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Project description

‘Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public
administration in a post-pandemic Europe’

This multi-country project was funded by the European Commission’s Technical Support Instrument
(TSI) from the Reform and Investment Task Force (SG REFORM). The project was jointly
implemented by the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC) and the Organisation for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).

The general objective of this project was to support Greece, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, and the Netherlands in their ongoing reforms towards a) improved capacity for
evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public administration; b) increased awareness,
recognition and understanding at the political level, and in the scientific communities, of the actions
and investments that are required for science and evidence to be able to fully contribute to well-
informed policymaking.

To support the countries, JRC and OECD organised and produced national kick-off meetings, an
inception report, national diagnostic reports, national needs and gaps assessment reports, and
finally, country roadmap reports with recommendations for strengthening of evidence-informed
policymaking in governance and public administration. The country specific recommendations in the
roadmaps are the result of extensive analysis and a series of interviews with key individuals within
the national EIPM ecosystems. The recommendations where subsequently tested in reflective
workshops with a select and diverse group of individuals working across the ecosystem.

In addition, JRC and OECD organised international Capacity-building Workshops for scientists,
policymakers and knowledge brokers, and Mutual Learning Exercises on Foresight, Policy Evaluation
and Artificial Intelligence.

All country roadmaps were presented during national closing events. It is expected that the
countries, having been closely involved in the implementation of the project and consulted at all
major stages, take the necessary follow-up actions on final outputs through their internal
mechanisms.




Abstract

The project ‘Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public
administration in a post-pandemic Europe’ was inspired by the need of Member States to respond to
complex policy issues requiring specialised knowledge, such as the COVID-19 pandemic. The
pandemic led to a widespread recognition in governments that the use of evidence in advising policy
is vital but has not been as effective as necessary. Meanwhile political agendas have shifted in the
past two years towards geopolitical threats, competitiveness, misinformation and democratic
upheaval. Societal challenges are huge, while trust in national governments has declined in many
countries over recent years. This erosion of trust leads to a decreased ability to deal with these
problems in a publicly supported way. Evidence Informed Policymaking (EIPM) is not a silver bullet,
but it appears to have significant potential as a key driver. It improves the ability of governments to
solve problems directly, by supporting better design and implementation of policies. EIPM also can
increase trust more indirectly, as citizens strongly support the use of science in policymaking, and
that translates into increased trust in institutions that use evidence.

Ensuring effective uptake of evidence in the policy process can only be achieved if two conditions are
met. A technical one: the ability to provide the best available relevant evidence to the decision-maker
at the right time in the right format; and a political one: willingness to seriously consider, ask for and
use evidence in policymaking and public communication. The EIPM project has delivered seven
national roadmaps with a range of recommendations to strengthen both conditions, by focusing on
technical aspects such as the need to strengthen EIPM skills of individual scientists, policymakers and
knowledge brokers, as well as on the need for a supportive ‘tone at the top’, to create a culture in
which evidence is actively requested and used, even if it challenges prevailing assumptions. This
project provides lessons that are helpful for the continuation of this mission. These are presented in
this publication, followed by a future agenda for evidence-informed policymaking.



1. Evidence-informed policymaking is needed more than ever!

The project ‘Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public
administration in a post-pandemic Europe’ was inspired by the need of Member States to respond to
complex policy issues requiring specialised knowledge. ? Concretely, the project was triggered by a
global pandemic during which science played a central role. The pandemic led to a widespread
recognition in governments that the use of evidence in advising policy is vital but has not been as
effective as necessary. Moreover, it led to the recognition that the system was uncapable to self-
organise to meet this goal, due to a lack of the required skills and institutional support.

At the European level, the need for evidence-informed policymaking (EIPM) was underlined by the
Commission Staff Working Document ‘Supporting and connecting policymaking in the Member States
with scientific research’® published in October 2022 and a series of political declarations. These
declarations include the COMPET Council Conclusion in December 2023, that asked for a
strengthening of the role and impact of research and innovation in public policymaking in the
European Union.* The Ghent Declaration, signed by EU Public Administration ministers on the 27" of
February 2024, explicitly acknowledges the importance of using evidence in making and evaluating
policy decisions.® The declaration calls for strengthening exchanges between policy makers, scientists
and knowledge brokers, providing accessible data and analysing the possibilities of a framework that
embodies policy preparation and evaluation.

Meanwhile political agendas have shifted in the past two years towards geopolitical threats,
competitiveness, misinformation and democratic upheaval, issues for which the contribution of
science may appear less evident. However, equally for these issues, science is essential to separate
fact from fiction in accurately describing the problem, assessing the impact of potential solutions and
evaluating the outcomes. This common ground is the unappreciated bedrock of democracy that has
been exposed by the epistemic crisis and attacks on science of recent years.

The new political guidelines of the European Commission, the Draghi and Letta reports also
demonstrate the need for a shift towards increasing Europe’s competitiveness. Countries are facing
significant fiscal challenges, as public finances were stretched during the pandemic and there is a
need to address new priorities, for example in defence and the green transition. To that end,
simplification of licencing procedures, reduction of administrative burdens for enterprises and
investors and well-planned incentives attracting foreign direct investment can be supported through
evidence-informed policy. Concretely, scientific evidence and proper analysis of data can contribute
to better requlation. Impact assessments help to foresee and avoid administrative burdens, enhance

! The JRC would like to thank Athina Manta (SG REFORM) for her comments on an earlier version of this text. The
responsibility for opinions expressed in the paper rests solely with the JRC.

