator-like structures. In Poland, we see 
a similar but somewhat distinctive picture. Research centres constitute 30% of the sample, followed by startups 
or spin-offs (20%), public institutions (20%), and incubators or accelerators (14%). Universities account for only 
16% of respondents in Poland, which makes this country the least university-centred sample among all 
partners. 

Finally, the most diverse case is Portugal. Here, no single organizational type is dominant. Universities represent 
26% of the sample, followed by incubators or accelerators (20%), NGOs and associations (14%), public 
institutions (14%), and companies or SMEs (14%). Thus, Portugal's sample reflects a relatively balanced mix, 
capturing the views of institutional, intermediary, and entrepreneurial actors. From a comparative perspective, 
such diversity might be both an advantage and a limitation for the Portuguese evidence because it may provide 
a richer picture, but at the same time, the sample might become less internally homogeneous compared to 
countries with a single organizational type predominating. 

The third dimension relates to the number of years of professional experience, as illustrated in Figure 3. Overall, 
the survey sample does not comprise novice respondents in any country. Instead, in every partnering country, 
the largest single band exceeds 12 years, which indicates that the data collection was significantly shaped by 
respondents with developed professional trajectories. Poland stands out as the country with the highest 
proportion of experienced respondents (74%), making its sample notably senior. Italy, Bulgaria, and Portugal 
also demonstrate considerable concentrations of respondents with rich experience (between 46% and 48%). 

In Greece, we observe somewhat more balanced composition. While the largest experience band (>12 years) is 
also relevant here (34%), the second-largest band (4-7 years) comprises 30% of respondents. This result shows 
that the Greek sample is combined of experienced respondents along with the presence of mid-career actors. 
Finally, the sample of Türkiye is distinctive because, although the largest band (>12 years) is also relevant here 
(38%), there is a more balanced representation of other experience groups, including relatively high proportions 
in the 1-3 years and <1 years bands. This result aligns with the previous discussion of the stronger presence of 
students and early-stage researchers in Figure 1. 

In summary, we see that national samples are comparable in size but differ in internal composition. Bulgaria, 
Greece, and Italy are institutionally anchored samples; Poland is communication- and intermediary-oriented; 
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Portugal is the most heterogeneous case; and Türkiye has a university-based sample with the additional 
contribution of early-stage respondents. These differences should not undermine the comparative analysis. 
Instead, they contribute to it by reminding us that apparent national variations might relate not only to countries 
but also to specific positions within the broader ecosystem. 

3.2 Data quality and limitations 
The methodology of the dataset informing this comparative report proves effective in many respects. Above all, 
the implementation of a single questionnaire among the partner countries creates an identical basis for analysis 
and comparison of the respondents' characteristics, opinions, and needs. In addition, the equal samples ensure 
an unbiased and logically valid comparison, undistorted by the imbalance in the number of responses. 
Methodologically speaking, the dataset benefits from such a structure, which allows avoiding problems of 
comparison that would have emerged if some countries had been represented with disproportionately large 
samples. 

However, some limitations can be identified in the context of the dataset as well. First, since the survey data are 
based on the information provided by respondents, it reflects their subjective perception of the level of 
organizations' digital maturity, degree of awareness, and training needs. On one hand, the data collected in this 
manner are important for gaining insight into those aspects. On the other hand, such self-reporting could lead 
to the overestimation and underestimation of the actual situation in some countries. 

Another limitation related to the national sample diversity relates to the heterogeneity of the respondents 
themselves and of the organizational contexts in which they work. As shown above, each country is dominated 
by either academics, communication professionals, or other actors. Likewise, the respondents are employed in 
universities, R&D centres, startups, incubators, NGOs, etc. These differences do not necessarily represent any 
weaknesses of the methodology; nevertheless, they add complexity to the interpretation of the results. Thus, in 
some cases, the apparent difference between countries could be at least partially explained by the professional 
or organizational orientation of respondents from that country. 

It is also necessary to mention that the sample cannot be perceived as a statistically representative map of the 
national ecosystems. Instead, it should be understood as a carefully selected set of comparable and 
standardized country-level data about the relevant actors. Therefore, the value of the data lies not in the 
statistical representativeness but in the patterns, contrasts, and similarities emerging from the comparison of 
country-based profiles. 

Furthermore, the dataset presents limitations in terms of some of the profile variables, such as the respondents' 
role and organization type, which provide sufficient information for the comparative analysis. However, other 
potentially informative variables like geographical spread in a country are inconsistent in terms of richness. As 
a result, it would be incorrect to consider this chapter as a geographically comprehensive map of the national 
ecosystems. Instead, the chapter discusses the profiles of respondent ecosystems from the standpoint of their 
comparability. 

Finally, just like any multi-country survey data, some of the responses are incomplete and cannot be easily 
categorized. In particular, the open categories sometimes included very specific descriptions of respondents' 
roles and organizational positions. This necessitated classification and categorization during analysis, which 
was carried out based on the most significant and consistent groups of information. As a result, this chapter 
features visualizations built according to the specially created category groupings, ensuring the accuracy of 
cross-country comparisons. 

Overall, this dataset seems to be well-suited to the purposes of this report. It allows making an adequately 
balanced and analytically valid comparison of respondents and their institutional contexts. Contrary to what it 
may seem at first glance, the current chapter serves not only as a preliminary descriptive part of the report but 
also as a prerequisite for the thematic comparison in the next section. 
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4. Comparative Findings by Thematic Area 
In this chapter, we bring together the main results of our comparative analysis based on four themes identified 
in WP2 as the central areas of analysis: digital communication, communication and marketing based on AI, 
science communication, and international visibility in innovation ecosystems. Based on our surveys as well as 
national context analysis, we strive to reveal the key patterns, differences, and common features across the 
partnership. In this respect, we provide an analytical framework for our crosscutting analysis and 
recommendations for WP3 presented in the following chapters. 

4.1 Digital Communication Practices 

 
Figure 4 - Digital communication practices by country 

Comparison overview 

Over the course of the partnership, the importance of digital communication has changed from secondary to 
primary and became a part of everyday institutional and entrepreneurial practice. All countries have relatively 
high confidence in digital communication tool use and high frequency of using digital tools in professional 
activities. At the same time, the survey results highlight that routine use of digital communication strategies 
cannot be seen as equivalent to strategic maturity. Awareness of these strategies is average rather than high, 
and a large majority of respondents from all countries believe that there is a continuous need for further 
organizational training. As such, one can observe a picture of the partnership where participants engage actively 
with digital communication but still have room for improvement in terms of planning, targeting, and evaluating 
their efforts. 

Country contrasts 

Country contrasts are illustrative. The awareness of digital communication strategies score is the highest in 
Türkiye (3.74/5). Meanwhile, the mean confidence in using digital communication tools is the highest in Greece 
(4.18/5). Digital communication intensity, as measured through the frequency of its use, is the highest in 
Bulgaria (96%), while it is the lowest in Italy (64%). Despite the low level of frequent use, Italy achieves a relatively 
high result regarding the awareness of digital communication strategies. Poland emerges as a particular case 
study in this aspect because it demonstrates the lowest awareness score (3.08/5), but high mean values for 
confidence (4.08/5), use frequency (82%), and representation of communications specialists in the sample.  

The need for organizational training is high in all countries, albeit differently pronounced. The greatest need for 
further training was reported in Türkiye (86%) and Greece (84%), followed by Italy (78%) and Portugal (78%) and 
Poland (76%). Bulgaria, however, demonstrates lower needs (54%), but also a much greater number of 
undecided answers than the other countries. This makes the Bulgarian value less representative. The most 
mentioned training needs across countries relate to digital communication strategy and planning, 
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communicating research and innovation, social media strategy, branding and institutional visibility, and 
integrating AI tools. 

Interpretation 

The comparative trends observed in the survey are strongly backed by the desk research conducted. According 
to the national report, Italy sees the problem of digital communication being used operationally and 
insufficiently strategically, particularly in the context of promoting the spin-off entities from universities 
internationally. Türkiye sees a similar picture, where digital communication tools are used but lack of strategic 
planning, branding, audience segmentation, performance monitoring, and targeting are significant issues. 
Similarly, Greece is seen as a country where digital tools are used more often but not necessarily in the 
framework of strategically integrated processes of branding and reaching out. Portugal and Bulgaria contribute 
additional nuance to the comparison. In the former, growth in digital communication professionalism is 
mentioned alongside structural problems of accessibility and inclusivity. Meanwhile, digital communication is 
considered a strategically critical process for Bulgaria, but some disconnection exists between effort and 
positioning. 

The Polish desk research adds a further layer to this interpretation by showing that digital communication in 
higher education is often weakened by organisational fragmentation, overly formal content styles, limited in-
house expertise in digital marketing and web analytics, and an emphasis on short-term recruitment campaigns 
rather than sustained year-round brand building. In the Polish case, therefore, the issue appears to lie less in 
digital activity itself than in strategic coordination, audience adaptation, and institutional communication 
capacity. 

