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1. Background: Peer-to-peer training programme for NRNs 

The overall aim of the Year 6 National Support Unit (NSU) training programme has been to help 

enhance the management and operation of EAFRD-financed national and regional rural 

networks by capitalising on the networking experience, skills and knowledge of ENRD and 

national rural networks.  

The main approach and method behind the ‘peer-to-peer’ exchange is sharing questions, ideas 

and possible solutions to common challenges that National Rural Networks (NRNs), and more 

specifically NSUs are facing. This approach was built up and piloted during December 2012 and 

June 2013 through a Pilot NSU Training Programme comprising of three modules on Strategic 

Planning Issues (Module 1 organised in Hungary),  Increasing Stakeholder Engagement (Module 

2 organised in Sweden), and Communication & Networking (Module 3 organised in Portugal). 

The evaluation of the training programme at the end of Year 5 of ENRD clearly showed that the 

pilot approach has been highly successful and participants very much appreciated the 

information gained during these events. On the basis of these findings, it was decided to 

continue the peer-to-peer exchange in Year 6. The Year 6 training programme includes different 

types of methodologies to engage NSUs, including peer-to-peer training, virtual think tank 

sessions, and potentially one-by-one NSU exchange visits. The first peer-to-peer training of Year 

6 of ENRD (Module 4) was organised in Poland on the topic ‘Network Resource Planning’. The 

peer-to-peer training event on communication, which is the subject of this report, is 5th in the 

row, and was organised in Dijon (France) on the 29 November 2013. 

2. Why ‘communication’ as a topic for the NRN peer-to-peer? 

Communication has been one of the most important tasks of NSUs during the current 

programming period, and the NRN role in communicating about rural development will be 

reinforced in the 2014-2020 programming period. Communicating rural development was 

identified1 by NSUs as one of the new major challenges for which guidance could be sought 

through learning from each other in the frame of peer-to-peer trainings. 

The NRN meeting held in Tomar (Portugal) in June 2013 addressed the communication aspect in 

the wider context of CAP, while the peer-to-peer training had a strong focus on designing 

communication plans of NRNs. The 20th NRN meeting and peer-to-peer training in Dijon aimed 

to build on this experience, but approached communication from a more ‘bottom-up’ 

perspective, and focused on communication as a cross-cutting/ horizontal NRN tool. 

                                                        

1 Feedback received during events, feedback forms from events, and the evaluation survey on the pilot 
peer-to-peer. 

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/app_templates/enrd_assets/pdf/nrn-toolkit/P2P_Y6_Programme_300913.pdf
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-programme_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-1_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-1_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-2_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-3_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-4_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/nrn-toolkit/pilot-nsu-training-programme/en/pilot-nsu-training-module-5_en.cfm
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The new Rural Development Regulation2 (adopted on the 17 December 2013) specifies under 

Article 54 that “a communication plan including publicity and information concerning the rural 

development programme in agreement with the Managing Authorities and information and 

communication activities aimed at a broader public” should be included as one of the tasks in the 

action plan of National Rural Networks. However, communication activities of NRNs/NSUs is 

much broader than the communication planning task that the new regulation sets out; as 

communication aspects cut across almost all activities that NSUs are doing, such as engagement 

of stakeholders through events and trainings, setting-up of thematic working groups and 

collection and dissemination good practices. 

Communication activities are diverse: Communication can be ‘vertical’ (downwards and 

upwards), including exchanges between European, national and local levels (such as the 

dissemination of evaluation results of rural development programmes; or provision of training 

activities). However, it can also be ‘horizontal’, e.g. sharing of good practices among key 

stakeholders and facilitation of exchange among advisors and advisory services). 

The aim of the Dijon peer-to-peer training (also referred to as Module 5) was to address 

communication as an activity that is cutting across several NRN tasks (i.e. reflect on the 

horizontal/diverse nature of communication). Module 5 training was designed to help NRN 

representatives discuss the most important communication challenges related to NSU activities 

and encourage them to share and discuss possible solutions to these challenges together 

(through shared learning). 

 

3. Playing cards: About the training method 

The method applied (`the communication cards method`) was based on the method – The 

Sustainability Tool - originally developed by PLANED (http://www.planed.org.uk/), a local 

action network for enterprise and development operating in the UK and the New Economics 

Foundation. The purpose of the original method is to engage community members in 

discussions in order to build sustainable development into their development of community 

projects. 

 

The pre-prepared cards used by PLANED contain some short statements on the challenges that 

communities are facing and on ideas for actions (for instance projects carried out elsewhere) 

with the aim to trigger feelings/reactions and ideas among participants with regard to the 

development of their own communities, and as such, to generate discussion between them 

                                                        

2 Regulation No 1305/2013 of the European Parliament and of the Council on support for rural 
development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:347:0487:0548:en:PDF
http://www.planed.org.uk/
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(resulting at the end in the planning of concrete actions). The original method has three stages, 

which focus on the ‘community in the bigger picture’, ‘ideas for action’, and ‘project development 

planning’ respectively. For more information on the original tool, please see Annex 1: Factsheet 

for the Sustainability Tool. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The card method was seen as a suitable approach for the NRN peer-to-peer training on 

communication because it helped to engage participants in stimulating discussions and peer-to-

peer exchanges. Firstly, the cards method was selected in order to trigger discussion among key 

communication challenges, solutions and actions, in line with the ‘peer-to-peer’ spirit of the 

training. Secondly, the cards method was useful, as the content of the cards was developed on 

the basis of NSU case studies (and this allowed exchange among NRNs about their relevant 

communication practices). Key statements on the cards were developed on the basis of activities 

that NRNs/NSUs carried out (most importantly the ‘Communicating Rural Development 

Gateway’ and the ‘Added Value of Networking’ stories), and this way the method was expected 

to facilitate exchange about ideas and (good) practices of NRNs/NSUs. 