2 This is a JRC Reflection paper prepared for the final event of the EU TSI project ‘Building capacity for evidence-informed
policymaking in governance and public administration in a post-pandemic Europe’. All publications of this project can
be found here: https://knowledge4policy.ec.europa.eu/news/tsi-capacity-building-eipm-read-project-reports en

3 Staff Working Document - Supporting and connecting policymaking in the Member States with scientific research |
Knowledge for policy.

4 The full text of the COMPET Council Conclusions of 8 December 2023 can be found at this link:
https://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/document/ST-16450-2023-INIT/en/pdf.

5 Ghent Declaration SKM (250i24022717100.
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policy implementation, and compliance by citizens and companies. Quality evidence and evaluation is
needed for effective spending and to preserve the long-term competitiveness of economies.

Reliable data provide a basis for sound public policies by national administration. They are also critical
for input from the Member States for the Economic Governance Framework®, in particular for the
sound design and implementation of the Medium-Term Fiscal Plans of the Member States, the
European Semester’, and the Rule of Law exercise® assessing the efficiency of the national judicial
systems. Finally, evidence-informed economic analysis will better equip the Member States for the
negotiations in the new Multi-annual Financial Framework.?

Societal challenges are huge, while trust in national governments has declined in many countries over
recent years.'® This erosion of trust leads to a decreased ability to deal with these problems in a
publicly supported way, often resulting in new governments reversing policies of their predecessors,
with a risk of stagnation and inaction on the most pressing challenges. There is also a linked crisis of
trust in information and belief in a shared reality.!* Citizens’ access to reliable information is being
jeopardised by the spread of misinformation and disinformation, designed deliberately to erode trust
in the informational environment and democratic institutions. This can lead to further erosion of trust
in institutions, governments, and the media, and have negative consequences for saociety, including
increased radicalism and polarisation.

The signals of declining trust and growing dissatisfaction with national governments provide reason
for great concern. Lack of trust in government has real impact on the economy and society. Trust
enables governments to get things done by reducing transaction costs, nurturing political participation
and easing compliance with policies once implemented. Furthermore, trust in democratic institutions
helps protect citizens against dis- and misinformation as it decreases the belief in negative narratives
about them and increases the receptiveness for messages by democratic institutions themselves.

The root causes of low-level trust in democratic institutions are complex. EIPM is not a silver bullet,
but it appears to have significant potential as a key driver. It improves the ability of governments to
solve problems directly, by supporting better design and implementation of policies. EIPM also can
increase trust more indirectly, as citizens strongly support the use of science in policymaking*?, and
that translates into increased trust in institutions that use evidence. The perceived capacity of
governments to take decisions based on evidence appears as the second most powerful driver of
trust in national governments.

& New economic governance framework - European Commission.

7 The European Semester.

8 2024 Rule of law report - Communication and country chapters - European Commission.
9 NEW EUROPEAN BAUHAUS - The road to the next multiannual financial framework.
10 OECD 2024 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions. 44 precent of citizens have low or no trust in the

national government, compared with 39 percent with high or moderate trust. The 2024 results mark a general
erosion compared to the 2021 results.

1 OECD 2024 Facts not Fakes; Lewandowsky et al. 2017.

12 Relevant findings from the Eurobarometer survey https://europa.eu/eurobarometer/surveys/detail/l2237, p.9
'3 OECD 2024 OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions, p. 36.
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Strong science-for-policy ecosystems are not a goal in themselves, and science is just one input for
policymaking and by definition has a degree of uncertainty. However, science-for-policy ecosystems
are part of the checks and balances that safeguard the functioning of our democratic societies. Hence,
in the context of eroding trust, investing in the capacity and resilience of science-for-policy
ecosystems is essential to guarantee that they continue to operate even when faced with challenging
political conditions.

Decreasing trust in societies commonly leads to people becoming more entrenched, with a risk of
greater focus on extreme views and identity politics. This, in turn, usually decreases the demand for
evidence and reduces the willingness of everyone, including politicians and citizens, to engaging and
listening to information that contradicts their views. Investments into the science-for-policy
ecosystem should therefore not be limited to classic goals such as ensuring mobilisation of evidence
when needed. They should also focus on new objectives, such as fostering and understanding citizen
engagement by listening to citizens and acquiring knowledge of their perspectives and values as part
of the evidence gathering work package.

Ensuring effective uptake of evidence in the policy process can only be achieved if two conditions are
met. A technical one: the ability to provide the best available relevant evidence to the decision-maker
at the right time in the right format; and a political one: willingness to seriously consider, ask for and
use evidence in policymaking and public communication. The EIPM project has delivered seven
national roadmaps with a range of recommendations to strengthen both conditions, by focusing on
technical aspects such as the need to strengthen EIPM skills of individual scientists, policymakers and
knowledge brokers, as well as on the need for a supportive ‘tone at the top’, to create a culture in
which evidence is actively requested and used, even if it challenges prevailing assumptions. This
project provides lessons that are helpful for the continuation of this mission. These are presented in
the next section, followed by a future agenda for evidence-informed policymaking.