The general conclusion to draw from the findings is that the issue of digital communication is not a matter of 
exposing participants to technology but improving their approach to the implementation of digital solutions. It 
is already common practice across institutions to use digital communication strategies, but they are sometimes 
not sufficiently deliberate, analytically grounded, or aligned with the overall business and institutional mission. 
This finding will be relevant for WP3, indicating that the project should not start with addressing elementary 
digital literacy and should focus instead on transitioning from digital presence to communication design. 

Implications for SPIN OVER 

As far as WP3 is concerned, the implication is straightforward. Training materials should cover strategic 
communication planning, audience segmentation, channel selection, framing, and evaluation of 
communication performance through metrics. It is expected that the participants are already using digital tools 
but need help doing it more efficiently. As a result, the micro-lessons should be developed to aid users in 
correlating communication objectives with channels, content formats, targeted audiences, and outcomes. 

In addition, WP3 needs to include differentiated cases reflecting varied practices. Specifically, it should contain 
cases focused on institutional branding, community outreach, communicating research, and visibility of 
startups. Useful practical modules could include content planning, innovation storytelling, analytics, and 
accessible communication. 

Table 3 - Comparative evidence matrix 

Indicator BG GR IT PL PT TR Comparative takeaway 

Awareness of digital 
communication 
strategies (mean, 1–5) 

3.38 3.62 3.46 3.08 3.62 3.74 Awareness is moderate across all 
countries, with Türkiye highest and 
Poland lowest; no country reaches 
an unequivocally advanced level. 

Frequent use of digital 
communication tools 
(%) 

96 82 64 82 76 76 Operational use is high across the 
partnership, but varies 
considerably, suggesting that 
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Indicator BG GR IT PL PT TR Comparative takeaway 

routine use does not automatically 
imply strategic maturity. 

Need for 
organizational digital 
communication 
training (%) 

54 84 78 76 78 86 Demand for further training is strong 
in almost all contexts, confirming 
digital communication as a major 
WP3 priority. 

4.2 AI Integration in Communication and Marketing 

 
Figure 5 - AI integration in communication and marketing by country 

Comparative overview 

Analysis of AI-related responses reveals a partnership that acknowledges the importance of AI, is increasingly 
exposed to AI tools, demonstrates strong interests in training but is mostly placed somewhere between 
exploratory and tactical usage of the technologies and not much further. Awareness of AI tools used in 
communication and marketing is relatively high across all countries while comfort with the technologies, even 
though is not low, is still lower compared to that of digital communication. Organizational usage of AI is also 
relatively widespread across the partnership but is still not universal and, alongside this fact, is accompanied 
with exceptionally high needs for training among all countries. 

Personal usage of AI tools also revealed only one dominant tendency: ChatGPT was used by respondents 
significantly more often than any other tool followed by Canva AI in some instances. This indicates one very 
distinctive trait of modern AI implementation as people mainly get access to AI via well-known and popular 
generative tools. At least, that seems to be the case based on respondents' answers regarding the type of 
learning they require to improve their skills with AI. All countries reported relatively high need for gaining 
expertise in such fields as analysis of data with AI, content generation, automation of social media, campaigns 
evaluation, audience segmentation and ethical and responsible use of AI in communication. 

Country contrasts 

Türkiye scored the highest AI awareness rating (3.68/5), followed by Portugal (3.62/5), and Bulgaria and Greece 
(3.60/5 each).. Italy recorded the lowest score at 3.14/5. Regarding organizational AI usage, Polish respondents 
reported the highest percentage of their organizations implementing AI tools for communication or marketing 
purposes (66%). Following Poland were Portugal and Türkiye (50%), while the lowest percentage came from 
Greece, which recorded only 36%. Highest confidence in working with AI tools belongs again to Türkiye (3.72/5), 
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followed by Portugal (3.60/5), Greece (3.56/5) and Bulgaria (3.54/5). Italy remained last once again, scoring 
3.30/5 in this respect. 

But what truly stands out in country-based analysis is the almost total convergence in interest in training in the 
sphere of AI. While interest in learning about AI tools reached impressive numbers like 84-88% among Bulgarian, 
Italian and Greek respondents, 90% in Bulgaria, Italy and Portugal, 92% in Greece, and 96% in both Türkiye and 
Poland. It seems that despite already implemented AI technologies, respondents do not believe their skills and 
organizations' capabilities are enough and consider AI not only important but also underutilized. 

The final interesting distinction between the countries that can be made based on the results of the survey is the 
type of learning required. In Bulgaria, Italy, Greece and Poland the most needed type of learning related to AI was 
data analysis with AI tools. In Türkiye, data analysis was still on top of the list but was accompanied by content 
generation as well. In Portugal, learning priorities regarding AI were almost equal: data analysis, content 
generation and social media automation. Overall, this means that people who already have experience in using 
AI are eager to learn how to integrate the technologies into strategies and use for more complicated things like 
evaluation. 

Interpretation 

The survey findings correspond rather well to desk research. According to Italy's report, the currently existing AI 
tools used in communication are relatively new and exploratory in nature. Moreover, the effectiveness of AI 
tools' usage in Italy was stated to be limited due to insufficient analytical and strategic competences and legal 
literacy. Türkiye's report claimed that, in many cases, AI tools are still used reactively and in an ad hoc way and 
do not become part of a coherent strategy in communication and marketing processes. Greece's desk research 
showed that Greece is an environment of policy-driven AI experimentations, characterized by high visibility of AI 
technologies in general and of its use in communication and marketing but also by low degree of consistency in 
practice. 

Portugal's desk research confirmed a similar situation in Portugal as while there exist certain favorable 
conditions for the development of communication AI tools, usage of AI is still considered emergent. Finally, the 
report from Bulgaria provided additional insight into Bulgarian situation with communication AI. In Bulgaria, the 
development of innovative technologies in this field is characterized more by adaptation of already existing tools 
rather than by creating something new. The problem with the use of AI in Bulgaria, similarly to other countries, 
is also associated with insufficient knowledge in measuring the impact of AI and ethical and responsible use of 
these technologies. 

The Polish desk research adds an important contextual nuance to this pattern. While Poland has strengthened 
its policy framework for digital competences and AI development, it also identifies a major structural shortage 
of AI specialists, projected at around 200,000 by 2025. This helps explain why AI use may appear relatively 
dynamic at the level of interest and experimentation while remaining uneven in terms of organisational 
integration, strategic deployment, and advanced skills availability. 

The interpretation of this information is quite straightforward: this partnership is not characterized by lack of 
awareness about and usage of AI technologies, but by AI partialness. People know the tools, use them and 
implement in their organizations; however, it lacks integration of AI with communication practices like audience 
analysis, performance measuring, campaigns building and so on. The challenge faced here is how to move from 
exploratory use to more complex and accountable integration. 

Implications for SPIN OVER 

This implies that, when considering AI in WP3, it is necessary to pay attention to this topic and consider it to be 
integral part of training material. In addition, training material should not be limited to AI writing prompts. It 
seems that the most relevant topics would relate to AI-assisted analytics, campaign evaluation, workflow 
automation, audience targeting and, of course, ethical, responsible and legal aspects of this process. Moreover, 
it is necessary to build an effective learning program in which AI training will have different levels. 

For example, the first module might include introductory lectures on main types of tools and main use cases in 
the field. The second, more advanced, should contain examples of practical use in the sphere of communication 
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and marketing. And the third, advanced level, could focus on measurement, automation and responsible 
governance. Given the facts mentioned above, it can be useful to consider ChatGPT and Canva AI as examples 
of AI tools and applications during trainings. 

Table 4 - Comparative evidence matrix 

Indicator BG GR IT PL PT TR Comparative takeaway 

Awareness of AI 
tools for 
communication 
and marketing 
(mean, 1–5) 

3.60 3.60 3.14 3.28 3.62 3.68 Awareness is moderate in all countries, 
suggesting broad familiarity but not fully 
consolidated maturity. 

Organisations 
currently using AI 
tools for 
communication 
or marketing (%) 

44 36 40 66 50 50 Organisational use is present but 
uneven; Poland is notably ahead, while 
Greece lags. 

Interest in 
training on AI for 
communication 
and marketing 
(%) 

90 92 90 96 90 96 Training demand is exceptionally high 
across the partnership, making AI one of 
the clearest priorities for WP3. 

4.3 Science Communication and Research Dissemination 

 
Figure 6 - Science communication capacity by country 

Comparative Overview 

Science communication becomes a point of high importance for the partnership in question. At the same time, 
there is some partial institutional consolidation. In all countries, the importance of science communication is 
assessed positively, but the awareness of tools and approaches used, specific staffing, and external 
communication of research results occur less frequently than expected. In other words, science 
communication is highly valued and important, but it has not become a routine skill and a resource yet. 
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Based on the survey, the gap between awareness and practice is one of the most striking comparative results of 
the report. Respondents admit the importance of science communication; they do not doubt its value. At the 
same time, awareness rates are medium at best, and a proportion of participants who reported frequent 
external communication of research results is much lower than their perception of the importance of science 
communication. This feature is especially true for Bulgaria, Portugal, and Poland, although it applies to the 
partnership. 