 

The adaptation of the method has been successful in generating a structured discussion of rural 

development communication challenges, solutions and of various aspects of solutions proposed. 

Discussions were carried out in three stages: 

Stage 1  

• Challenge stage: Discussions on relevant communication challenges 
are triggered by the ‘challenge cards’. Key communication challenges 
selected and discussed. 

Stage 2 

• Solution stage: Discussions on possible solutions to communication 
challenges are identified with the help of the solutions cards. 

Stage 3 

• Actions analysis stage: ‘Limitations’, applicability’ and ‘key 
advantages’ are considered for each possible solution identified. 

The Plenary  

 Presentations of groups findings through the use of interactive an visual 
methods (e.g. paintings, theater) able to communicate a strong message 
to the other groups participants 

 Plenary discussion of discussions’ findings  

http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/policy-in-action/communicating-rural-development/eafrd/en/eafrd_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/policy-in-action/communicating-rural-development/eafrd/en/eafrd_en.cfm
http://enrd.ec.europa.eu/networks-and-networking/added-value-of-networking/en/added-value-of-networking_en.cfm
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 Key communication challenges: During the 1st phase, key communication challenges were 

discussed among participants based on the ‘challenges cards’3 (see Annexes). The aim of this 

phase was to identify some of the key communication challenges that NSUs have been facing 

during this programming period. Key statements on cards were provided only to generate 

discussion and ideas. Participants were free to create new challenges (on blank cards) 

and/or merge several cards into one common challenge. At the end of Phase 1, some key 

challenges were identified for further discussion 

 Identifying practical solutions – Building on existing experience: During the 2nd phase 

participants were asked to discuss possible solutions for the specific communication 

challenges identified during Phase 1. Again the discussions were stimulated by short 

statements on possible solutions (strongly building on existing experience/practices of 

NSUs) – see ‘solution cards’ in the Annexes. By the end of Phase 2 participants discussed 

possible solutions for the given challenge. 

 Taking action – considering the implementation aspects of solutions identified: During 

the 3rd phase participants were asked to discuss the pros and cons of various solutions (e.g. 

their limitations, scope of applicability in different national/local contexts and advantages 

and disadvantages). At this stage only blank cards were provided to participants to take note 

of the most important findings and discussion points. 

 Plenary - Sharing the findings from small groups: The exercise was carried out in two 

groups of some 10-15 participants. The final results and findings from the three stages were 

brought back and reported during the plenary session. Groups were asked to present/ 

communicate their findings in a visual (drawing, acting) form as well as to briefly present 

the logical sequence and key links between the three phases (i.e. challenges – solutions – 

applicability). 

 

4. What have we found out about communication? 

As described above, communication is diverse and cross-cutting many of the NRN/NSU 

activities. This has been also reflected in the diverse challenges that NSU participants identified 

as being most important when dealing with ‘communication tasks’ in their everyday work. The 

main challenges identified by the two working groups can be summarised as follows: 

 Reaching the local people and communicating to the ‘broader public’: It was argued by 

participants that reaching local people and delivering key rural development messages to 

the local level (as well as to the wider public in general) are one of the most important, at the 

same time most challenging, tasks. 

                                                        

3 Challenges cards were developed prior to the training. Additional challenges were identified based on 
the NRN meeting Open Space discussions the day before the training. 
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 Creating a common vision & ensuring smooth interaction among rural development 

stakeholders: Creating a common vision among rural development stakeholders is 

important in order to have a clear picture about the messages that one wants to deliver. 

Bringing together the different views of various stakeholders is often highly challenging as it 

involves channelling the views of farmers, rural entrepreneurs, local communities and 

national-level policy makers. Furthermore, a lack of shared values and objectives among 

different stakeholders (e.g. MA, NRN, LAGs) can often hamper communication. 

 Evaluation of communication activities: Evaluating the impact of specific communication 

actions is a challenging task. How do we assess whether our communication activities had an 

impact on the ‘wider public’? How do we take account of the cost-benefit ratio? – are just 

some of the questions that one need to address when evaluating communication activities. 

 Working together on communication – cooperation of MAs & NRNs: In order to perform 

‘communication tasks’ efficiently there is a need to develop cooperation between various 

stakeholders, and NRNs and MAs in particular. This among others involves the challenge of 

allocating resources and tasks/responsibilities in an efficient way. 

 Communicating about innovation: Communicating about innovation is important (and 

will gain even higher importance during the 2014-20 programming period), however, just as 

well challenging. Among others the different interpretation of the term innovation makes 

communication particularly difficult. The role of European-level stakeholders (such as EIP) 

and the role of national level and more local level stakeholders would also need to be 

clarified. 

These are some of the most common challenges that most NSUs are facing with regard to 

communication. Due to limited time, only some of these key challenges were discussed in more 

details within the peer-to-peer working groups. In other words, possible solutions and their 

applicability were only explored with regard to some of the challenges, and findings are as 

described in the next sections below. More action-oriented findings, including pros & cons, 

advantages and disadvantages were also discussed with regard to some of the solutions; and 

more details about these can be find in the relevant ‘Group report’ annexes. 

 

4.1. Reaching local people and communicating to the ‘wider public’ 

Participants argued that reaching local people (the people ‘on the ground’) is one of the most 

important tasks of NSUs and MAs. More importantly, one needs to understand who this ‘wider 

audience’ is and what their needs are.  