2. Key lessons of the project

A key feature of this EIPM project was the combination of extensive analysis at the national level,
with a multi-country set-up. This provided the opportunity to design recommendations in such a way
that they can be successfully adopted by the individual Member States, as well as to draw more
general lessons that are helpful for all countries that share the goal of improving their science-for-
policy ecosystem. From the start, the significant diversity among participating Member States was
noticeable. There is no singular, standardised model for EIPM. What works depends on the fit with the
national culture and governmental system. Nevertheless, the project did provide key lessons that are
presented in this section.

Providing a shared language

Language and terminology matter, especially if you want to join forces to reach a shared goal:
improving the national EIPM capacity in public administration in European Member States. This EIPM
project has not only brought together a large number of actors, such as ministries, agencies, advisory
councils and research organisations, but provided them with common terminology and an analytical
framework. That was instrumental to come to a shared analysis of the main needs and gaps and will
facilitate a joint effort for the implementation of the roadmaps. Using a common vocabulary
enhances the potential for mutual learning and impact.

The ecosystem approach widens and connects

This EIPM project used an ecosystem approach to analyse the science-for-policy practices in the seven
participating Member States. EIPM cannot be secured only through individual skill or function, it
requires a whole ecosystem to function properly, bringing together both supply and demand for
evidence through processes and institutions. It also requires promoting a culture facilitating openness
and curiosity with the capacity to ask the right questions.

The science-for-policy ecosystem is defined as ‘a complex of organisational structures and entities,
processes, and networks that interact to support the mobilisation, acquisition, synthesis, translation,
presentation for use, and application of scientific knowledge in policymaking processes.’** The
approach is systemic, in the sense that it involves all relevant actors and their functions, a thorough
study of the different layers and interactions among different parts of the system, and a process that
specifies the rules or ‘paths’ in these linkages. The ecosystem approach acknowledges the diversity
among countries, and does not imply that there is, or should be, a singular, standardised solution.
While formal mechanisms should be in place to ensure reliable and transparent processes, they can
be supplemented by informal mechanisms, which may be particularly useful in smaller countries
where individual networks may facilitate interaction. An ecosystem approach helps to understand how
formal and informal channels can be mutually reinforcing.

The ecosystem approach also helps to widen the view on EIPM practices. It not only includes what is
usually referred to as the demand side (government, public administration, parliament) and the supply
side (scientific institutions, other expert organisations). It also includes what is referred to as
knowledge brokerage: everything happening in between these two functions. For some, knowledge

14 Krieger et al. forthcoming.



brokers form a more elusive category, because not all countries have people and/or organisations
that identify as such. This term is used to refer to people or organisations that see themselves
primarily as boundary workers and organisations, who bring the worlds of science and policy together.
Knowledge brokers can perform different functions, such as disseminating, translating, synthesising
and communicating research for policy, articulating and managing requests for evidence and
facilitating access to research.

The primary focus of knowledge brokering is connecting knowledge with policy. That does not mean
that the role of knowledge broker cannot be combined with the role of knowledge producer or
knowledge user. The function of knowledge broker corresponds either to the role of a specific
individual working at the evidence-to-policy interface, or to institutions as a whole. People that
perform this role can work in dedicated knowledge broker organisations, but also within government,
for example as science adviser, within a governmental analytical unit or within academia or scientific
research institutes. The EIPM project underlines the vital role these people and organisations play to
connect all parts of the ecosystem. Several roadmaps contain recommendations to expand knowledge
brokering activities. Greece, for example, is recommended to establish additional analytical units
inside government and Lithuania to explore synergies between different potential knowledge brokers
organisations.'®

A second way the approach brings a new perspective is that it views science for policy not as a simple
linear process, that happens at a fixed moment in the policy cycle and where policy asks and science
answers. EIPM requires more than demand-driven knowledge input. Evidence can also be an
inspiration for new policies and have an agenda-setting function'® or be brought into an ongoing
policy discussion that has become static and needs new conceptual perspectives. Ideally, evidence is
available or can be produced in the early stage of policy design, so it can serve as a basis for a
problem definition that incorporates both a range of evidence and of values, and can be used for ex
ante impact assessment. Therefore, it is important that the ecosystem can produce and uses different
types of evidence, including for example foresight, policy evaluations, data and statistics and
practitioners’ knowledge.

The EIPM project analysed the countries’ science-for-policy ecosystems using a four-layered
approach: the individual level, the organisational level, the inter-organisational and the systems level.
A healthy EIPM ecosystem requires individuals that advocate for, are motivated to, knowledgeable
about and skilled for generating mobilising, requesting, synthesising, translating, presenting,
absorbing, and using such expertise and knowledge for policy. A healthy ecosystem also requires that
these individuals are supported through structures, processes, norms, networks and policies at the
organisational, inter-organisational and systems level.!” The project was able to show how many
challenges appearing at one level are often intertwined with challenges at another level. Therefore,
the roadmaps have identified the need for a strategic approach that addresses the ecosystem as a
whole, when looking for ways to improve it. Quick fixes that focus on just one level can be a waste of
investment, if no incentives are created on other levels. For example, strengthening the government’s

15 The Greek country report: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141465 ; the Lithuanian country
report: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141125

16 Given that science and technology are the source of new policy problems and solutions and therefore scientists are
usually the first to hear of them.

17 Krieger et al. forthcoming: 7.
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capacity to formulate cross-ministerial knowledge needs, should go hand in hand with ensuring
capacity for producing multidisciplinary evidence.