The communication formats used also speak volumes about the current state of science communication in the 
partner countries. Social media posts, public events or open days, and press releases are the most common 
science communication techniques in the surveyed countries. Academic repositories are also used widely, 
especially in Italy, Türkiye, and Greece. Videos and infographics are also applied in science communication, but 
much less often than the formats mentioned previously. 

Country Contrasts 

Türkiye ranks first in the mean importance of science communication (4.08/5), followed by Italy (3.94/5), Greece 
(3.90/5), and Bulgaria and Portugal (3.86/5). Poland is next (3.72/5). As far as the infrastructure in question is 
concerned, Türkiye ranks first once again, with 72% of respondents claiming the presence of a dedicated team 
for science communication or its shared responsibility. Italy also shows a high score (68%), while Bulgaria 
records a lower but still relevant level (56%). 

When it comes to the frequency of external communication of research results, the country ranking changes 
dramatically. The highest proportion of such participants was recorded in Italy (54%), followed by Türkiye (44%), 
Greece (40%), Portugal (36%), Poland (26%), and Bulgaria (22%). This result implies that countries with roughly 
equal importance rates demonstrate very different levels of actual external communication of research results. 

Perceptions of adequacy also reveal significant differences. Bulgarian respondents ranked first regarding this 
aspect (84%), followed by those from Türkiye (80%) and Italy (76%). Portugal, Greece, and especially Poland 
showed lower rates. This gap might indicate either the lack of necessary skills and tools for science 
communication or more stringent standards set by the latter group of respondents. Anyway, the results prove 
that the necessary preparation level is still not attained. 

Interpretation 

The review of desk research allows understanding the survey results better. The Portuguese report emphasises 
that science communication is socially important and institutionally necessary, but it faces many challenges, 
including misinformation, scientific complexity, and unequal levels of capacity needed to transform the former 
into public-friendly formats. Greece demonstrates a similar situation: public attitude to science remains largely 
positive, but it implies that people perceive science passively, which necessitates more active communication 
practices. The report on Türkiye mentions that science communication already has a strong history in the 
country and shows growing interest in experimenting with it using AI, although this process is fragmented and 
lacks systematic integration. The Italian desk research highlights persisting problems with data literacy, 
governance of artificial intelligence, and audience-specific public engagement initiatives despite good research 
performance. The Bulgarian review reiterates the strategic importance of science communication and notes 
that the existing institutions, public engagement channels, and capacities should be improved to achieve this 
goal. The Polish desk research adds a further layer to this interpretation by showing that science communication 
remains structurally dispersed and insufficiently institutionalised. At the same time, the declaration of 2026 as 
the Year of Science Popularization and the establishment of an Advisory Group on Science Communication 
indicate a move towards a more coordinated, professionalised, and system-aware approach in the Polish 
context. 

Overall, the results of the survey and desk research allow identifying the main message conveyed by them. The 
science base is developed quite well, but science communication does not enjoy the same success. Many 
organizations admit the importance of science communication, but they do not perform it in the way implied by 
this recognition, i.e., consistently, confidently, and diversely. 
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Implications for SPIN OVER 

In the framework of WP3, science communication should be considered as a competence area in itself and not 
as an extension of general digital communication. In particular, the results presented above show that there is 
a great need for specific modules that discuss how to write in a language suitable for non-expert readers, 
communicate research impact, tell stories about research results, communicate visually or with videos, and 
interact with the media. It also makes sense to combine science communication with AI and digital 
technologies, although the participants might benefit from specific illustrations of this approach 

Table 5 - Comparative evidence matrix 

Indicator BG GR IT PL PT TR Comparative takeaway 

Importance of 
science 
communication 
(mean, 1–5) 

3.86 3.90 3.94 3.72 3.86 4.08 Science communication is valued in all 
countries; the issue is not legitimacy, but 
operational capacity. 

Organisations 
with dedicated or 
shared science 
communication 
responsibility (%) 

56 58 68 64 64 72 Infrastructure exists in many contexts but 
is uneven and often based on shared 
rather than specialised responsibility. 

Respondents 
reporting 
frequent external 
communication 
of research 
results (%) 

22 40 54 26 36 44 Practice lags behind perceived 
importance, especially in Bulgaria and 
Poland, revealing a substantial 
implementation gap. 

 

4.4 International Visibility and Ecosystem Integration 

 
Figure 7 - International visibility and ecosystem integration by country 

Comparative overview 

The international dimension reveals a distinct profile that stands out as one of the most interesting in the survey. 
While partner organisations actively participate in international collaboration and visibility activities, awareness 
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of international visibility strategies proves comparatively moderate. Moreover, a relatively small share of 
respondents reports their organisations as having a well-defined brand or visibility strategy. It seems that 
international collaboration is a reality in partner countries, while international visibility requires more focus and 
elaboration.  

International partnerships, participation in fairs or other events, and participation in international research 
networks are among the most prevalent activities supporting international visibility. However, digital campaigns 
aimed at international audiences and startup or innovation programmes with international components are less 
popular in partner countries. Overall, internationalisation appears to be relatively successful in relational and 
networking aspects, while communication with international audiences needs further development. 

These findings gain significance since it signals a structural difference between collaboration and visibility. Many 
organisations are already involved in international activities. At the same time, their readiness to develop a 
consistent visibility strategy proves relatively weak. 

Country contrasts 

Portugal emerges as the best-performing country in the context of the international dimension. It leads in 
awareness of international visibility strategies (3.42/5), share of respondents reporting the existence of an 
international brand or visibility strategy (70%), and mean ecosystem connection score (3.74/5). Türkiye is a close 
second in terms of the extent of international collaboration (90%). Its ecosystem connection score proves 
comparable to that of Portugal (3.68/5), though the share of respondents reporting the existence of an 
international strategy falls short of Portugal's result (50%). 

Italy exhibits a relatively balanced profile in the international dimension. Its awareness score proves relatively 
good (3.10/5), while the share of respondents reporting the existence of a brand or visibility strategy (or 
development thereof) reaches 48%. Türkiye is the strongest performer on the international dimension, while its 
share of respondents reporting an international strategy is lower than Portugal's (38%).  

Poland occupies a comparatively disadvantaged position in the international dimension. Its awareness score is 
the lowest in the sample (2.12/5), while the share of respondents reporting the existence of an international 
strategy is lower as well (24%). Ecosystem connection scores also prove low (2.60/5). Yet, the extent of 
international involvement in Polish universities remains relatively high (72%). 

Bulgaria and Greece reveal a pattern like that seen in Türkiye. Both countries report relatively high levels of 
international collaboration (82% in Bulgaria and 86% in Greece). However, the share of respondents reporting a 
brand or visibility strategy (or development thereof) remains relatively low in both countries (44%). 

Interpretation 

The desk research provides a comprehensive explanation for these results. According to the desk report for 
Italian universities, international expansion of university startups proves challenging due to insufficient 
development of digital marketing and strategic communication competences. In Türkiye, the problem does not 
lie in the availability of organisational structures but in the lack of coherent strategies for internationalisation 
that could link university support systems, branding practices, and digital outreach. In Greece, the innovation 
ecosystem is described as increasingly rich in technology transfer offices (TTOs), science parks, incubators, and 
accelerators. However, strategic communication competences prove heterogeneous and uneven in the 
country. Portugal's strong results on the international dimension are consistent with the findings of desk 
research pointing at the relevance of international partnerships, mobility, and transnational research 
cooperation. Bulgaria's desk report also emphasises the rapid growth of innovation ecosystem and international 
ambitions yet points to systemic innovation deficits and incomplete integration between training, business, and 
investor environments. 
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Thus, it could be concluded that international visibility cannot be understood as international collaboration per 
se. Many organisations are already involved in international activities. However, the main challenge here is to 
communicate their involvement systematically and strategically. Moreover, ecosystem integration and 
international branding represent different yet related competences. 

Implications for SPIN OVER 

In the context of WP3, this implies that international visibility should be considered as a communication 
competency in addition to the networking aspect. Training should cover international branding, communication 
of innovations for international audiences, cross-cultural communication, partnership communication, and 
communication of innovations in international contexts. 

There is a strong need for practical advice on transforming international collaboration into visibility assets, such 
as communicating the value of partnerships, framing innovation for external ecosystems, adapting institutional 
messages to specific contexts, and enhancing digital communication channels' effectiveness for international 
positioning. 

Moreover, ecosystem integration is likely to be recognised as a communication competency in addition to 
networking. 

Table 6 - Comparative evidence matrix 

Indicator BG GR IT PL PT TR Comparative takeaway 

Awareness of 
international visibility 
strategies (mean, 1–5) 

2.58 2.86 3.10 2.12 3.42 3.22 Awareness is weakest in this 
thematic area overall, especially 
in Poland and Bulgaria. 

Organisations with an 
international 
branding/visibility 
strategy or one in 
development (%) 

44 44 48 24 70 48 Formal strategy is uneven and 
often underdeveloped, with 
Portugal clearly ahead and Poland 
clearly behind. 

