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SCIENCE POLICY INTERFACE

HOW TO ORGANISE EVIDENCE INFORMED POLICYMAKING
INTERNALLY AND EXTERNALLY

AN INTRODUCTION

PROF. JAROStAW GORNIAK
CENTRE FOR EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC POLICIES
VICE- RECTOR OF THE JAGIELLONIAN UNIVERSITY IN KRAKOW



IMPACT OF SCIENCE AND EVIDENCE INFORMED
POLICYMAKING

* Impact of science versus impact of scientists

* Towards research-intensive policy making — really?

* Out of an ivory tower — social impact as part of university
mission

* The case of COVID-19 pandemic — a need for international
comparative studies of science-policy interface



EVIDENCE INFORMED POLICY — POLICY ANALYSIS —
EVALUATION

e Evidence informed policy — public policy using the best available
and scientifically sound research evidence

* Policy analysis as the analysis policymaking — providing policy
makers with (evidence-based) advice on problems, causal
mechanisms, instruments and potential consequences of the
available options

e Evaluation as a source of knowledge about what works, for whom
and in what circumstances



GOOD EVIDENCE

* Policy-relevant — justifying the choice of policy conduct and
instruments
* Trustworthy
e Sound theory — causal claims
* Proper scientific methodology — research design and measurement

* Dependable and up-to-date data

* Conclusive — providing recommendations capable of
significantly reducing uncertainties of decision-makers



LIMITATIONS OF EVIDENCE INFORMED POLICY

Policy decisions are based not only on evidence, but they are also
orone to the influence of competing interests — every policy has its
nolitics

nstitutional and cultural constraints matter

Evidence may not match the political priorities of policymakers or
societal preferences

Priorities and societal preferences usually vary among stakeholders
and across societies

External validity of social research is more problematic than in

medicine
(“what works there might not work here” —Cartwright & Hardie)



LIMITATIONS OF EVIDENCE INFORMED POLICY

* The issue of policy scope, size and complexity: evidence based on
causal research (what works) is often restricted to selected policy
problems and is of limited use for complex reforms

« Communication problems — decision-makers use stories rather
than pure scientific reports; there is a need for translation from
the language of science into policy narratives

* Timing — politicians (like businessmen) have much shorter
timescales than researchers

* The job of policy makers is to anticipate, rather than explain past
events and processes, whereas social scientists prefer the latter



OUR SPEAKERS

Justyna Bandola-Gill
School of Social and Political Science
University of Edinburgh, UK

Associate Director of SKAPE — Centre for
Science, Knowledge and Policy at the
University of Edinburgh.

Co-author of the book Impact Agenda:
Controversies, Consequences and Challenges
(Polity Press, 2020)

Her research explores the intersections
between research and policy, especially the
ways in which knowledge is organised,
governed and mobilised to achieve political
goals

Christine Weidenslaufer

Lawyer at the Library of National Congress in Santiago,
Chile

She graduated from the Universidad de Valparaiso
(Chile), Mary's University, in San Antonio, Texas (USA)
and the University of London (UK)

Analyst and researcher, specialized in Common law

Legal advisor to senators, deputies and congressional
committees

She works on understanding how science and
technology can improve the legislative process
integrating evidence-based information.



WELCOME TO OUR SESSION!

JAROSLAW.GORNIAK@UJ.EDU.PL



Science-Policy Interface:
Navigating Political and
Technocratic Accountabilities



The Impact Agenda

Controversies, Consequences and
Challenges

Katherine (Kat) Smith, Justyna Bandola-
Gill, Nasar Meer, Ellen Stewart, Richard

Watermeyer

The Impact
Agenda




" « Recent developments in Science Policy — for
~ example the impact agenda
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. » Changing nature of policy problems —
“normal” science is not sufficient

Hybridisation of » The distance between Universities and their
science and p0|le socio-economic environments is closer then

ever
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r =« Impact on how knowledge is produced and
~its epistemic qualities

~ - * The difference between experts and
- sclentists Is increasingly blurry

Hybl‘idisation of * Policy knowledge vs scientific knowledge
science and policy |



PRODUCING TRANSLATING PRODUCING POLICY
ACADEMIC RESEARCH | RESEARCH RESEARCH

Type of activities/strategies Conducting  primary research, | Seminars, workshops, policy briefs, Contracted research, evaluations,
publishing blog, website, media relations rapid reviews

Relationship to context

De-contextualised

Contextualising

Contextualised

Dominant institutional setting

Academic institutions

Academic or policy institutions

Policy institutions

Timescale Long-term Long-term or short-term Short-term
Quality assessment criteria Reliability Applicability or reliability Applicability
Type of impacts Conceptual Conceptual or Instrumental Instrumental