Key lessons learnt through the peer-to-peer in this regard are: 

 Generally, it is important to understand who the target audience is (profiling the target 

audience) and identifying the right tools to address these. The combination of different 
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technologies and tools can work best (including social media, videos, newsletters); 

however, visual tools, such as videos can be particularly useful tools for accessing the wider 

public. 

 It is important to use the media/press in an intelligent way. Using 

the media & press requires specialist skills. One needs to keep in 

mind the ‘multiplier effect’ when designing campaigns. 

 The use of technical language should be avoided & messages have 

to be simple and clear. For instance, messages can be delivered to 

the wider public through stories about local people, places and 

activities. 

 Working with young people is often highly ‘rewarding’ in communication. 

 

4.2. Creating a common vision among rural development stakeholders 

It is important to create a common vision about the key communication subjects/messages. 

There is a strong need to create new ways and links among key stakeholders to get to a common 

understanding about what is important to communicate. The most important factor to reach 

smooth communication is to ‘share the same values and the same objectives’ among key 

stakeholders. 

Main ways of achieving this is: 

 What do we share about? - First, it is important to clarify the key terms, e.g. it is different 

to communicate about ‘rural development’ or (the practicalities, objectives, etc.) of ‘rural 

development programmes & policies’. 

 How? – Second, it is important to identify and use the right tools of 

communication. For instance, ‘moving meetings out of the board 

rooms’ to get local areas/farms/groups to engage more and better 

with local people is a method that is considered to be highly useful. 

This approach can contribute to increased understanding of 

different stakeholder needs and ‘visions’. One-stop-shops can contribute to better clarity on 

some of the key ‘rural development programme’ concepts (by providing access to relevant 

information through one information point). Good practices can also help to develop a 

common vision. 

 

4.3. Working together on communication – cooperation of key stakeholders 

Trust relations between speaker and receivers are necessary for communication to take place. It 

is true both when communicating internally (among stakeholders involved in the management 

and control of rural development programmes, like NRNs, MAs or Pas) and also when 

communicating with ‘external’ target groups, such as local stakeholders. 

“I would seriously urge 
NRNs to build 

relationships with the 

relevant media.”  

“PAs, MAs and NRNs 
need to be in the same 

boat and row in the 

same direction.”  
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A lack of trust and cooperation between NRNs, MAs and other 

stakeholders can negatively affect the flow of information between the 

different levels and can become an obstacle for the effective 

implementation of key tasks. 

But willingness to cooperation often is not enough. Human resources of the different bodies 

should be trained to use communication tools, and their communication activities should be 

coordinated on the base of shared communication goals. 

4.4. How to evaluate the communication activities of networks? 

The finding that evaluating communication activities is a particular 

challenge, was also reflected by the fact that there was only limited 

number of cards that could be used to develop solutions for this 

particular challenge. The following possible ‘solutions’ or ways forward 

were identified: 

 It is important to consider the cost-benefit ratio of 

communication actions. 

 Polls can help to set the baseline, and information gained can serve as relevant indicators. 

 Social media (twitter, blogs) can contribute to get better feedback as it offers a two-way 

communication and the sender can receive immediate reactions/feedback. 

 

The charts in the next page summarise some of the key findings described above and in details 

in the group report Annexes. 

  

“Trust is one of the most 
important elements of 
communication. When 

there is trust, 
communication is easy, 
instant, and effective.”  

“Measuring behavioural 
change is important to 
assess the efficiency of 

communication, but  
only possible after 

certain time elapsed.”  
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1. Overview of Group 1 results (*In the phases of ‘solutions’ and ‘taking actions’ participants decided to 

focus the discussion on the key challenges considered more important) 

 

2. Overview of Group 2 results (*In the phases of ‘solutions’ and ‘taking actions’ participants decided to 

focus the discussion on the key challenges considered more important) 

Challenge 

1. Reaching local peopel 
and local places in 
comunicating rural 
development - specific 
attention to rural areas 

2. Cooperating between 
NRNs, MA, PA for common 
communication strategies 
with agreed preconditions to 
ensure the consistency of 
communication messages 

3. Enstablishing good 
communication between 
'different levels' of 
stakeholders 

4. Communicating about 
innovation 
 

 

 

 

 

Solutions 

1. Profiling the target 
audience and using the 
appropriate 
communication tool to 
engage it 

2. Developing trust 
relations between parties 
involved in communication 

3. Centralize communication 
providers, create new links 
between stakeholders, 
developed shared values and 
objectives 

4. Connceting and agreeing 
on a common understanding 
of 'innovation' 

Taking action 

 

2. `Vertical, horizontal, 
transparent` 
communication: 

- Engage with peopleand 
move meetings on the field 

- Centralizing: a one-stop 
web portal 

- PAs, MAs NRNs and LAGs 
rowing in the same direction 

Challenge 

1. Communicating with the 
'broader public': choosing 
the right language to 
communicate rural 
development and RDP 

2. Evaluating the 'cost-
benefit' ratio of 
communication activities 

3. Creating a common 
vision among RD 
stakeholders 

4. Sharinga common 
understanding of 
`innovation` 

5. Strengthening LAG and 
beneficiary skills 

 
 

 

 

Solutions 

1. Using different media and 
technologies in a `smart 
way`, targeting the youth,             
creating simple messages 
and using the multiplier 
effect 

2. Establish a baseline with 
polls and measure 
behavioural change 

3. Strengthen engagement by 
strengthening personal 
contacts, distinguish 
communicationof  rural 
development and RDP,       
selecting the right tools and 
use good practices   

 

Taking action 

 

1. Communicating to the 
broader public`, `creating a 
common vision for RD` 

- Using media in a smart way 

- Youth as a target group 

-Combination of different 
tools 

3. How to create a ‘common 
vision’ for communicating 
rural development 

- Getting people together 

- Use tools to create/promote 
the common vision 
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Pictures from the Plenary Session  
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Annex 1: PLANED’s SUSTAINABILITY TOOL -FACTSHEET 

Background 

PLANED has pioneered in Wales the use of participation tools to encourage local communities to 

plan for their future e.g. “Future Search” or “Plugging the Leaks”.  The Sustainability Tool builds 

on these approaches to help communities to understand sustainable development and build this 

into their planning and development of community projects. PLANED worked with a team of 

experts, in the form of a steering group, on the development of the tool.  