Organisations involved 
in, or developing, 
international 
collaboration or 
visibility activities (%) 

82 86 88 72 80 90 International engagement is 
widespread but often outpaces 
the existence of explicit visibility 
strategy. 
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5. Cross-Cutting Patterns and Typologies Across Countries 
The following analysis transcends the thematic insights drawn from the previous section and draws out general 
patterns that appear throughout the national contexts and thematic areas alike. Instead of establishing a 
hierarchy of national contexts, the goal is to generate analytically meaningful typologies that help the 
partnership understand how common needs coincide, how national variations matter, and what differences 
might affect the WP3 output design. Therefore, the typologies outlined below must be understood as interpretive 
tools rather than closed categories: Countries might reflect multiple patterns at once, and the organizational 
make-up of the survey sample is instrumental in determining the intensity with which any specific pattern 
appears. The relevance of this consideration becomes clear when reviewing the distribution of respondent types 
identified in Section 3, whereby some national samples were dominated by academics, some by 
communications specialists, some by early-stage researchers or intermediaries, and so on. 

Taken together, the comparative data reveals that the partnership is defined not by straightforward 
shortcomings but by repeated patterns of incomplete development. While partner environments are hardly in 
their infancy, they do feature substantial digital engagement, AI knowledge, science communication activities, 
and international cooperation. However, these assets are unevenly institutionalized and rarely strategically, 
holistically, and professionally operationalized yet. In this vein, the most revealing interpretation of the results 
is not whether or not a characteristic is present, but rather a repeating transitional profile. 

 

Table 7 - Cross-cutting patterns and typologies across countries 

Pattern / Typology Description 
Countries or profiles 

where it appears most 
clearly 

Relevance for WP3 

Digitally active but 
strategically weak 

Organisations already 
use digital 
communication tools 
frequently and with 
reasonable confidence, 
but often without 
sufficiently developed 
strategy, audience 
segmentation, analytics, 
or long-term 
communication 
planning. 

Particularly visible in 
Italy, Greece, Türkiye, 
and Bulgaria; also partly 
in Poland, where 
operational 
communication is strong 
but strategic 
coordination appears 
uneven. More likely in 
institutionally centred 
contexts and in settings 
where digital 
communication remains 
embedded in broader 
administrative or 
academic routines rather 
than specialised 
communication 
structures. 

WP3 should not begin at 
the level of basic 
platform use alone. It 
should prioritise 
strategic planning, 
audience targeting, 
communication design, 
analytics, and the link 
between communication 
activity and institutional 
or startup objectives. 

AI-aware but low 
operational integration 

Awareness of AI is 
relatively widespread 
and interest in learning is 
exceptionally high, but 
organisational use 
remains uneven and 

Present across the whole 
partnership, but 
especially evident in 
Italy, Greece, Bulgaria, 
and Türkiye; Poland 
appears somewhat more 

WP3 should treat AI as a 
core transversal 
competence area but 
avoid reducing it to 
generic content 
generation. Training must 
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Pattern / Typology Description 
Countries or profiles 

where it appears most 
clearly 

Relevance for WP3 

often exploratory, 
reactive, or tactically 
confined to a few visible 
tools rather than 
integrated into 
workflows, evaluation, or 
targeting. 

dynamic in 
organisational uptake, 
though still constrained 
by skills gaps; Portugal 
occupies an 
intermediate position. 

include analytics, 
automation, campaign 
evaluation, governance, 
ethics, and integration 
into communication 
strategy. 

Strong science base but 
weak public-facing 
communication 

Science communication 
is valued and often 
supported by solid 
research cultures, yet 
communication to 
external audiences 
remains less frequent, 
less systematic, and less 
diversified than the level 
of importance attributed 
to it would suggest. 

Most visible in Bulgaria, 
Poland, and Portugal, but 
relevant across the 
whole partnership. It 
appears especially 
strongly in research-
oriented and university-
based contexts where 
scientific production is 
stronger than outward-
facing communication 
capacity. 

WP3 should treat 
science communication 
as a distinct competence 
area, including writing for 
non-specialists, 
research storytelling, 
impact communication, 
visual and video formats, 
and media-facing skills. 

Internationally 
connected but lacking 
targeted branding 

Many organisations 
already participate in 
international 
partnerships, research 
networks, and visibility 
activities, yet 
comparatively fewer 
have a clear branding or 
visibility strategy for 
international audiences. 

Most evident in Bulgaria, 
Greece, Poland, and 
Türkiye; also present in 
Italy. Portugal appears as 
the relative exception, 
with stronger alignment 
between collaboration 
and formal visibility 
strategy. 

WP3 should approach 
international visibility not 
only as networking, but 
as a communication 
skillset involving 
branding, partnership 
communication, cross-
cultural communication, 
and the ability to 
translate collaboration 
into recognisable 
external positioning. 

 

The first type of the observed phenomenon involves digital communication activity along with strategic 
incompetence. The analysis suggests that there is no lack of capacity when it comes to access to digital tools 
or operational use thereof. Indeed, the use of digital communications is a part of the routine practice in each of 
the partner countries. What the data shows, however, is that digital communication tends to go hand in hand 
with failure to integrate it into strategic plans, differentiate audiences, measure performance, or create 
positioning opportunities. The desk research carried out in several countries confirms that such disconnection 
continues to occur. For instance, in Italy, a similar issue is associated with inability to scale university-based 
startups internationally. In Türkiye, on the other hand, it stems from the disconnect between a considerable 
innovation potential and weak strategic communication skills. While digital communication becomes more 
visible in Greece, it remains disconnected from more consistent efforts at branding and outreach. Finally, the 
situation in Poland can be characterized by a different nuance, although communication capacity seems higher 
in this respect compared to some other partner countries, strategic planning, structural consistence, and 
orientation towards audiences seem less developed here. 
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As far as the second type of the phenomenon in question goes, it is based on awareness of AI and weak 
operational integration thereof. This pattern is found in practically all the participating countries and constitutes 
an obvious cross-section. Indeed, interest in AI training is extremely high across all of the participating countries, 
and the awareness of AI is relatively high. Yet actual organizational integration of AI is not always complete or 
thorough enough. In most cases, AI is used on the tactical, not systemic level, and familiarity with some tools 
does not mean enhanced organizational capacity. Thus, the issue cannot be viewed in terms of mere awareness 
but needs to be approached from the standpoint of consolidation of existing knowledge and skills. Although 
Poland is characterized by more active use of AI and a higher level of awareness thereof, it also faces problems 
related to shortages of advanced expertise in AI. Moreover, this can be seen in Turkey as well, alongside the fact 
that there are some strategic frameworks in place and experiments are underway. 

The third type of the observed phenomenon describes the mismatch between strong science bases and poor 
external communication practices in terms of the communication of research results and outcomes. In fact, in 
all countries, there are few doubts about the importance of science communication. However, the actual 
implementation of this strategy appears to be a challenge. Most clearly manifested in Bulgaria, Poland, and 
Portugal, this pattern suggests that despite the awareness of science communication being necessary, actual 
communication practices tend to suffer from poor structuring. This is confirmed by the desk research carried 
out in Poland, which has revealed that although science communication has been receiving more and more 
attention, it remains dispersed. For instance, the appointment of the Advisory Group on Science 
Communication and the Year of Science Popularization as 2026 can be regarded as significant steps in this 
direction. 

Finally, the fourth type of the phenomenon in question involves the participation in international activities but 
lacks proper international branding strategies. It turns out that the extent of international collaboration among 
participating organizations exceeds their engagement in international communication strategy development 
and implementation. This is particularly noticeable in Bulgaria, Greece, Poland, and Türkiye, whereas Italy is still 
included in this group as well. On the contrary, Portugal is a clear exception because in this country, the balance 
between international collaborations and visibility strategy development is relatively well-preserved. This point 
has been clearly revealed by the desk research conducted in Poland, which shows that this country possesses 
an enormous and well-developed research and innovation ecosystem as well as research infrastructure and 
innovation support measures. Yet the problem is that it lacks the necessary expertise in communication and 
marketing. 

A key point worth making at the end of this discussion is that the identified typologies are not random. Rather, 
they depend largely on the nature of the samples selected by partner countries. For instance, in Türkiye and 
Greece, issues of communication and visibility can be better understood within the context of institution-
focused communication, research dissemination, and system transformation. In Poland, which is characterized 
by the sample including a greater share of intermediary actors and communicators, strategic planning gaps, 
analytics, market positioning, and outreach conditions become relevant. Finally, the more diverse sample in 
Portugal can contribute to the observation that this country is often characterized by ecosystem awareness 
rather than other types of the observed pattern. Again, this does not render the typologies irrelevant. 