The ecosystem approach also provided legitimacy for a broad range of stakeholders to join the
discussion on the current state and the future of their national science-for-policy practice. This
allowed the national stakeholders to come to a shared analysis and understanding of the main
challenges and to identify the actions that the government needs to adopt to strengthen evidence
informed policy making. The convening power of the project was one of its most important outcomes.
As such, it was an investment in the future development of these ecosystems. Trusted relationships
are a fertile addition to the availability of good evidence.

An evidence-informed policymaking ecosysterm needs coordination

The project has underlined that evidence informed policy making does not happen in a vacuum as
science-for-policy ecosystems do not self-organise, even in countries with advanced systems of
governance. They require a minimum level of capacity, infrastructure and individual skills. However,
in addition they need coordination to make sure the different elements of the ecosystem talk to each
other. This does not need to involve great costs. A lot can be realised within existing resources.
Coordination is in part about creating the right incentives. For example: scientists, knowledge brokers
and policy makers will be motivated to participate in individual trainings, if they know their investment
will be rewarded in terms of recognition and career opportunities.

Coordination does not necessarily have to be top-down. It can also be a shared responsibility of
different stakeholders, for example, to jointly formulate a knowledge agenda that reaches beyond
single domains, single disciplines, and the issues of today. What works in a country depends on its
culture and governmental system. In countries with a strong ‘centre of government’ it makes sense
to work with a central analytical unit*® or a Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA). In countries with a more
decentralised structure, it makes more sense to invest in peer-to-peer coordination, for example by
creating networks, such as a network of science advisors or policy evaluators, to bridge departmental
silos that hamper the sharing of knowledge and the formulation of joint knowledge needs.

The importance of the policymaker perspective: obstacles in the use of evidence

Often science-for-policy discussions focus on the ability of scientists to deliver the best available
knowledge to the right decision-maker at the right time. There is however the other side to this issue
which this project helped to unravel: the actual use of evidence by policymakers. While the majority
of countries participating in the project have a decent supply of evidence, there is often not enough
capacity or interest inside government to consume and utilise the evidence or to engage in proper
problem formulation.

Obstacles preventing optimal uptake of evidence in policymaking processes include a culture that is
influenced by short-termism and political pressures, and lack of resources. These factors create a
shortage of time and capacity to absorb the evidence. Evidence becomes something nice to have,
instead of an essential part of the policy process. The national roadmaps identify a need for senior
civil servants and administrators to visibly and tangibly support use of evidence in policymaking, and
acknowledge the capacity that a healthy EIPM ecosystem requires. Several roadmaps provide

8 For example, a unit with a lead function for policy and impact assessment supporting policy development.



recommendations to strengthen such support. For example, the Estonian roadmap suggests producing
a bi-annual report on ‘The State of EIPM’, to be discussed in the Cabinet meeting of the Government,
and Lithuania has established a ‘Public Policy Decisions and Data Analysis Group’, which formalises
the integration of evidence into decision-making and ensures a direct link between administrative
evidence providers and political leaders.*®

An inter-departmental and interdisciplinary way of working

Most national ecosystems face similar challenges to bring together interdisciplinary evidence and
formulate cross-sectoral knowledge needs. In many countries some of the public sector institutions
that in effect are supposed to provide a knowledge brokerage function, work as sectoral research
institutes serving the needs of specific ministries, without the understanding and capacity to engage
in more innovative communication approaches, to prepare evidence gaps maps and conduct
systematic reviews. Countries such as Latvia and Belgium have a significant number of advisory
bodies, but most cover only a specific policy domain. This makes less sense as policy issues become
more inter-dependent.

However, challenges remain even when countries have dedicated interdisciplinary advisory bodies,
such as the Netherlands Scientific Council for Government Policy (WRR). Policymakers should aim to
formulate cross-sectoral knowledge demands and, while working in a siloed public administration,
use the evidence provided to solve the wicked problems that do not fall into single departmental
focus, but need to be addressed jointly by several departments. Traditional methods of producing
knowledge and making decisions within government silos, following a single department line or
minister’s portfolio, or academic disciplines, function poorly in a world of many interdependencies.
The fragmented nature of knowledge and the quick pace of decision-making do not easily allow for
EIPM processes. In addition to improving the synthesis and integration of various knowledge sources
for policymaking, successfully addressing this challenge also requires aligning and integrating
knowledge needs across government.

Several countries are trying to stimulate an inter-departmental way of working. In Latvia some
ministries have started to prepare a joint evidence-needs-agenda, that aims at coordinating evidence
needs across institutions to avoid duplication of research, and to increase the visibility of findings.
Member States roadmaps contain recommendations to strengthen inter-departmental and
interdisciplinary approaches. Most countries are advised to introduce or prioritise cross-sectoral
knowledge agendas, as well as to introduce funding initiatives that support interdisciplinarity, such as
the programme recently launched by the Belgian Science Policy Office (BELSPQ).%°

Skills and competences

All countries acknowledge the importance of individual skills and competences and recognise that it
is not only about skills of scientists, but also those of policymakers. Too often the assumption is that
the problem lies with the other side: policymakers don’t understand the science, and scientists cannot
deliver the evidence on time. That is problematic because some of the countries have good supply of

13 The Estonian country report: https:/publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC139946: the Lithuanian country
report: https://publications jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141125

20 The Belgian country report: https://doi.org/10.1787/223b01a8-en
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high-quality research, with the potential to inform and support policymaking, which is often not fully
used due to communication issues as well as a lack of incentives.