 

Development of the Tool  

The tool was developed collaboratively by PLANED and by NEF (the New Economics 

Foundation). NEF produces a wide range of community tools: PLANED has previously drawn on 

and adapted tools introduced by NEF (e.g. “Future Search”) or developed by NEF (“Plugging the 

Leaks”). In this case, the Sustainability Tool has been adapted from Democs, a conversation 

game developed by NEF which enables small groups to discuss complex issues. No speakers or 

experts are needed, as pre-prepared cards convey the necessary facts.  Democs helps people to 

absorb information and to make it meaningful.  

 

Three stages of the tool workshop  

The three stages of the tool can be incorporated into PLANED’s ‘Visioning’ workshops which in 

total last for two evenings of two and a half hours, or the three stages can be run back to back in 

a dedicated ‘Sustainable toolkit’ evening which also lasts about two and a half hours. 

1. The yellow cards – ‘Your Community in the Bigger Picture’ 

 The yellow cards are used under the title of ‘Your Community in the Bigger Picture’ and the 

purpose of the session is ‘To explore the impact of our individual actions and how 

community action can affect global issues’. 

2. The blue cards - ‘Ideas for Action’ 

 The blue cards are used in the Ideas for action stage, after groups have identified possible 

projects and looked at: strengths and opportunities; local action; and who can help.  Often 

people turn up to workshops with fixed ideas of what they want to do and what that will 

achieve. Thinking about sustainability often helps people to identify other possible projects 

and links.   

3. The white cards – Project Development Planning. 

The white cards are used for Project Development Planning. They stimulate groups to think 

about things such as: 

 Whether the project can achieve a wider range of benefits 
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 Whether the project can benefit a wider range of people 

 Whether it can minimise resource use or damage to the environment. 

 

For example, in Llanteg, there is a project to develop community use of a wood. This activity 

led them to think about: 

 Using native trees; 

 The opportunity to produce biomass fuel; 

 The opportunity to promote walking for health; 

 The possibility of setting up a woodworking co-operative. 
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Annex 2: Group 1 activities and results 

The peer-to-peer exercise started with the introduction of the participants and with an `ice-

breaker` exercise where participants have been asked to tell a personal experience related to a 

communication challenge. 

In group 1 key communication challenges & possible solutions were discussed in one group of 

around 15 persons. 

 Stage 1: The moderator distributed 5 ‘Challenge cards’ per person and left some time to 

allow the participants to select 2 cards which in their opinion represent major 

communication challenges. Cards were read and put in the centre of the table where 

everybody could read their message. The participants then clustered the ‘challenge 

cards’ under main themes and proceeded in eliminating some of the ‘Challenge cards’ of 

less importance. In case that more than one card was selected for representing the 

theme, the participants created a new card by merging the message of more cards. 

 Stage 2: Participants were given with 5 ‘Solution cards’ per person and were asked to 

check whether the solution messages contained in their cards could be potential 

solutions for the challenges selected on phase 1. 

 Stage 3: During stage 3 the group did a brainstorming activity in order to identify 

practical actions for implementing the solutions. The participants during this stage 

selected and focused their analysis just on one theme. 

Detailed outcomes of the three phases are presented in the sections below. 

 

Stage 1: Key communication challenges 

Identifying and discussing the main Communication challenges 

 

The participants discussed on the importance of the challenges seceted by each of the 

participants and clustered them in 4 groups each characterized by an ‘umbrella topic’. 

The themes of the 4 groups of challenges identified were: 

Challenge 1: Local people  

The theme of ‘Local people’ according to the participants was better represented by the cards 

25 and 26. The two cards were therefore summarized under a new card containing the following 

message: 

“Rural areas need specific attention, we should promote local projects and rural areas better; 

internal: engage local people, farmers and researchers; external: engage general public.” 
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The discussion focused on the fact that it is of central importance to reach local people and local 

places in communicating rural development. Local stakeholders are particularly concerned by 

communication on rural development and therefore they should be one of the main target 

groups. The group discussed also that although it is often a challenge, it is of central importance 

to promote stories and information about local people, local places and local activities. 

 

Challenge 2: Preconditions, fundations: starting point for communication  

The theme of ‘Preconditions foundations’ according to the participants was better represented 

by the cards 28, 32 and 31. The three cards in particular focused the discussion on: 

 the need of cooperation between NRNs and MAs with regards to developing and 

implementing communication plans, 

 the need for allocating NRN resources on different communication tasks, and on 

 the need to ensure consistency in the information communicated and therefore on the 

need to share a common feeling on the quality of the information communicated (for 

example, define internally to the NRN what is meant by ”good practice”). 

The cards were summarized under a new card containing the following message: 

“Agreeing preconditions internally is vital to ensure consistent external messages: if it’s not 

working in the family, how do we make it work in the country?” 