From the perspective of WP3, the practical significance of these observations is immense. First, the toolkit 
developed in WP3 cannot rely on topic-specific questions but should be focused on addressing the cluster of 
interrelated competence gaps. Strategic communication design, AI-powered processes, science 
communication, and international branding emerge not as individual, marginal topics but as interconnected 
areas. Second, the evidence provided above justifies the creation of a WP3 toolset that combines foundational 
content (which is applicable to all partner countries) with the example materials covering various organizational 
types (e.g., universities, research centres, startups, incubation facilities). 
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6. Comparative Training Needs and Capacity Gaps 
Here, the main themes are converted into a more operational interpretation of training demand within the 
partnership. Although Section 4 provided an overview of the main thematic gaps, this chapter focuses 
specifically on what people believe that they must learn, how such needs differ between countries, and what 
learning methods will allow for successful implementation in WP3. The analysis considers two levels of data: 
the first, the themes of the gaps identified earlier concerning digital communication, artificial intelligence, 
science communication, and international visibility; the second one, the relevant questions from the 
questionnaire addressing cross-cutting training needs and their format. Thus, the priorities discussed hereafter 
should not be seen as simple survey results but as the synthesis of demand and comparison. 

As can be seen at once, it would be inappropriate to state that the partnership has only one narrow area for 
upskilling. Rather, there is a complex of various needs for upskilling in a set of related areas. The most 
pronounced training needs relate to strategic digital communication, AI-based communication and marketing, 
and international communication. Science communication can be highlighted as another strong priority, 
especially given the significant mismatch identified between the importance and the frequency of its use 
discussed above. Networking and ecosystems seem important, but to some extent, they appear country 
dependent.  

6.1 Priority training areas 
The training requirements have been established via the reactions of individuals as well as organizations. The 
analysis demonstrates that some themes are universal, whereas others are dependent on national and 
organizational contexts. On an individual basis, the themes selected included digital communication strategy 
(65%), artificial intelligence tools for communication and marketing (53%), and international communication 
(50%). On the organizational level, the highest priority areas include international communication (56%), 
artificial intelligence tools for communication and marketing (55%), and digital communication strategy (45%). 
Science communication is in between and equally important, being selected by 41% of those surveyed at an 
individual and organizational level. 

Table 8 - Priority training areas 

Training area Evidence from 
questionnaire 

Country-level variation Priority level for WP3 

Digital communication 
strategy 

Selected by 65% of 
respondents as a 
personal training need 
and by 45% as an 
organisational need. It is 
the most frequently 
selected personal 
training area overall. 

Personal demand is 
strongest in Türkiye 
(70%), Portugal (68%), 
and Greece and Poland 
(66%). Organisational 
demand is strongest in 
Bulgaria (62%), followed 
by Türkiye (52%) and 
Poland (50%). 

High 

AI tools for 
communication and 
marketing 

Selected by 53% of 
respondents personally 
and 55% 
organisationally, making 
it one of the most 
consistently prioritised 
areas in the dataset. 

Personal demand is 
strongest in Bulgaria 
(68%), Türkiye (62%), 
and Poland (58%). 
Organisational demand 
is strongest in Greece 
(64%), Portugal (62%), 
and Türkiye (60%). 

High 
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Training area Evidence from 
questionnaire 

Country-level variation Priority level for WP3 

Science communication 

Selected by 41% of 
respondents both 
personally and 
organisationally. 
Although lower than 
digital communication 
and AI, it is reinforced by 
the major 
implementation gap 
identified in Section 4. 

Personal demand is 
strongest in Türkiye 
(64%), followed by 
Poland (44%) and 
Greece (42%). 
Organisational demand 
is strongest in Poland 
and Türkiye (56%), then 
Italy and Greece (44%). 

High 

Branding and visibility 

Selected by 26% of 
respondents personally 
and 39% 
organisationally. The 
lower personal score 
suggests that the issue is 
often perceived more as 
an institutional than an 
individual deficit. 

Organisational demand 
is strongest in Poland 
(54%), Greece (46%), 
and Italy (46%). Personal 
demand is highest in 
Poland (36%) and Türkiye 
(34%). 

Low 

International 
communication 

Selected by 50% of 
respondents personally 
and 56% 
organisationally. This is 
the strongest 
organisational training 
need overall. 

Personal demand is 
highest in Türkiye (56%), 
Greece (52%), and Italy 
(50%). Organisational 
demand peaks in Türkiye 
(70%), followed by Italy 
(64%), Greece (56%), 
and Portugal (52%). 

High 

Networking and 
ecosystem engagement 

Selected by 36% of 
respondents personally 
and 33% 
organisationally. It 
remains relevant but is 
less uniformly prioritised 
than most of the areas 
above. 

Personal demand is 
highest in Greece (42%) 
and Bulgaria (40%). 
Organisational demand 
is highest in Italy (44%) 
and Poland (40%). 

Medium 

 

Several things require highlighting here. Firstly, digital communication strategy continues to be the most clearly 
identified competence domain. It confirms the analysis provided in Section 4 when the main problem is not 
whether partner organizations use digital technologies but whether they use them strategically. Therefore, the 
learning need does not refer to digital literacy but rather to its advanced aspects like planning, targeting different 
audiences, aligning content, and measuring performance. 

Secondly, the learning need concerning AI cannot be viewed as a matter of interest relevant for just one or two 
countries alone. On the contrary, it is among the needs most consistently distributed throughout the partnership 
and thus needs to be included as one of the core topics of WP3 rather than a supplement to it. Critically, the 
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findings show that the partners do not just want to know how to use AI tools but how to apply AI in 
communication and marketing more systematically and responsibly. 

Thirdly, the position of science communication requires some clarification. Although it has the lowest 
percentage compared to digital communication or AI, it still does not mean that the partners are not interested 
in the topic. Quite on the contrary, the data shows that science communication is one of the topics where there 
is the largest discrepancy between the perceived importance of the issue and its real implementation in 
communication practices. 

Finally, organizational visibility, branding, and international communication seem to be particularly important 
to the partners. It implies that the partners view these topics from an institutional perspective and thus would 
like WP3 to cover not only personal skills development but also provide models, tools, and examples that could 
be implemented institutionally. 

6.2 Preferred learning formats 
The survey gives a distinct indication regarding respondents’ preferred modes of training engagement. The 
modes with the highest scores include interactive workshops (55%), case studies (50%), and webinars (49%), 
while short instruction videos (44%) and traditional workshops (43%) follow them. This finding is quite insightful 
as it shows that respondents prefer training which is practical, conversational, and applicable, yet scalable and 
easily accessible. Instead of focusing on extensive and formal training programs, respondents seem to 
appreciate a more diversified learning system comprising shorter and more specialized units together with 
interactions and discussions. 

Table 9 - Preferred learning formats 

Format Overall 
demand 

Countries where especially 
preferred 

Implication for delivery 

Interactive 
workshops 55% 

Especially strong in Portugal (62%), 
Türkiye (58%), and Greece and Poland 
(56%) 

Should be a central format for WP3, 
especially for piloting, discussion-
based practice, and application of 
tools or frameworks. 

Case studies 50% Especially strong in Greece (62%), 
Poland (60%), and Türkiye (56%) 

Confirms the value of concrete 
examples from universities, startups, 
incubators, and research centres; 
should be embedded throughout the 
toolkit. 

Webinars 49% Especially strong in Greece (60%), 
Bulgaria (54%), and Italy (52%) 

Suitable for transnational reach and 
efficient dissemination of common 
content across partners. 

Short 
instructional 
videos 

44% Especially strong in Türkiye (52%), 
Bulgaria (50%), and Greece (46%) 

Strongly supports the micro-learning 
logic of WP3 and the development of 
short, reusable platform-based 
resources. 

In-person 
workshops 43% Especially strong in Poland (56%), 

Türkiye (48%), and Italy (44%) 

Particularly useful for LTTA-related 
work, pilots, and activities requiring 
stronger facilitation or co-design. 

Live online 
sessions 35% 

Less weak in Greece (44%), Türkiye 
(42%), and Italy (38%) 

Can complement webinars with more 
interaction, especially where 
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discussion and feedback are 
important. 

Online self-
paced 
modules  

33% Less weak in Poland (42%), Greece 
(36%), and Türkiye (34%) 

Supports the online platform 
component of WP3, though best used 
in combination with more interactive 
formats. 

Toolkits / 
written guides 31% 

Less weak in Türkiye (46%) and Italy 
(42%) 

Possible reference layer within WP3, 
but should not be the sole mode of 
delivery. 

Blended 
learning 

29% Less weak in Greece (46%) and Poland 
(38%) 

Suggests that hybrid combinations of 
asynchronous and live learning will be 
valuable, especially in cross-country 
implementation. 

 

Accordingly, the preferences in terms of delivery methods point to a desire to avoid learning that is solely 
delivered within one channel of delivery and instead embrace a multimodal learning approach. Interactive and 
practice-driven modes come first, followed by short form and online learning types. All of this reflects the 
learning structure intended to be created around SPIN OVER, which includes micro-learning, OERs, an online 
platform, and practice-focused examples. As such, the survey results suggest the adoption of a delivery system 
that provides learning through explanation, examples, and application. 

Another interesting result is respondents' high preference of case studies over other methods. It reflects their 
preference for practical learning, as opposed to purely theoretical one, which means that WP3 should consider 
incorporating examples into the very design of its toolkits as opposed to merely providing them in addition to 
theoretical content. The most preferred type of delivery method is, of course, an interactive workshop, which 
means that the workshop will have to incorporate not only presenting examples but also discussing them in 
detail. 