To strengthen individual capacities, the project delivered ‘Capacity Building workshops’ for scientists,
policymakers and knowledge brokers, which were based on the competence frameworks of the JRC
on Science for Policy (for scientists) and Innovative Policymaking (for policymakers), as well as the
OECD work on Building Capacity for Evidence Informed Policy Making.?! These frameworks helped to
identify the competences, attitudes and skills that are needed in a science-for-policy ecosystem. For
countries that do not yet have fully developed educational programmes, such as Estonia, Czechia and
Belgium, these frameworks were an important source of inspiration. Other countries, such as Latvia,
Lithuania, Greece and the Netherlands, are advised to incorporate elements of the frameworks into
existing programmes and trainings.

Focus on specific skills differs depending on country needs. In Czechia, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania
analytical capacities in the public administration, particularly in line ministries, are often insufficient
to address increasingly complex policy challenges. This includes both the capacity to supply policy
relevant analysis to ministers and senior policy makers, as well as the capacity to understand evidence
and science and to ask the right questions. Czechia is currently developing a competence model for
public servants which includes points on analytical skills.?? The competence model is intended to be
used during recruitment and to guide the setting of learning and development goals for civil servants.
In Estonia, the roadmap points towards strengthening foresight skills, because the practical use of
foresight activities is underdeveloped.? Latvia and Lithuania are also making efforts to build and
strengthen analytical capacities within government.

The project also identified pairing schemes and fellowships as a way to supplement skills and
knowledge acquired in trainings. Some countries, such as the Netherlands, are already working with
this type of instruments and are advised to expand existing programmes. While countries like Czechia,
Estonia and Greece are advised to set up new possibilities, drawing on some best practice examples
identified through the project. Latvia is about to upgrade and modernise its current PhD-law which
should facilitate paring or fellowship possibilities in the future with government sponsored PhDs.%

Although investment in individual skills is very important, the EIPM project underlines that if organised
as an isolated action the return on investment will be limited. Investments at the individual level need
to be combined by a supportive culture, that contains recognition of the value of science for policy
skills as well as incentives for individuals to strengthen their own capacities. The latter may include a
professionalisation of knowledge brokerage function as well as promotion of dedicated career tracks.

A strong learning culture needs to be embedded in national public administration and academic
structures. This learning culture is often related to the capacity to accept risk and promote public

21 | earning & Development | Knowledge for policy ; Schwendinger et al 2022; OECD 2020 Building capacity for evidence
informed policymaking, https://doi.org/10.1787/86331250-en

22 The Czech Republic country report https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC140040

25 The Estonian country report: https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC139946

24 The Latvian country report: https://doi.org/10.1787/2b43bc19-en; the Lithuanian country report:
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141125

25 The Latvian country report: https://doi.org/10.1787/2b43bc1S-en
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sector innovation and experimentation. In the end, the driving force behind building capacity comes
down to a culture of demand for evidence from top level decisionmakers, including at the political
level. If these decision-makers start to regularly ask questions such as ‘What is the evidence for this?’
‘What evidence will we need to understand the problem and evaluate the options?” ‘What are the key
assumptions behind the model or study?’, this will send the necessary signals to the eco-system.
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3. Shaping a future agenda for evidence-informed policymaking

The EIPM project has identified important steps for each of the seven participating Member States.
Some have already been implemented, such as the creation of an Analytical Competence Centre in
the Office of the Government in Latvia, the implementation of agile funding schemes for policy-
oriented research in Belgium, or the translation of the JRC competences frameworks to Greek by the
National Documentation Centre.?® Other recommendations from the roadmaps will take prolonged
effort. What is crucial however and what this multi-country project has underlined is that science is
inherently global. At the same time, there is an obvious need for local contextualisation to translate
science into evidence that can improve national policies. National resources, however, are limited.
Therefore, there is value in formulating a European wide agenda.

A future oriented EIPM agenda should serve several goals. First, it should help to ensure that EIPM
ecosystems can function in increasingly challenging information environments and polarised contexts.
Trust in science is still relatively high, compared to trust in other institutions, but the informational
space, the way information is shared, seen and consumed, is radically changing.?” Spotting and
distinguishing credible evidence from a deluge of partially Al generated information overload will
become increasingly difficult. To strengthen the use of evidence, there is a need to invest in
trustworthy production processes.

Second, the agenda should help to ensure that EIPM ecosystems are fully responsive to the changing
needs of governments. At a time of significant fiscal pressures, with the need to address the green
and digital transition and necessary defence investments, there is a need to close evidence gaps. This
includes for example sharing evidence on carbon mitigation approaches and increasing the efficiency
and effectiveness of public expenditure through evidence driven spending reviews.

Third, the agenda should help to further strengthen the resilience of science-for-policy ecosystems.
The ecosystem will be more resilient across changing government landscapes if it becomes
indispensable to the common good and its value is recognised and protected as such. Beyond the
executive, there is a need to engage with a wider set of public institutions interested in the evidence
agenda, such as parliaments and other societal stakeholders and the judicial branch. Reliability of
supply and demand of evidence will strengthen interactions between these organisations and thereby
contribute to a resilient EIPM ecosystem, even under less favourable conditions.

The strength of EIPM ecosystems also depends on the ability to keep up to date with state-of-the art
knowledge and information technology to be able to prepare and anticipate challenges in the context
of the digital transition, including the role of artificial intelligence. The professionalisation and
institutional support of the role of knowledge brokers in maintaining healthy relationships with
scientific, technological and innovation institutions and groups will be crucial.