 

Challenge 3: Vertical, horizontal, transparent:  ensuring communication 

between different levels and different networks (vertica l and horizontal 

communication)  

The theme ‘Vertical, horizontal, transparent’ according to the participants was better 

represented by the cards 44 and 51. The two cards drove the discussion on the specific need of 

communication between the ‘different levels’ of stakeholders involved in the RDP 

implementation. The message in card 44 was chosen because considered a representative 

example. 

Card 44 presented the following message: 

“Difficulties to communicate with the responsible person from MA to clarify EU regulation 

and national rules.” 

 

Challenge 4: Innovation 

The discussion in the theme ‘Innovation’ focused on the role of the NRN in supporting the EIP 

(card 29), on the issue of people’s different understanding of the meaning ‘innovation (card 41) 

and on the issue that NRNs often have weak links with research institutes and advisory services 

(card 50).  
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From the discussion participants understood that they had few information about EIP as well as 

a great part of the RDP implementers. The discussion raised the issue that before participating 

to any activities with the EIP, NRNs and other groups of stakeholders should clarify between 

each other what their understanding of the word ‘innovation’ is. 

 

Stage 2: Identifying practical solutions 

Identifying and discussing possible solutions to Communication challenges 

 

Participants associated many ‘solution cards’ to each ‘challenge card’. Participants engaged in 

animated discussions and for each challenge they summarized the solutions identified in new 

cards. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 1: ‘Local people’  

Participants identified that in order to have a successful communication it is necessary to 

target the social group to which the information should arrive. In order to speak about and 

with a social group in particular, it is fundamental to get in touch with it. Participants recognized 

that this is particularly valid for communicating with local people. 

Participants also recognized that in case the communication is addressed to a social group 

difficult to reach, the ‘communicator’ might take into account the possibility of using ‘secondary’ 

channels. This approach was defined as the ‘nudge effect’. Children were identified as an 

optimal way to communicate key messages to the adults, namely children’s parents and family 

members. Participants specified also that this ‘nudge effect’ approach can be a short-term 

Figure. The green cards are the many solutions found to the clusters of challenges 
selected (in orange). 
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solution to reach a certain target of people, but that in the long run it doesn’t solve the real issue. 

Participants identified that the real problem to solve should be to find a direct way to reach the 

real target group without passing by secondary channels.  

The participants summarized their discussion conclusions in the following message: 

“Profile your target audience and then use the appropriate tool to engage with them (could 

be ‘nudge effect’).” 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 2:  ‘Preconditions, foundations’  

Participants identified that, whether the communication is internal to a system of 

bodies, like NRNs, MAs or PAs, or it is addressed to targeted social groups, there is the 

need for trust between ‘speaker and receivers’. The cooperation between NRNs, MAs 

and other bodies involved in the RDP implementation, in order not to affect the 

communication tasks, should be based on trust-based relationships. The coordination of 

the communication activities of these bodies furthermore should pass by the creation of 

prepared human resources, trained to utilize communication tools, and all sharing 

communication goals, recommendations and definitions relevant to the information to 

be communicated. 

The cards chosen to represent the identified solutions to the challenge are: 

Card 76 - “Trust is one of the most important elements of communication. When 

there is trust, communication is easy, instant, and effective” S. R. Covey, and 

Card 80 - “Before setting up a social media platform, begin by familiarizing your 

communicators with social media. Then train also rural stakeholders on the use of 

social media.” 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 3:  ‘Vertical, horizontal,  transparent’  

The discussion concerning the challenge of having a better vertical, horizontal and 

transparent communication identified 3 solutions. 

The need for a better horizontal communication, able to reach everyone in a fast and 

easy way, could be fulfilled by the presence of one ‘Cockpit’ able to coordinate the 

communications. The participants identified card 19 as a good example of coordination 

for the provision of important and technical information: 

 “One size fits all? The French NRN developed a one-stop-shop web portal for 

information on project opportunities with all EU Structural Funds.” 
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Participants identified also the need for creating new ways to link and create new 

communication way between stakeholders involved in the RDP implementation. 

The best way for stakeholders identified as pertaining to ‘different levels’ to understand 

each other is to meet each other: 

“Moving meetings out of board rooms to local areas/farms/groups etc. to engage 

with people better, make them think differently.” 

Finally participants identified that the most important understanding necessary to 

create a smooth communication and a better as well as more efficient working 

environment, is the need to ‘share the same values and the same objectives’. This 

acknowledgement was summarized in the following statement: 

“Pas, MAs, NRNs and LAGs need to be in the same boat, rowing in the same direction.” 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 4:  ‘Innovation’  

Participants discussed on what’s the role of communication in NRNs fostering 

innovation and in increasing contacts and knowledge about the EIP activities. 

Some possible solutions to these challenges were found: 

 Consult local actors and LAGs for suggestion on new activities and services: 

communication throughout all levels can gather and disseminate innovation ideas; 

 Create an event to spread a higher knowledge of innovation and the EIP; 

 Use strong communication tools like videos to spread good practices in innovation; 

 Use innovative ways to communicate RDP: Poland used a popular TV series to promote 

rural development. 

 

Stage 3: Taking action – applicability, limitations, ‘pros & cons’ 

Identifying and discussing possible solutions to Communication challenges 

 

For phase 3, participants decided to focus their attention and analysis on the theme 

‘Vertical, horizontal, transparent’ communication for the final analysis. 

The participants were asked to identify practical actions for each of the solutions. 

