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Deployment of an AI powered media and social media 
monitoring system to detect false information

1) FALSE INFORMATION

Test pre-bunk and de-bunk techniques and draft guidelines
on how to tackle false information
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External scientific report available on EFSA Journal: 
Benchmarking exercise and identification of AI tool to detect false information on food

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/supporting/pub/en-9261


FALSE INFORMATION ONGOING WORK

Countries coverage: Estonia, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Poland, Spain
Timeline: Nov 2025-Aug 2026

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-024-71599-6


BACKGROUND

• 5228 participants from Germany, 
Greece, Ireland, and Poland

• Climate change or COVID-19

• 2 (intervention: prebunk v debunk) ×
2 (intervention source: no source v 
European Commission) + 1 (control) 
between-subjects design

• Both interventions change four 
variables reflecting vulnerability to 
misinformation in the expected 
direction in almost all cases, with 
debunks being slightly more 
effective than prebunks

https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-024-71599-6


THIS STUDY: RESEARCH QUESTIONS

➢What is the impact of prebunk
and debunk techniques in 
countering false information?

➢What is the impact of trust in 
the source of information 
providing the countering 
intervention?

➢Does analytic thinking 
moderate the effectiveness of 
prebunking and debunking?

• Avian influenza 

• Antimicrobial resistance



PRE-TEST RESULTS: AWARENESS

Country Screenout AI Screenout AMR

Ireland 1 22

Germany 7 8

Estonia 5 31

Spain 5 18

Greece 14 29

Poland 2 41

Country
EFSA

AWARENESS
n %

Estonia
Yes 161 80.5

No 39 19.5

Germany
Yes 147 73.9

No 52 26.1

Greece
Yes 186 93.9

No 12 6.1

Ireland
Yes 182 91.5

No 17 8.5

Poland
Yes 156 78

No 44 22

Spain
Yes 182 89.2

No 22 10.8

Topic Response n %

Avian 

Influenza

2. Heard of it, but I do not know much about it 260 43.4%

3. Heard of it, and feel I am reasonably well

informed 286 47.7%

4. Heard of it, and feel I am very well informed 53 8.8%

Antimicrobial

Resistance

2. Heard of it, but I do not know much about it 305 50.7%

3. Heard of it, and feel I am reasonably well

informed 247 41.1%

4. Heard of it, and feel I am very well informed 49 8.1%



TOP CLAIMS

1. Avian influenza is a threat that was fabricated by 
governments

2. Avian influenza is not contagious neither for birds 
nor for humans

3. Forced slaughter of birds affected by avian 
influenza is unnecessary

4. Vaccines against avian influenza are poisonous 
and ineffective

5. Avian influenza is a man-made bioweapon 
designed to harm populations

6. Avian influenza is a pretext to destroy the 
economy of the agricultural sector

7. Cooking poultry does not eliminate the virus of 
avian influenza

8. Avian influenza is caused by environmental 
factors such as 5G radiations

9. Avian influenza tests are designed to produce 
false positives to justify forced slaughter of birds

1. Antimicrobial resistance is not real and does not 
represent a serious threat

2. Antibiotic misuse is not a driver of antimicrobial 
resistance

3. Antimicrobial resistance does not have an impact 
on public health

4. Antibiotics work against all illnesses, including viral 
infections

5. Humans, rather than bacteria, develop resistance 
to antibiotics

6. Misuse of antibiotics in livestock does not 
contribute to antimicrobial resistance

7. Pharmaceutical waste is not a driver of 
antimicrobial resistance

8. Antimicrobial resistance is not driven by overuse 
or misuse, but it is a natural evolutionary process 

9. Antimicrobial resistance is a local problem 
affecting only countries with poor hygiene

Claims selected based on their frequency of appearance among the top 3 ranked claims across the questions



NEXT STEPS

• Pilot

•Cognitive interviews

•Quantitative pilot

• (If applicable) Q’re revision following 
pilot testing

• Fieldwork (Q3 2026)

• Data Analysis and Results (Q4 2026)



Stakeholders, 
citizens and

partners

2) TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVES

Gathered both EFSA 
and stakeholder 

insights on public 
consultations

The way we seek 
inputs should be 

more tailored

Development of a 
communication 

toolkit

Provide clear indications on the type of 
comments expected and in which form

Pilot of alternative formats to complement 
Public Consultations (PCs)  
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Toolkit published on EFSA website: Public consultations toolkit
External scientific report available on EFSA Journal: Stakeholder Focus Groups: 

Co‐creation of a toolkit for public consultations 

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/calls/consultations
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/supporting/pub/en-9260
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/supporting/pub/en-9260


TRANSPARENCY INITIATIVES: RECENTLY FINALISED WORK

Published on EFSA Journal

https://www.efsa.europa.eu/en/events/public-hearing-plant-lectins-food
https://efsa.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.2903/sp.efsa.2026.EN-9933


3) RISK-BENEFIT TRADE-OFFS

Need for 
enhancing risk-

benefit 
communication

Test risk-benefit 
messages and 
communication

Set-up of an experiment to test messages on 
risks and benefits

Test the impact of risk-benefit communication 
on public’s perceptions
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Understand influential 
factors and impact of 
source credibility on 

the message



RISK-BENEFIT UPCOMING WORK



COMMUNICATION ADVICE FOR MEMBER STATES

Promote benefits of fish/other 
seafood consumption for low 

consumers with low 
awareness, especially 

pregnant women

• Continue or reinforce 
health promotion

• Focus on trade-offs 
leading to non-beneficial or 
suboptimal choices, 
highlight healthier options

• Informative about health 
benefits and safety, be 
prescriptive on choices: 
what to eat and how often 
(but localised)