. * Experts are legitimate as they navigate the

~constant tension between technocratic and
\ political accountability

* Expert legitimacy is symbiotic — neither of

the two can dominate
Technocratlc and
p0||tlca| < This navigation happens on three levels:
3 CCOUHt abl|lty ]‘ epistemic, individual and institutional
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Three ‘bodies’ of
expert legitimacy

1 » Technocratic centralisation vs flexible
decentralisation



* Science-policy interface is malleable but
( ===:——___a also characterised by important epistemic
2 and institutional differences

* Experts and academics are not the same

» Knowledge practices at the science-policy
boundary require flexibility and high
tolerance for paradox




METRO
More information

 Smith, K., Bandola-Gill, J., Meer, N., Stewart, E., & Watermeyer, R. (2020) The
Impact Agenda: Constructing, Debating and Challenging the Assessments of
Research Impact in the UK. Polity Press

 Bandola-Gill, J. (2020) The Legitimacy of Experts in Policy: Navigating
Technocratic and Political Accountability In The Case Of Global Poverty
Governance. Evidence and Policy. (online first)

 Bandola-Gill, J. (2019) Between relevance and excellence? Research impact
gggngi&and the production of policy knowledge, Science and Public Policy, 46 (6)

» Bandola-Gill, J., & Lyall, C. I\§|2017).Knowled e Brokers and Policy Advice in Policy
Formulation. In Howlétt M., Mukhetjee I. (eds), Elgar Handbook of Policy
Formulation, pp. 249-265. Edward Elgar Publishing



Thank you!

Feel free to get in touch: Justyna.Bandola-Gill@ed.ac.uk

www.metro-project.eu
@METROprojecteut



http://www.metro-project.eu/

Chile’s Technical Parliamentary Advisory
Service (BCN-ATP):

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE-
INFORMED LEGISLATION

CHRISTINE WEIDENSLAUFER

LIBRARY OF NATIONAL CONGRESS, CHILE
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THE SILOS & PIPES STRATEGY (STOA,
2018)

SILOS: specialized communities
of knowledge / expertise

PIPES: communication channels
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Figure 1. The science-policy ecosystem
Figure 1 depicts what Luhmann calls an ‘open system’, i.e., one in which the broader
society exerts influence. The open system’s most relevant actors are:
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(Lieve Van Woensel,
2018)
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BROKERS,
ADVOCATES

SCIENCE




PARLIAMENTARY TECHNICAL
ADVISORY SERVICE (“ATP")

» Only technical research institution within BCN Q

NCITIOHCH COﬂgl’eSS Iﬂ Ch”e Biblioteca del Congreso Nacional de Chile

» Goal: to reduce in part the asymmetry of
information with the Executive

» Values: neutrality, technical quality,
parliamentary oriented approach

. i :
RQSLLIL_thh_Iﬂ&Is_QLDJ.Lb.IJLtMMDQ.I. ce 2007




BCN & ATP IN
NUMBERS
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KEY ROLE OF BCN-ATP RESEARCH
SERVICES

» As trusted “key information brokers”:
1. ldentify and reframe questions from legislators

2. Connect scientific work from research
communities w/ legislators interests (silos & pipes)

3. Recognize biases involved while staying neutral

4. Deliver evidence in plain language w/ clear tables
of findings

5. In atimely manner



ORGANIZING EVIDENCE INFORMED
POLICYMAKING AT THE CHILEAN
CONGRESS

» Adapting research methodologies: Frontier reports,
experts consultation

» Developing partnerships: ATP-Milenio Project
and others

» Strengthening infernational networks: EPTA, Global
TA, IFLA PARL



i | Asesoriy Técnica Pulamentuu May 2019
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The next frontier

THE FRONTIER
REPORTS*

*English version for EPTA



Consulta técnica de interés legislativo
N EW sobre la Ley XX. XXX - Biblioteca del

METHODOLOGIES:

-——=fia Técnica Parlar ria le hemos inv
3us conocimiento pecific en el tema

EXPERTS
CONSULTATION
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AND THE FUTURE?

» Consolidate an
institutional culture
around evidence
informed decision-
making in Congress

» Strengthen and
Improve our own skills
towards an effective
evidence informed
advisory service

EEWREA EU4Facts - Evidence for Policy % 4%,
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Interpersonal
Skills

Monitoring & ‘ :ynthesri‘sing
Evaluation AN esearc

Better
Evidence-Informed |
Policies

Engaging with Managing Expert
Citizens & Communities
Stakeholders

Communicating
Scientific
Knowledge

Advising
Policymakers

(Lene Topp, JRC-EC, 2017)



Thank you!

a Nacional de Chile / BCN
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