For each action furthermore they discussed and identified ‘limitations’, applicability’ and 

‘key advantages’. The following table and pictures capture the conclusions of the 

discussion. 
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Practical action 1: Moving meetings out of board rooms to local 

areas/farms/groups to engage with people better/make them think differently 

Limitations 

 Risk to arrange a meeting in an external place. 

 Difficulty in convincing ‘them’ to get out of the offices. 

 Difficult to cover all the territory with the same activities: how to choose the place? 

 Powerful places could get the attention and the ones that really need the attention wouldn’t 

receive the attention needed. 

Applicability:  

 Can be enhanced by clearly demonstrating the benefit of going out into local areas it might 

be possible. 

Key advantages: 

 More knowledge and new ideas production. 

 The benefits to get in touch with local people overcome the risks. 

 Restore human approach of policies. 

 Raising awareness of the grass roots level. 

 Raising awareness of what politicians are doing and achieving at local level, and what they 

are not. 

 

Figure. Practical action 1- Moving meetings out of board rooms to local areas/farms/groups etc. to engage with people 

better, make them think differently. 
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Practical action 2: A one-stop-shop web portal for information on project 

opportunities with all EU Structural Funds.  

Limitations 

 Some places have limited access to internet. 

 High number and complexity of procedures to follow. 

 Money flow and lack of knowledge. 

 Very hard to coordinate the works because of too much information to be combined and too 

many people. 

 Lack of intuitive technology (ex. OpenENRD is difficult to use). 

 Are different bodies really willing to delegate power? 

 Hard to combine in one place the work of different funds with competing priorities. 

Applicability:  

 It might be more difficult to implement in some places. 

 It is hard to guess where it might work. 

Key advantages: 

 Everything would be in one place. 

 Make the one-stop-shop interactive and open to two way flows of information and resources 

(money, time...). 
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Figure 3. Practical action 2 - A one-stop-shop web portal for information on project opportunities with all EU Structural 

Funds. 

Practical action 3: PAs, MAs, NRNs and LAGs need to be in the same boat, 

rowing in the same direction.  

Limitations 

 Intense initial organization and ongoing maintenance of the coordination mechanisms. 

 Risk of having the presence of someone with the power to decide who is allowed to jump ‘on 

board’. 

 Difficulty to persuade everyone that there is a common boat. 

 Different bodies have different levels of enthusiasm given by different objectives and 

different agendas. 

Applicability:  

 Difficult to implement when there are unbalanced powers in decision making. 

Key advantages: 

 “It’s more efficient if we work together”. 

 Long-term positive effects. 

 Higher mutual respect and positive benefit from sharing the same objectives. 
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Annex 3: Group 2 activities and results 

In Group 2 key communication challenges & possible solutions were primarily discussed 

in two small (“mini”) groups (rather than one larger group): 

1. Stage 1 concerned the identification of main challenges. At the end of the discussions the two 

mini-groups summarised their main ideas and findings with regard to the key challenges to 

the other group. Based on challenges brought forward by both groups and the joint 

discussion that followed, three common challenges were identified to be discussed during 

the ‘Solutions’ phase. 

2. Stage 2 concerned the identification of possible solutions for selected challenges identified 

(as specified above the original set of challenges were ‘boiled down’ to three common 

challenges to be discussed). Each of the three challenges were again discussed in small 

groups (in three rounds) and findings were brought together/synthesised at the end of each 

round of discussions. 

3. Stage 3 Discussion about possible limitations, applicability, ‘pros & cons’ were carried out in 

one larger group (i.e. participants did not break into mini-groups) with regard to one of the 

main challenges (namely ‘how to engage with the wider public?- challenge 1’) and partially 

(due to limited time) with regard to challenge “how to create a ‘common vision’ for 

communicating rural development (between NRNs, MAs, PAs, local practitioners)?” 

Findings of the three phases (challenge/solution/applicability…) were presented at the 

plenary session with regard to Challenge 1. 

Detailed outcomes of the three phases are presented in the sections below. 

 

Stage 1: Key communication challenges 

Identifying and discussing the main Communication challenges 

 

Key communication challenges were discussed on the basis of the ‘challenges’ cards. At 

the end of this exercise the two mini-groups came up with five main challenges in total 

(see below). 
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Some of the key points that came up during the discussions can be summarised as 

follows: 

Challenge 1: How to communicate to the wider  public? 

Suggested by both mini-groups based on card No 13. 

 When communicating to the ‘broader public’ about rural development policy, it is 

important to avoid technical language. Often it is difficult to understand the 

abbreviations/specific language used by technicians and academics. As one of the group 

representatives highlighted: “In the newspapers, we always write out each abbreviation in 

full so that all readers can understand what we talk about.” 

 What are the specific ways/language that need to be used to engage the wider 

public better in rural development issues? As one participant stated: “Most people 

don’t care about ‘rural development’. They care about the ‘countryside’.” This means that 

when communicating to the wider public, terms that capture the attention of this target 

group need to be used. Therefore the question is: how can networks engage the public 

without using the term ‘rural development’? 

 

Challenge 2: Evaluation of Communication activities  

Suggested by both mini-groups (inspired by cards 3, 12, 18, 19) 

 Evaluating the impact of specific communication activities and networking is a 

challenging task. How do we assess whether our communication activities had 

impact on the ‘wider public’? How to take account of the ‘cost-benefit’ ratio. For 

instance, how can one judge if a relatively costly conference (example mentioned by the 

Flemish Network during the panel discussion of the previous day) really achieved its aim 

(and whether it was the most efficient tool to be used)? 
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Additional cards created by participants for ‘evaluation of communication  activities’ 

  

 

Challenge 3: How to create and share a common vision among stakeholders?  