6.3 From needs to competence clusters 
The information suggests that WP3 ought to avoid handling each questionnaire item as a separate training 
course module. Instead, it is advisable to group relevant requirements into a few competence domains, and at 
the same time categorize the various levels of training. In other words, the proposed training courses ought to 
be categorized into basic, intermediate, and advanced training modules. 

Table 10 - From needs to competence clusters 

Competence cluster Main needs grouped 
within it 

Suggested level 
structure 

Relevance for WP3 

Strategic digital 
communication and 
content design 

Digital communication 
strategy, content 
creation, social media 
strategy, audience 
targeting, planning and 
performance thinking 

Foundational to 
intermediate 

Core cluster for the 
whole partnership; 
should underpin all 
communication-related 
modules. 

AI-assisted 
communication, 

AI tools for 
communication and 
marketing, workflow 

Intermediate to 
advanced 

One of the clearest 
cross-partnership 
priorities; should form a 
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Competence cluster Main needs grouped 
within it 

Suggested level 
structure 

Relevance for WP3 

automation, and 
analytics 

automation, campaign 
support, data analysis, 
audience segmentation, 
responsible use of AI 

transversal strand of 
WP3. 

Science communication 
and public engagement 

Writing for non-
specialists, storytelling 
for research, 
communicating impact, 
visual and video 
communication, media 
interaction 

Foundational to 
intermediate 

Essential for bridging the 
gap between strong 
science bases and 
weaker public-facing 
communication. 

International visibility, 
branding, and cross-
cultural communication 

Branding and visibility, 
communication for 
global audiences, 
international 
communication, cross-
cultural communication, 
partnership 
communication 

Intermediate Directly addresses the 
comparative finding that 
collaboration often 
outpaces strategic 
visibility. 

Ecosystem engagement, 
networking, and 
stakeholder 
communication 

Networking within 
entrepreneurial 
ecosystems, 
stakeholder 
engagement, 
communication in 
incubator and support 
environments 

Intermediate More unevenly 
prioritised, but 
important for startup-, 
incubator-, and 
intermediary-facing 
outputs. 

Transversal ethics, 
accessibility, and 
evaluation 

Responsible AI use, 
communication ethics, 
accessibility, inclusion, 
metrics, and evidence-
based evaluation 

Transversal across all 
levels 

Should not stand alone 
as a marginal topic; 
needs to be integrated 
across the toolkit. 

 

The clustering approach brings several benefits. First, it helps to avoid fragmentation, allows easier navigation 
within the set of training programs, and is consistent with the notion that many needs overlap. For example, AI-
enabled communication simply cannot be effectively taught without considering strategies, analytical skills, 
and ethical aspects. Also, science communication overlaps with storytelling, audience adaptation, and design 
of online content. Thus, a comprehensive competence-oriented approach would be much more adequate than 
an extended list of independent training subjects. 

To summarize, the data provided in this section suggests several key considerations that should shape WP3 
design. Training should not be purely technical but rather strategic, modular rather than monolithic, and focused 
on practice rather than descriptions alone. The strongest common needs concern the move from activity to 
intentionality, from tool use to competent integration, and from isolated communication acts to more coherent 
institutional and entrepreneurial communication capacity. 
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7. Strategic Implications for WP3 Toolkit, Micro-lessons and OERs 
WP2 should be considered the background for WP3, taking into account national desk research, national 
reports, and the shared questionnaire to reveal common requirements and differences between countries. 
Therefore, WP3 is to be based on the concrete shortcomings revealed about such areas as communication 
strategy, AI-supported communication, science communication, and international visibility. 

These findings lead to the conclusion on several key design approaches. First, WP3 is supposed to promote 
moving towards strategic communication design rather than just digital presence since digital technologies 
have become popular, but still require proper planning, targeting, and evaluation. Second, AI-generated content 
should focus on marketing communication workflow and not on introduction since awareness is developing 
faster than implementation. Third, science communication should be considered as public and innovative at 
once since university startups must explain their benefits to non-academic stakeholders. Lastly, international 
visibility should be seen as one of communication competences since many organizations work globally and 
lack brand positioning strategies. 

It is possible to refer to national desk research results to confirm these conclusions. Italy and Türkiye claim that 
communication among university startups is mostly focused on operational aspects while analytics, CRM 
system, automation, and segmentation are insufficiently developed in this context. Greece reveals the low 
levels of institutional preparedness along with shortages in terms of advanced digital and AI skills useful for 
startup communication. All in all, WP3 should be designed in accordance with the actual needs of 
entrepreneurial communication practice. 

Table 11 - Mapping findings from WP2 and  implications for WP3 

Finding from WP2 
comparison 

Implication for WP3 
content 

Suggested output 
format Priority 

Digital communication is 
already frequent across 
the partnership, but 
strategic maturity is only 
moderate. 

WP3 should prioritise 
communication 
planning, audience 
segmentation, channel 
choice, content framing, 
and performance 
evaluation rather than 
basic tool 
familiarisation. 

Micro-lessons / Toolkit High 

Training demand in 
digital communication is 
strong in almost all 
countries. 

A common core 
sequence should be 
developed for all 
partners, covering 
objective setting, 
audience mapping, 
message design, content 
planning, and 
communication metrics. 

Platform module / Guide High 

AI awareness is growing, 
but use remains 
exploratory or tactical in 
many contexts. 

WP3 should include 
practical modules on AI 
for content generation, 
idea development, 
workflow support, 
audience analysis, and 

Micro-lessons / Case 
studies 

High 



SPIN OVER - WP2 Comparative Research Report 

Page 30 

Finding from WP2 
comparison 

Implication for WP3 
content 

Suggested output 
format 

Priority 

campaign optimisation, 
always linked to real 
communication tasks. 

AI use is not yet 
sufficiently strategic and 
raises issues of ethics, 
quality control, and 
managerial integration. 

Training should include 
human oversight, 
verification of outputs, 
responsible AI use, 
prompt design, and 
integration of AI into 
communication 
workflows. 

Micro-lessons / Toolkit High 

Science communication 
is valued, but public-
facing communication 
skills remain uneven. 

WP3 should teach 
participants how to 
translate research into 
accessible narratives, 
explain impact clearly, 
and connect research 
communication with 
entrepreneurial 
positioning. 

Micro-lessons / Case 
studies 

High 

International 
collaboration is 
widespread, but explicit 
visibility strategies are 
weaker. 

WP3 should cover 
international branding, 
cross-cultural 
communication, 
communication of 
partnerships, and 
adaptation of messages 
for external ecosystems 
and international 
audiences. 

Guide / Case studies High 

Country contexts and 
respondent profiles 
differ considerably. 

WP3 should combine 
mandatory common 
modules with optional or 
localised units, allowing 
adaptation to different 
maturity levels, 
institutional settings, 
and ecosystem 
conditions. 

Toolkit / Platform 
pathways 

High 

The partnership includes 
universities, research 
centres, incubators, and 
startup-related actors. 

Examples and exercises 
should systematically 
reflect these different 
perspectives, avoiding a 
university-only lens. 

Case studies / Platform 
activities 

High 
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Finding from WP2 
comparison 

Implication for WP3 
content 

Suggested output 
format 

Priority 

Practical transfer into 
WP3 is essential. 

Each module should end 
with a concrete output, 
such as a 
communication plan, 
audience map, AI-
assisted content draft, 
pitch narrative, or 
visibility action checklist. 

Micro-lessons / 
Worksheets 

High 

 

More precisely, in terms of operation, it is envisaged that the WP3 common core would consist of six domains 
of competences: strategic digital communication, AI in communication and marketing, science communication 
and innovation storytelling, branding and visibility, international communication, and evaluation using metrics. 
Beyond the core, localized units could cover problems that are relevant within a particular local context, such 
as accessibility and inclusion, region ecosystem involvement, regulatory and ethical AI understanding, or 
special types of country-related internationalization. This approach would reflect the existing plans regarding 
WP3 outputs which foresee the creation of a multi-language toolbox of 70 micro-lessons, methodological 
materials in terms of case studies and best practices, user guide, an online platform, quizzes, and the piloting 
of these materials within incubators, science parks, business support centres, etc. 

Thus, it follows from the above that the pedagogical approach to WP3 must retain its concise, practical and 
stepwise orientation. Within a micro-lesson, learners will receive a brief description of an important topic; next, 
it would illustrate this concept with a realistic scenario, and finally, learners will have a task to perform where 
they can immediately apply this knowledge to their institution/startup context. It is worth noting that there is no 
general need in terms of exposure to digital technologies; however, there is certainly a need for proper strategic 
understanding and use thereof. 