26 The Latvian country report: https://doi.org/10.1787/2b43bc19-en; the Belgian country report:
https://doi.org/10.1787/223b01a8-en ; the Greek country report:
https://publications.jrc.ec.europa.eu/repository/handle/JRC141465.

27 Cologna et al. 2025.
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There are some clear opportunities to be seized as part of a future oriented EIPM agenda:

How should the knowledge broker role be professionalised?

On of the key finding of the EIPM project is that the emerging field of knowledge brokerage, with
individuals and organisations dedicated to fulfilling this function as their main objective, is playing
an essential role in strengthening the interaction between science and policymaking. However,
most knowledge brokers have developed their competences in isolation, often following a path
as researchers or experts in a specific scientific or policy field, and then learning how to effectively
perform knowledge brokerage through experience. While institutions may have greater
opportunities for mutual learning, the project findings show that in many countries specific
applied research institutes often work in silos to address the needs of specific ministries. While
translating science can be learned through experience, it poses additional challenges, such as how
to work with interdisciplinary evidence or addressing ethical conflicts. Hence, science-for-policy
ecosystems would probably benefit from increasing the professionalisation of knowledge broker
function. This includes opportunities for increased professionalisation at the individual level, with
clear, upfront guidance on how to effectively conduct the role, as well as opportunities for cross-
disciplinary sharing across knowledge broker institutions.

How to combine and weigh different types of evidence?

What counts as evidence is not always straightforward. It can refer to data, information, and
knowledge from multiple sources, including both quantitative (statistics, measurements) and
qualitative data (opinions, stakeholder input, conclusions of evaluation, expert advice). What is
needed or preferred depends on the policy phase, or whether evidence is used for agenda-setting,
or for choosing the most effective policy instrument. What counts as evidence also depends on
the disciplinary perspective that is needed to solve a social problem. Cross sectoral problems
often need a multi- or interdisciplinary perspective. Combining disciplinary perspectives and
methods is not easy, however, and most countries expressed an ambition to strengthen their
capacity for this.

There was recognition across participating Member States that EIPM requires scientific evidence
but also other forms of evidence. For example, when designing social or educational policies, it is
often neither feasible nor ethical to test them in a controlled environment. In such cases, it is
important to draw on the expertise of practitioners to ensure that policies are sound and tailored
to the local context, increasing their potential for success. In other words, there is a need to also
consider implementation science and to mobilise administrative data to a greater extent.

This broader perspective on what types of evidence are needed does not imply that all types of
evidence should have the same value. One of the tasks of knowledge brokers is to synthesise
different types of evidence, with respect to their level of (un)certainty. Knowledge brokers should
promote the use of evidence that is rigorous, systematic and technically valid. However, a core of
scientific evidence may be combined with expertise from practitioners and stakeholders, which
includes a need to ensure feedback from implementation, as well as space for experimentation
to allow for citizen centred and user driven approaches, particularly in policies aimed at designing
public services. There is already substantial guidance available on how to combine and weigh

14



different types of scientific evidence. That should be expanded to incorporate other sources of
evidence that are relevant for EIPM. %

iii. How to maximise the potential of new technologies, such as Al, while avoiding the
threats?
Generative Al offers unprecedented opportunities to revolutionise EIPM ecosystems. It is however
of paramount importance to understand the different elements (e.g., processes, actors,
influences) of EIPM to identify precisely what the needs are, what Al should be used for, and how.
By doing so, it is ensured that Al is applied where it really brings additional value. This means
finding the most beneficial Al applications where added value is maximised, and risks minimised.

iv. How to measure, assess and demonstrate S4P impact?

The importance of evidence-informed public policies has been increasingly recognised in Europe
in recent years. At the same time a growing need to assess and evaluate impacts of EIPM has
emerged. Assessing the impact of EIPM interventions is necessary to enable Members States to
evaluate their progress, compare across EIPM interventions, and provide accountability and
transparency. At the European level this has been addressed by the development of strategies to
evaluate science-for-policy ecosystems.?® In addition, assessing the impact of science-for-policy
interventions would allow Members States to assess their progress, compare across EIPM
interventions, and provide accountability and transparency.

Evaluating the impact of interventions and initiatives promoting EIPM in Member States is
challenging, for the same reasons that it is usually challenging to evaluate the impact of science
in policy, outside exceptional events such as a pandemic where that input, or the lack of relevant
input, becomes very visible. There are both technical and political factors that need to be
considered. Technical factors include: the fact that evidence is only one of many factors
influencing policymaking, the time lag between science-for-policy interventions and their policy
impact, and the fact that assessing the use of a science-for-policy intervention will often rely on
self-reporting. On the political side the power dynamic and the relationships between
stakeholders, including government entities, complicate the policymaking process and make it
hard to reconstruct and measure science’s influence. There is a need for impact assessments that
take both type of factors into account. However, measuring the actual impact of science-for-
policy on the context and the intrinsic quality of policies will remain challenging at best.

v. How can we ensure commitment to use of reliable information with integrity, to
increase public trust in government?