Suggested by mini-group 1 (inspired by cards 1, 9, 16, 20) 

Creating a common vision among rural stakeholders has been presented as a key 

challenge for the following reasons brought by the participants: development of a 

common understanding of issues of rural development, channelling the views of 

different target groups including, farmers, rural entrepreneurs and local communities 

about rural policy, identification of the relevant level to define a common vision between 

stakeholders (local, regional, national?), issue of ownership of policy among the 

stakeholders, creating a community of practice where knowledge and experience on 

rural development implementation is widely shared in the view of tackling common 

issues. 

 

Challenge 4: Communicating about innovation:  

Suggested by mini-group 2 (inspired by card No 1, 24, 29, 41)) 

 Communicating ‘innovation’ is difficult 

because of the different meanings/interpretations of 

the term ‘innovation’. Before talking about how to 

communicate innovation, it needs to be agreed what is 

meant by it. There is also a need to better understand 

how EIP can work in partnership with the networks in 

communicating ‘innovation’. 
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Challenge 5: How can NRN help identify and strengthen the skills  of LAGs and 

beneficiaries? 

Suggested by mini-group 1 (inspired by cards 

No 5, 23, 24) 

The main challenge mentioned by the group 

was focused on the issue of strengthening 

the skills of LAG’s staff and farmers and the 

issue of training needs’ identification. 

 

 

Final outcome of Stage 1:  

During Stage 1, five key challenges were identified by the two mini-groups, out of which 

the first two were similar or identical (see photo 

below): 

1. Engaging with the wider public (based on card 

No   13: ‘What are the ways to make the general public 

engage with issues of rural development?) – A challenge 

identified by both groups. 

2. How do we better understand the impact of 

communication & networking? (based on cards No 12, 

18, 3 & 19) & How to monitor and evaluate NRN 

communication activities? – a challenge identified by 

both groups 

3. How to create & share a common vision 

(between various stakeholders, such as NRNs, PAs, 

MAs & LAGs)? (based on cards 1, 9, 16, 20)  

4. Communicating innovation in partnership with 

EIP groups (based on cards 1, 24, 29, 41) 

5. How can NRNs help identifying and 

strengthening the skills of LAGs and Beneficiaries? 

(based on cards No 5, 23 & 24)  

Following a joint discussion about the challenges identified by the group; it was agreed 

(based on preferences expressed by group members) that three challenges will be 

discussed in more details (namely 1., 2. & 3). 
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Stage 2: Identifying practical solutions 

Identifying and discussing possible solutions to Communication challenges 

Possible solutions for Challenge 1: ‘How to communicate and engage with the 

wider public?’  

The main discussion points from the two groups with regard to this challenge (also 

presented in the picture below) can be summarised as follows: 

 It is important to use the media in an 

intelligent way (inspired by cards No 41, 43, 48, 

82, 77, 54, 13, 50 + card on ‘I would seriously urge 

NRNs to build relationships with the relevant 

media…’). Using the media & press requires 

specialist skills. At the local level it is easier to get 

press coverage (especially for LEADER activities). 

 Youth is an important component of the 

wider public to be addressed. Children are also 

considered to be an important target group; as the 

wider public (parents, families) can be better 

addressed through them. 

 Use the combination of different 

technologies: social media, videos, newsletters is 

needed. Many more communication tools are 

available now than 7 years ago; and it is important 

to take advantage of them all. Also, one cannot rely 

on social media ‘only’.  

 Keep the messages ‘simple and clear’ (in 

other words ‘KISS’: Keep It Simple Stupid). For instance, research outcomes need to be 

clearly communicated. It is important to explain messages to the broader public in a 

clear manner. Videos can often be an efficient tool for this. 

 Use the ‘multiplier effect’ when designing campaigns (inspired by cards No 34, 39, 49, 

65, 66)  by involving from the start multiplier agents e.g. local and social associations and 

networks, schools, universities, etc which will play the role of “diaspora” to the wider 

public. 
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Additional cards created for ‘broader public engagement’ by participants 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 2: How to evaluate the communication 

activities of networks? 

Overall, the solutions offered by the cards for this specific challenge have been limited; 

and therefore the cards did not particularly stimulate further thinking on the issue. 

Participants mostly came up with their own solutions during the discussions (the cards 

that were useful in this regard were the ones on social media, interactive 

communication tools, blogs). The key points of group discussions can be summarised 

below: 

 It is important to consider the 

‘cost-benefit’ ratio of communication 

actions. Measuring ‘behavioural 

change’ is only possible after a certain 

time need to elapse post intervention. 

 Polls can help to set a 

‘baseline’, i.e. used as relevant 

indicators (i.e. where are we now and 

what do we want to achieve). Feedback 

is critical, but need to measure against a 

specific target (for which indicators are 

needed). 

 The use of tools that allow for feedback, such as interactive media (social media, in 

particular twitter, or blogs) in this regard is useful, as it offers two-way communication 

and the ‘sender’ can receive immediate reactions/feedback. 

Work with young people! Use media in an intelligent 
way! (e.g. local media, 
videos) 

Keep it simple and clear! 
(language, research, etc.) 

Apply the multiplier effect 

- events, projects, human 
capital 

- tools 

- wider interest [virtual 

Use combination of different 
technologies & 
communication tools (e.g. 
social media, newsletters, 
mobile apps, LinkedIn, 
videos) 
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 It is sometimes useful to contrast ‘good’ with ‘bad’ practices (i.e. understanding and 

learning from mistakes) 

   

Additional cards created by participants for ‘evaluating communication activities’ 

 

Possible solutions for Challenge 3: How to create a ‘common vision’ for 

communicating rural development (between NRNs, MAs, PAs, local 

practitioners)? 