Lastly, the results obtained within WP2 confirm that WP3 should be piloted to improve its design, delivery and 
usability. Therefore, learners must have self-access options on the platform. On top of that, it is necessary to 
understand whether the materials are indeed applicable for producing something meaningful by a participant 
within her/his own institution or startup or research-communication activity. 
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8. Conclusions and Priority Recommendations 
Based on the analysis above, it is safe to conclude that the problem in the SPIN OVER scope is not a lack of 
digital competences but a problem of uneven strategic maturity in the usage of digital instruments. 
Communication tools are already widely used across all countries of SPIN OVER; however, the problem is that 
they are not embedded within strategic planning, targeting, evaluation, and positioning. It is probably the most 
obvious conclusion of the entire WP2 analysis, which implies that the problem is not an elementary level of 
familiarity with digital technologies but their transition to strategic communication planning. 

Second, in relation to the use of artificial intelligence, another significant conclusion of the WP2 analysis may 
be stated. Despite the relatively high levels of awareness and interest among universities and startups, the 
problem remains the same for all three partner countries – there is a lack of managerial, communication-related 
and ethical competencies to successfully incorporate AI into the processes of brand development and 
communication strategies formation. In other words, what matters is the successful integration of tools rather 
than tools themselves. 

The third important conclusion is the necessity to consider science communication as one of the key 
entrepreneurial competences in the scope of the SPIN OVER partnership. As has been said, the project deals 
not only with general business communications but also specifically with university-based startups and spin-
offs, research-innovation and incubation ecosystems. Therefore, it is vital to develop a competent approach to 
communicating complex scientific concepts in a simplified manner. Another issue to be resolved is that of 
international visibility, as many participants in the project are involved in the international ecosystem of 
innovation but are not ready for international communication. 

These points, in turn, imply that the competence areas covered in WP3 need to be limited to relatively few high-
impact groups such as digital strategic communication, science communication, innovation communication, 
branding and visibility, international communication and communication evaluation. 

8.1 Priority Recommendations 
Table 12 - Priority Recommendations 

Recommendation 
Rationale from comparative 

evidence Responsible WP / output 

Prioritise strategy before tools. The strongest shared finding is 
that digital communication is 
already present, but often 
insufficiently strategic. The main 
need is planning, targeting, 
positioning, and evaluation, not 
introductory exposure to 
platforms. 

Primarily WP3 Toolkit / OER / 
Platform 

Build AI training around real 
communication workflows. 

Across partner contexts, AI 
awareness is expanding faster 
than operational maturity. 
Training should therefore focus on 
practical uses such as content 
support, campaign design, 
audience analysis, and 
responsible human oversight. 

WP3 Toolkit / Platform / Pilot 
Courses 

Integrate science communication 
with entrepreneurial storytelling. 

University-based startups must 
communicate research value not 

WP3 Toolkit / OER / LTTA 2 
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Recommendation Rationale from comparative 
evidence 

Responsible WP / output 

only academically, but also to 
external stakeholders, markets, 
and society. This requires 
accessible narrative design, not 
only technical accuracy. 

Develop international visibility as 
a specific competence area. 

The comparison shows that 
international activity and 
networking do not automatically 
produce strong branding. WP3 
should therefore address 
international messaging, 
multilingual adaptation, and 
communication for external 
ecosystems. 

WP3 Toolkit / OER + WP4 
Dissemination 

Use examples from universities, 
startups, incubators, and 
research centres. 

The target ecosystem is mixed, 
and the training materials will be 
stronger if they reflect the actual 
diversity of organisational settings 
represented in the partnership. 

WP2 Case Studies / Video 
Interviews + WP3 Toolkit / 
Platform 

Maintain a strong practice-
oriented design. 

The evidence base and the role 
assigned to WP2 in the proposal 
both indicate that outputs should 
be directly usable in real 
entrepreneurial contexts, not 
excessively theoretical. 

WP2 LTTA1 + WP3 Pilot Courses / 
Evaluation 

 

8.2 Specific needs for the LTTAs 
Based on our comparative analysis, we believe that LTTA1 and LTTA2 should be high-intensity, practice-focused, 
and strongly integrated learning environments. We should avoid having the LTTA sessions simply repeat the 
report's message. Instead, they should convert knowledge from WP2 into a shared understanding, applied 
experimentation, co-design, and further refinement of WP3 outputs. This corresponds to the overall architecture 
of the project where the first LTTA in Portugal is aimed at sharing insights and shaping the toolkit and online 
platform structure/content while the second LTTA in Poland seeks to train in toolkit utilization and co-design the 
platform. 

First, we need to create common ground among participants coming from different backgrounds and 
institutional milieus. As the partnership includes universities, incubators, research-related structures, actors 
supporting entrepreneurship, and startup-related representatives, this variety is an asset but implies that LTTA 
sessions will need to rapidly achieve a conceptual common denominator among the participants. All parties will 
have to develop a shared language about strategic communications, AI-assisted communications, science 
communications, branding, and ecosystem communications before being able to engage in co-design or 
simulation. Without it, some participants might be moving ahead at too fast a pace and the rest remaining at the 
descriptive level. 

Second, we will need a strong practical orientation in organizing LTTAs. Sessions should focus on tasks, 
scenarios, cases, and outputs rather than on purely expository discussions. Consistent with comparative 
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lessons, organizations need both information and capabilities for applying knowledge. This implies that we will 
include elements such as communication plan exercise, AI-assisted content creation workshops, startup 
storytelling assignments, visibility strategy design, and problem-solving based on cases, using lessons learned 
and expert interviews produced during WP2. 

Third, a strong link should be made between LTTA1 and LTTA2. LTTA1 should act as a bridge between WP2 
research and WP3 co-design while LTTA2 should act as a bridge between WP3 design and actual 
implementation. Put differently, LTTA1 should be more of a diagnostic, comparative, and co-creation event 
while LTTA2 should be more of a demonstration, simulation, and refining event. Maintaining this consistency 
across the two stages is crucial to ensure continuous learning along the path. 

Fourth, we need to take care of multilingual and accessible delivery. Since the final Toolkit will be available in 
English and six partner languages and since the partnership represents a variety of institutional cultures and 
levels of maturity, we will need to make sure that LTTAs can deliver a learning experience applicable to multiple 
contexts. This will mean producing materials that allow for a clear structure of sessions, transferrable 
templates, visually clear materials, and tasks adaptable to local ecosystems following the transnational events. 
At the same time, all examples should cover universities, startups, science parks, incubators, and research 
centres to ensure that nobody feels excluded due to a narrow approach. 

Finally, systematic feedback collection for refinement should be considered. As the project assumes that 
participants will evaluate LTTA1 and LTTA2, we will need to design them in a way that would provide useful 
feedback on how relevant, usable, understandable, complex, and easily transferrable were LTTAs. It is critical 
to consider this point since the Toolkit and the platform are not to be finalized in the initial round, they should be 
refined through testing and simulation by participants. 

Table 13 - LTTAs needs analysis 

LTTA need Why it matters Main implication for design 

Shared conceptual baseline Participants come from different 
ecosystems, functions, and 
maturity levels. 

Begin with a short alignment 
block on common concepts and 
expected outputs. 

Practical application The partnership needs 
operational competence, not only 
conceptual awareness. 

Use workshops, simulations, co-
design tasks, and case-based 
exercises. 

Continuity between LTTA1 and 
LTTA2 

The two LTTAs serve different but 
linked project purposes. 

Make LTTA1 feed directly into 
LTTA2 through outputs, 
prototypes, and revised materials. 

Multilingual and transferable 
resources 

WP3 outputs must work across 
six partner-country contexts. 

Use adaptable templates, clear 
structure, and context-flexible 
exercises. 

Feedback for refinement LTTA evaluation must improve the 
Toolkit and platform, not merely 
record satisfaction. 

Include structured reflection, 
testing logs, and targeted 
usability feedback tools. 

 

For LTTA 1 in Portugal, these goals need to be clearly set as follows: (a) synthesis of comparative results; (b) 
translation of the results into competences; (c) analysis of practical applications of digital communication and 
artificial intelligence in relation to startup companies in academia; (d) definition of which aspects should be 
generalized for all contexts and which should be left as local in the Toolkit; and (e) developing together the basic 
architecture of the Toolkit. As research dissemination and application, as well as structure of the Toolkit design 
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are at the core of LTTA 1 planning, these three topics seem to constitute a key focus rather than too broad variety 
of topics. 

On the contrary, LTTA 2 in Poland needs to concentrate on five goals, namely: comprehension of the Toolkit 
structure; learning participants how to make use of the micro-lesson modules and accompanying materials; 
testing of lessons' simulations in the context of real world; gathering feedback on their usability and 
transferability; and linking the participant's experience to the online platform development. These tasks are also 
consistent with what was said in the description of LTTA 2, thus the task cannot just be demonstrated, but also 
done. 

Finally, in sum, LTTAs need to be seen as driving force of the project. They are successful when they are capable 
to ensure a logical transition between comparative results and useful Toolkit structure, and then, from Toolkit 
structure to tested and validated practices. Thus, LTTAs will help not only to carry out Work Package 3 
successfully but also increase overall project coherence and sustainability. 
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Annexes 

Annex A. Country Snapshot Matrix 
Table 14 - Country Snapshot Matrix 

Country 
Ecosystem 
snapshot 

Digital 
comm. 

maturity 

AI adoption 
maturity 

Science 
comm. 

maturity 

International 
visibility 
maturity 

Top 
training 

need 

Bulgaria Developing but 
uneven innovation 
ecosystem, with 
strong policy 
ambition, growing 
startup and DIH 
activity, but 
persistent 
structural 
constraints in 
research funding, 
technology 
adoption, and 
scale-up capacity. 