In the current climate of declining trust and misinformation, it is extremely important and urgent

to promote and commit to integrity principles in the production and use evidence in support of

policymaking. Both on the level of the EU and the Member States there is a range of instruments

28 Social multi-criteria decision analysis (SMCA) can be a source of inspiration for this. SMCA is a method to support
policymakers with comparing the potential impact of policy options ex-ante. By allowing the inclusion of many
different kinds of criteria, e.g., economic, social or environmental, it is well-suited to account for the many trade-offs
policymakers face when deciding on a policy options in a transparent way. Its capacity to integrate many different
kinds of evidence - quantitative and qualitative- makes it an important tool for EIPM. The JRC has developed an
online tool, SOCRATES, that policymakers can use to perform SMCA Social Multi-Criteria Evaluation of Policy Options
| Knowledge for policy

29 Developing an evaluation framework for science for policy ecosystems | Knowledge for policy
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that address integrity principles in the production of evidence, such as scientific integrity
frameworks, regulations, legal declarations of independence, and codes of conduct®*, However,
the existing instruments are not enough for the current challenges. They focus on the production
of scientific knowledge in general, and not on the production for and use of scientific knowledge
in policymaking. Existing documents also do not necessarily apply to the work of knowledge
brokers and knowledge brokerage institutions.

As this project has underlined, science for policy is not an individual skill or function, it requires a
whole ecosystem to function in the right way. EIPM requires good working relationships between
knowledge producers, brokers and users. That means that simply mirroring regulations that
safeguard scientific research from attempts by the private sector to influence methods and
outcomes will not be sufficient. EIPM requires guidelines on how to combine the task of building
good working relations, while creating an environment that ensures integrity both in the
production and the use of scientific evidence. Too often the default for scientists is to insist that
their integrity and independence can only be guaranteed by an arm’s length relationship with
government and funding independent of wider societal goals. However, this may not always be
sufficient, given the risk of capture of some scientist by large private interests. While there is a
vital place for such formalised advice, informal advice from scientists and experts embedded
inside government is essential to effective evidence informed policymaking. Of course, such
proximity risks capture or undue influence. There is therefore a need to develop frameworks that
enable scientists to work in close proximity and trust, while protecting the integrity and
‘independence’ of their advice.

The JRC agenda
The JRC remains committed to contribute to this future agenda for EIPM. To this end, in the coming
years, the JRC will work on several concrete outputs:

o Knowledge Broker Manifesto

The JRC will publish a knowledge broker manifesto aimed at establishing the profession of
knowledge brokers. The manifesto will serve as a guidebook for practicing knowledge broker-
age ethically and effectively, compiling use cases and best practices from practitioners and
researchers across various fields of scientific advice. It will also incorporate insights from
behavioural sciences on how to deliver evidence that can change minds.

o European Framework for EIPM

To help strengthen citizens' trust in the ability of governments to deliver effective policies
based on sound evidence, the JRC will explore ways to foster commitment to integrity in both
the production and use of evidence for policymaking. Existing instruments for scientific
integrity, along with national legal provisions that guarantee the independence of publicly
funded research organisations and advisory bodies, provide valuable inspiration. However, the
goal is to design an instrument that expresses a positive commitment to EIPM integrity from

30 The EU has a framework in place to promote and ensure scientific integrity. The framework is based on several key
documents, initiatives and regulations, such as the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity and the EU’s
Open Science Policy. Member States have similar codes of conduct, as well as legal declarations that safeguard the
independence of individual advisory bodies and research organisation.
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scientists and from (political) policymakers as well. Such an instrument should not add to the
administrative burdens on scientists and policymakers.

o Update of the competence framework for policy makers and researchers

The JRC competence frameworks for policymakers and researchers have served as an
important tool in this project, both for the capacity building workshops and as a framework
to analyse needs and gaps in existing training and educational programmes in the seven
members states. In turn the project has identified important new developments, such as the
use of Al for EIPM, that challenge the national science-for-policy ecosystems and the
individuals that are part of it. Therefore, the JRC will work on an update of the competence
framework, that will also acknowledge more explicitly the competences of knowledge brokers.
The update will not only cover the framework itself, but also and related products such as the
brochure ‘10 tips for researchers: how to achieve input on policy’.*

o Collaborative policymaking

The JRC will bring science advice to collaborative policymaking. Specifically, it will explore how
cognitive, behavioural, and organisational sciences can help us rethink the way public
administrations and governing institutions work together and inject collective intelligence in
the policymaking process. It will focus on how to strengthen coordination across
governmental departments and agencies to make them more efficient in mobilising their
wealth of knowledge and resources. The underlying ambition is to both systematise empirical
knowledge and develop evidence-informed interventions to transform and innovate the way
public services work.

o Al to support science-for-policy

The JRC is currently exploring possibilities to bring scientific knowledge closer to policy
development, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation with the help of Al. The objective
of this work is (1) to investigate if and how specific activities and tasks at the interface
between Science and Policy could benefit from Al capabilities and Human-Al collaboration,
(2) experiment with promising use cases, and (3) develop appropriate impact indicators to
evaluate both benefits and costs of using Al is such Science-for-Policy activities.

o Disinformation

The JRC contributes to the EU’s long-standing work on countering disinformation and foreign
information manipulation and interference. A JRC-led study recently published in
Nature confirmed that both prebunking and debunking can be effective when countering a
set of fallacious statements about climate change and COVID-19 vaccines.*? Both can reduce
agreement with false claims, their assessment as credible, and the likelihood of sharing
misinformation. JRC is soon publishing a study on disinformation trends analysing 20 million
news articles covering Ukraine and Russia from 2013 until 2024. And will publish an update
of its report on Technology and Democracy.*?