The main discussion points with regard to this challenge that came out from the group 

exchange can be summarised as follows: 

 It is important to 

distinguish on whether we want to 

communicate ‘rural 

development’ (RD) or the ‘rural 

development programme’ (RDP), 

i.e. need to be clear if it is a vision 

for RD or EU RDP (EAFRD). With 

regard to RDP communication, it is 

important to understand whether 

the aim is to get interested parties 

together, and create an ‘operational 

vision’; or is it a vision that has to 

be set externally (RDP is “changing 

peoples’ lives”).  

 

 It was argued by both discussion groups that getting together and personal contacts 

are important for creating a common vision (inspired by cards No 15, 20, 22, 51, 62, 67, 

81). Personal contacts (not just inter-institutional modus operandi) can strengthen the 

engagement of stakeholders (“doing it together”), such as working groups. The focus 

Use interactive media 
to get feedback from 
campaigns and 
activities! 

Social media, 
commentary section 

Investigate and make polls 
and create a baseline. 
Where are we now and 
where do we want to go? 

Measuring behavioural 
change – as an 
outcome at 
communications, after 
a set time period. 
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should be on the real ‘on the ground’ needs. A typical example of ‘hands on experience’ 

is the field-visits organised for policy-makers to experiment and see what happens on 

the ground. 

New Cards created by participants for ‘creating a common vision’ 

 

 

 

 

 Both groups also stressed the importance of selecting the right tools, including videos, 

website and publications (inspired by cards 33, 38, 54 + card on “In our country the 

Ministry of Agriculture has blog on its official website…”). An additional card created by 

participants states the importance of “Tools for supporting the creation and sharing of 

the vision”. A simpler relevant vision need to be created for the rural public and 

promoted through the appropriate tools. 

 Finally, good practices have been identified as tools that can support the creation of a 

common vision (inspired by cards No 1, 14, 34 and 70). An additional card was created 

to support this argument: “Use good practice to create a common vision”. 

 

Stage 3: Taking action – applicability, limitations, ‘pros & cons’ 

Identifying and discussing possible solutions to Communication challenges 

 

Possible applicability, limitations and ‘pros & cons’ arguments have been discussed with 

regard to Challenge 1 (this was also presented during the plenary session) and some 

parts of Challenge 2. Main outcomes of the discussions are summarised below. 

 

‘Taking action’ to address Challenge 1 (applicability, limitations, pros & cons): 

‘How to communicate and engage with the wider public?’  

The arguments with regard to the main solutions suggested with regard to Challenge 1 

are summarised below. 

Importance of personal 
contacts 

Getting interested parties 
together to get a common 
operational vision 
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Solution Pros & applicability Cons & limitations 

Other 

considerations/ 

conditions 

Using the media 

(in an 

intelligent way) 

 Through the press it 

is possible to 

communicate to a 

huge audience 

 Reaching out to the 

wider public is 

efficient 

 Local press picks up 

local/LEADER issues 

 National press is 

more difficult to 

achieve – “They often 

look for negative 

news.”  

 You need to develop 

good relationship 

with the press in 

order to make this an 

efficient tool 

 You need to know 

what you are doing – 

you need skills to 

handle the media 

Youth as a 

target group 
 You can better ‘catch’ 

people when they are 

young: ‘good value for 

money’ to invest in 

communicating to 

young people 

 Schools would be 

‘ideal target groups’ 

but often difficult to 

reach 

 Some of the methods 

that work best with 

young people are 

expensive (e.g. 

certain media tools) 

 Those working with 

communication 

strategies are often 

too old – You need 

young people to 

engage with young 

people 

 Extra efforts are 

needed to present the 

issues in an 

interesting way 

 You have to be 

creative when 

targeting young 

people (use even 

tools as ‘soap operas’ 

to get through the 

message) 

 Youth associations 

can be channels to 

reach young people – 

but these 

organisations often 

do not exist in rural 

areas 

 One should not forget 

that the ‘older 

generations’ also 

need to be targeted 

(do not ‘over-focus’ 

on young people) 

Combination of 

different tools 
 The wide range of 

tools available allows 

to address different 

target groups 

 There is no ‘best tool’ 

the point is to “make 

everything available 

to everyone” 

 
 E-tools can be best 

used with a wide 

audience in countries 

where it is a common 

practice (e.g. all 

farmers have to use e-

applications in 

Sweden) 

 You have to be aware 
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Solution Pros & applicability Cons & limitations 

Other 

considerations/ 

conditions 

that social media has 

limited reach (only 

part of the wider 

public has access to 

this) 

  

Possible solutions for Challenge 3: How to create a ‘common vision’ for 

communicating rural development (between NRNs, M As, PAs, local 

practitioners)? 

Due to the limited time, the applicability, limitations and ‘pros & cons’ could not be 

discussed fully with regard to Challenge 3 solutions. However, some of the discussion 

points are summarised below. 

 

Solution Pros & applicability Cons & limitations 

Other 

considerations/ 

conditions 

Getting people 

together / 

personal 

contacts 

& 

Use tools to 

create/promote 

the common 

vision 

 Creating new 

contacts: put together 

people who are 

normally not used to 

work together 

 It is often time 

consuming to get 

people together 

 How to generate 

interest in the ‘vision’ 

is difficult – focus is 

often on access to 

funding (difficult to 

get people to see 

beyond their interest) 

 Clarity is needed on 

what we are trying to 

achieve (vision about 

RDP or RD)? 

 The right target 

audience needs to be 

identified (out of the 

“many interested”) 

 