Moderate Emerging Emerging Emerging Strategic 
digital 
communic
ation and 
AI-
supported 
communic
ation 

Greece  Institutionally rich 
ecosystem with 
TTOs, parks, 
incubators, and a 
clear policy 
orientation 
towards digital 
transformation and 
AI, but with uneven 
strategic 
implementation 
and limited 
maturity in 
advanced outreach 
practices. 

Moderate Emerging Moderate Emerging AI-
supported 
communic
ation and 
internatio
nal 
communic
ation 

Italy  Structurally strong 
university and 
innovation 
ecosystem, 
supported by the 
National Recovery 
and Resilience 
Plan and strong 
research capacity, 
but still marked by 
uneven digital 
maturity and 

Moderate Emerging Moderate Moderate Internatio
nal 
communic
ation and 
AI 
integration 
in 
communic
ation 
workflows 
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Country 
Ecosystem 
snapshot 

Digital 
comm. 

maturity 

AI adoption 
maturity 

Science 
comm. 

maturity 

International 
visibility 
maturity 

Top 
training 

need 

limited strategic 
communication 
integration in spin-
offs. 

Poland  Large, complex, 
and well-funded 
ecosystem with 
strong research 
infrastructure, 
advanced startup 
support 
mechanisms, and 
increasing 
international 
ambition, but with 
fragmentation, 
uneven 
coordination, and 
weak 
institutionalisation 
of some 
communication 
functions. 

Moderate Moderate Emerging Emerging Branding, 
science 
communic
ation, and 
AI-
supported 
communic
ation 

Portugal Well-connected 
ecosystem of 
universities, 
incubators, and 
science parks, with 
strong alignment 
between research, 
innovation, and 
internationalisatio
n, but ongoing 
weaknesses in 
accessibility, 
language 
adaptation, and 
broader 
communication 
transfer. 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate to 
advanced 

AI-
supported 
communic
ation and 
internatio
nal 
visibility 

Türkiye Large and fast-
growing higher 
education and 
innovation system, 
with strong policy 

Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Strategic 
digital 
communic
ation, AI 
applicatio
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Country 
Ecosystem 
snapshot 

Digital 
comm. 

maturity 

AI adoption 
maturity 

Science 
comm. 

maturity 

International 
visibility 
maturity 

Top 
training 

need 

frameworks, 
Teknokent 
structures, and 
expanding AI 
research, but with 
major gaps in 
advanced digital 
skills and 
communication 
capacity for startup 
scaling. 

n, and 
internatio
nal 
communic
ation 

Annex B. Question-to-Section Mapping 
Table 15 - Question-to-Section Mapping 

Questionnaire section / items Comparative report chapter Notes for analysis 

Section 1 - Profile Chapter 3. Comparative Profile of 
Respondents and Countries 

Used to describe the composition 
of the sample by country, 
especially respondent role, type 
of organisation, years of 
experience, and other profile 
variables that may affect 
interpretation of later findings. 
This section supports 
comparison, not stand alone 
descriptively. 

Section 2 - Digital communication Chapter 4.1 Digital 
Communication Practices 

Used both closed and open 
answers. Compared awareness of 
digital communication strategies, 
confidence in using tools, 
frequency of use, main channels, 
main communication objectives, 
barriers, and perceived need for 
further training. 

Section 3 - AI integration Chapter 4.2 AI Integration in 
Communication and Marketing 

Compared awareness of AI tools, 
current personal and 
organisational use, main 
purposes of use, types of AI tools 
adopted, confidence and comfort 
level, benefits, barriers, ethical 
concerns, and training interest. 

Section 4 - Science 
communication 

Chapter 4.3 Science 
Communication and Research 
Dissemination 

Linked organisational practices to 
training needs. Used to compare 
perceived importance of science 
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Questionnaire section / items Comparative report chapter Notes for analysis 

communication, existing 
organisational responsibility, 
current formats used, adequacy 
of tools and skills, barriers, and 
frequency of external 
communication of research 
results. 

Section 5 - Internationalisation 
and ecosystem integration 

Chapter 4.4 International Visibility 
and Ecosystem Integration 

Interpreted with support from 
desk research. Compared 
awareness of international 
visibility strategies, presence of 
branding or visibility strategies, 
current international activities, 
collaboration patterns, links to 
innovation ecosystems, and 
barriers to international reach. 

Section 6 - Training needs and 
learning formats 

Chapter 6. Comparative Training 
Needs and Capacity Gaps 

Translated directly into WP3 
priorities. Used to identify priority 
thematic areas for training, 
distinguish between personal and 
organisational needs, and 
compare preferred learning 
formats such as workshops, case 
studies, webinars, videos, self-
paced modules, and blended 
learning. 

Annex C. Writing Rules for All Contributors 
The following rules should be applied consistently by all contributors in order to maintain coherence, 
comparability, and analytical quality across the full comparative report. These principles are explicitly indicated 
in the report template and should be treated as common editorial standards rather than optional guidance. 

1. Always compare before describing 

Contributors should not write extended country summaries in isolation. The primary logic of the report is 
comparative. This means that each section should begin by identifying the broader cross-country pattern, then 
move to the most relevant similarities and differences, and only then interpret what these mean for SPIN OVER. 
Country-level evidence should be selected because it clarifies a pattern, not merely because it exists. 

2. Use evidence from at least two sources when making strong claims 
Whenever a conclusion is presented as particularly important, robust, or strategic, it should be supported 
through triangulation. In practice, this means combining at least two of the three evidence streams used in WP2: 
desk research, national survey analysis, and the standardised questionnaire. Claims that appear both in survey 
findings and in desk research should be treated as analytically stronger than those based on one source alone. 

3. Avoid country rankings unless the data clearly support them 

The purpose of the comparative report is not to create a league table of countries, but to identify patterns, 
contrasts, and implications for WP3. Contributors should therefore avoid simplistic ranking language such as 
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“best,” “worst,” or “most advanced” unless the evidence is sufficiently clear, directly comparable, and 
methodologically robust. Even where numerical contrasts exist, interpretation should remain cautious and 
contextual. 

4. Use the same terminology across the whole report 

Key concepts should be expressed consistently throughout the document. This includes, in particular, the 
recurrent thematic terms of the project: digital communication, AI integration in communication and marketing, 
science communication, international visibility, innovation ecosystem, training needs, Toolkit, micro-lessons, 
OERs, and online platform. Contributors should avoid switching between near-synonyms in ways that may 
create ambiguity or weaken the coherence of the report. 

5. End each thematic section with implications for WP3 

Each major thematic subsection should conclude by explaining what the findings imply for the design of WP3 
outputs. These implications may relate to content priorities, learning outcomes, pedagogical level, examples to 
include, delivery formats, or the balance between common and localised content. The comparative report is 
intended to function as a bridge between research and training design, and each section should make that 
bridge explicit. 

6. Maintain an analytical rather than merely descriptive tone 

Contributors should write in a way that explains patterns, not simply lists results. Percentages, mean scores, 
and other indicators should be interpreted rather than reproduced mechanically. The narrative should always 
answer not only what differs across countries, but also why that difference matters for the project. This principle 
is embedded throughout the comparative structure proposed in the template. 

7. Use country examples selectively and purposefully 

Country references should be used to illustrate or sharpen an argument, not to repeat all national results one 
by one. A country should be brought into the discussion when it is especially representative of a broader pattern, 
when it provides a strong contrast, or when its desk research offers an especially useful explanation for a survey 
result. This helps preserve the comparative quality of the report and avoids reverting to a sequence of mini 
national reports. 

8. Be transparent where evidence is uneven 

If evidence is stronger in some countries than in others, or if some variables are less robustly represented, this 
should be stated openly. Contributors should avoid over-generalisation where data are uneven, incomplete, or 
more interpretative than conclusive. This is especially important in relation to self-reported organisational 
capacities and context-sensitive qualitative findings. 

9. Keep a direct link between evidence and pedagogy 

Because WP2 exists to inform WP3, contributors should always keep pedagogical relevance in view. Findings 
should be translated into implications for the future training architecture wherever appropriate, including likely 
target audiences, competence areas, preferred learning formats, and suitable case material. The report should 
consistently support evidence-based decision-making for the Toolkit and platform. 

10. Preserve consistency in maturity labels and typologies 

Where maturity levels or typologies are used, they should follow the same categories throughout the report. The 
template explicitly proposes the scale Low / Emerging / Moderate / Advanced for comparative maturity 
judgments, and these labels should not be altered casually in later sections or annexes. Similarly, typologies 
introduced in Section 5 should be used consistently whenever referred to again. 

This project has been funded with support from the European Commission. This publication reflects the views 
only of the author, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the 
information contained therein. 