Diversifying fish/other 
seafood species for high 

consumers, especially 
among pregnant women

• Challenging with low risk 
awareness (e.g. high 
perceived health benefits, 
highly embedded in 
culture)

• Repeat messages that 
focus on diversifying 
consumption habits more 
relevant strategy

• Encourage use of tools
such as FishChoice

Strategies for accessing 
trusted sources of 

information (e.g. work with 
amplifiers, explore TV)

• Regular and news media 
(TV, social networks) and 
social contact (family, 
friends) are the most 
frequently used

• Collaborations with 
amplifiers (journalists, 
science communicators, 
influential communicators) 
should be evaluated

Upcoming work: development of communication strategies and 
materials in collaboration with Member States



Citizens

4) RISK PERCEPTION-BEHAVIOUR

Link between perception 
and behaviour varies 

among individuals and 
the features of the 

message

Need to convert data 
into actionable 

insights to enhance 
effectiveness of risk 

communication

Research to 
investigate link 
risk perception-

behaviour

Development of a research project using network analysis

Improve risk communication integrating insights on the 
link between risk perception and behaviour
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External scientific report available on EFSA Journal: Risk Perception and Behaviour on Social Media 
Platforms: Natural Language Processing and Complex Network Analysis

https://efsa.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.2903/sp.efsa.2025.EN-9827
https://efsa.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.2903/sp.efsa.2025.EN-9827


RISK PERCEPTION-BEHAVIOUR FINALISED AND ONGOING 
WORK

Social media network 
analysis

Topics: Avian influenza 
and PFAS

Countries coverage: 
Ireland, Romania, 

Spain, Greece
Timeline: Dec 2025-

Oct 2026

Countries coverage: Italy 
Timeline: Nov 2025-Oct 

2026



Aim: Identify barriers and solutions for the implementation of 
biosecurity

Focus: Small ruminants, particularly goat and sheep.

PHASE I: Qualitative research w/ farmers & vets in three EU 
countries

3 Countries: ES, RO, IE 

PHASE I: QUALITATIVE

• 2 Focus Groups (FG)/country 
(48 goat and/or sheep farmers
total)

• 5 semi-structured 
interviews/country (15 vets w/ 
experience w/ goat and/or 
sheep total)



PHASE I: A FEW KEY FINDINGS

• Farmers tended to feel that their farms were 
well-protected from diseases

• Variations on the degree animals are 
monitored for signs of diseases

• Farmers faced common obstacles to 
implementing biosecurity measures

• Variations on the understanding of the term 
biosecurity, but links with a sense of increased 
workload, administrative burdens, and 
unrealistic or impractical demands.

Barriers to 
implementation:
• Lack of resources/time 

constrains
• Lack of awareness
• Practical limitations
• Cultural factors

Insights into: 
Measures commonly implemented
Measures perceived as needed but difficult to 
implement
Measures perceived as unnecessary/impractical



AN EXAMPLE: COMMON ERRORS AND MISSES IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF 
BIOSECURITY MEASURES ACCORDING TO VETS

You test [the sheep/goats]  and you might 

find nothing. And everything's thriving and 

there's no issues. You'll talk to the farmers 

a week later  [and they say]  “I still dosed 

them, I felt like I should, and I still gave 

them the white drench”.

Private sector vet, 5+ years’ experience, 

Ireland

There are errors, especially when it comes 

to deworming. Either the products are of 

poor quality, or there are mistakes in their 

dosing.

Private sector vet, 5+ years’ experience, 

Romania 
They [don’t] want to get too involved or 

spend a lot of money on disinfection and 

pest control products. The companies that 

deal with disinfections might be too 

expensive for them, so it’s easier for them 

to buy and do this themselves.

Private sector vet, 5+ years’ 

experience, Romania

• Common errors in the implementation of biosecurity measures mentioned 

by vets included:

• incorrect navel hygiene practices (IE)

• Inadequate cleaning of feeding utensils and bucket feeders during 
lambing (IE), and of farrowing crates (ES) 

• various dosing issues (IE)

• errors relating to deworming (RO). 

• Vets consistently identified biosecurity measures that some farmers 

never or rarely implemented across the three countries (these echoed 

those that farmers themselves commonly mentioned struggling with, or not 

implementing):

• Appropriate entry control for new animals (e.g. farmers purchasing 
animals from unknown sources, failing to quarantine, etc.)

• Disinfection and having dedicated clothing and footwear for different 
farm locations/events 

• Proper disposal of animal carcasses and other biological material, 
with these often being fed to sheep dogs, or left for wild animals to 
consume.



Aim: Identify barriers and solutions for the implementation 
of biosecurity

Focus: Small ruminants, particularly goat and sheep.

PHASE II: Quantitative research w/ farmers in four EU 
countries

4 Countries: ES, RO, IE, EL
Survey

+ 

Experiment to measure perceived effectiveness vs. practicality of 
different measures

PHASE II: QUANTITATIVE



STAY CONNECTED

SUBSCRIBE TO
efsa.europa.eu/en/news/newsletters
efsa.europa.eu/en/rss
Careers.efsa.europa.eu – job alerts

FOLLOW US ON BLUESKY
@efsa.bsky.social
@efsa-animals.bsky.social            
@efsa-plants.bsky.social

FOLLOW US ON INSTAGRAM
@one_healthenv_eu

CONTACT US
efsa.europa.eu/en/contact/askefsa

FOLLOW US ON LINKEDIN
Linkedin.com/company/efsa

LISTEN TO OUR PODCAST
Science on the Menu –Spotify, Apple 
Podcast and YouTube 
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