31 10 Tips for Researchers: How to achieve impact on policy | Knowledge for policy

32 |nvestigating the role of source and source trust in prebunks and debunks of misinformation in online experiments
across four EU countries | Scientific Reports

33JRC Publications Repository - Technology and Democracy: Understanding the influence of online technologies on political
behaviour and decision-making
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o EIPM Community of Practice

Inspired by the connective strength of this project, the JRC will be working together with SG
REFORM and DG R&l to build a European EIPM Community of Practice, that brings together
individuals and organisations that share the goal of improving EIPM both on a national and a
European level. The Community of Practice should serve as a platform to jointly work on the
future science-for-policy agenda. Its core members are envisioned as knowledge brokers in
different functions, including science advisors in ministries, research fellows and advisors
working in advisory bodies in and outside of public administrations, advisors working in
knowledge transfer offices in universities, etc. As part of the second edition TSI EIPM project
(which has been pre-selected for funding), the JRC will support the participating Member
States in setting up their own national Community of Practice.

18



References

Bruns, H., Dessart, F.J.,, Krawczyk, M. et al, ‘Investigating the role of source and source trust in
prebunks and debunks of misinformation in online experiments across four EU countries’, Sci Rep 14,
20723, 2024, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-71599-6

Cologna, V., Mede, N.G., Berger, S.et al ‘Trust in scientists and their role in society across 68
countries’, Nat Hum Behav 2025, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-024-02050-5

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, LEWANDOWSKY, S., SMILLIE, L., GARCIA, D., HERTWIG,
R., WEATHERALL, J., EGIDY, S., ROBERTSON, R.E.,, O’CONNOR, C, KOZYREVA, A., LORENZ-SPREEN, P.,
BLASCHKE, Y. and LEISER, M., Technology and Democracy: Understanding the influence of online
technologies on political behaviour and decision-making, Publications Office of the European Union,
Luxembourg, 2020, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/709177 , JRC122023.

European Commission: Directorate-General for Communication, Citizens’ knowledge, perceptions,
values and expectations of science - Report, Publications Office of the European Union,
2021, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2775/071577

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, Schwendinger, F., Topp, L. and Kovacs, V., Competences
for policymaking — Competence frameworks for policymakers and researchers working on public
policy, Publications Office of the European Union, 2022, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/642121

European Commission, ‘Supporting and connecting policymaking in the Member States with scientific
research,” European Commission, JT. Research Centre, 2022.

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, DORREN, L., FREQUIN, M., MEULEMAN, L., PATTYN, V.
and VAN DER STEEN, M., Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and
public administration in a post-pandemic Europe - Country analysis, policy recommendations &
implementation roadmap - The Netherlands, SCHARFBILLIG, M. and SMITS, P. editor(s), Publications
Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2024, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/5012478
JRC139581.

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, KOPPEL, A., SELG, P., RADMA-LIIV, T., RAJU, M., KLASCHE,
B. and TONURIST, P., Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public
administration in a post-pandemic Europe — Final integrated country report - Estonia, KOCK, E. and
OLAJOS-SZABO, A. editor(s), Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025,
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/4815761 , JRC139946.

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, Petr, B, Cech, T, Friihauf, L., Jusi¢, M., Kreisinger, J.,
Reznikow, A., Vesely, A. and Witz, P. Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in
governance and public administration in a post-pandemic Europe - Country analysis, policy
recommendations and implementation roadmap Czech Republic, Olajos-Szabo, A. and Cannata, G.
editor(s), Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025,
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/95257621, JRC140040.

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, Ladi, S., Spanou, C,, Angelou, A, Panagiotatou., D. and
Manioudis, M., Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public

19


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-024-71599-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-024-02090-5
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/709177
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2775/071577
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/642121
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/5012478
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/4815761
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/9257621

administration in a post-pandemic Europe - Country analysis, policy recommendations and
implementation roadmap Greece, Deligkiaouri, A. and Olajos-Szabo, A. editor(s), Publications Office of
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/8311826 , JRC141465.

European Commission: Joint Research Centre, Nakrosis, V. Petraité, |, Bortkeviciaté, R. and
Vilpisauskas, R., Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in governance and public
administration in a post-pandemic Europe - Country analysis, policy recommendations and
implementation roadmap Lithuania, Almeida, M. and Olajos-Szabo, A. editor(s), Publications Office of
the European Union, Luxembourg, 2025, https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/0030376 , JRC141125.

European Commission, Joint Research Centre, Krieger, K., Melchor Fernandez, L., Olajos-Szabo, A. and
Almeida, M, Knowledge needs to understand national science-for-policy ecosystems, European
Commission, Bruxelles, forthcoming, JRC137908.

OECD, Mobilising Evidence for Good Governance: Taking Stock of Principles and Standards for Policy
Design, Implementation and Evaluation, OECD Public Governance Reviews, OECD Publishing,
Paris,2020, https://doi.org/10.1787/3f6f736b-en

OECD, Facts not Fakes: Tackling Disinformation, Strengthening Information Integrity, OECD Publishing,
Paris, 2024, https://doi.org/10.1787/d909ff7a-en

OECD, OECD Survey on Drivers of Trust in Public Institutions — 2024 Results: Building Trust in a
Complex Policy Environment, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2024, https://doi.org/10.1787/9a20554b-en

OECD, ‘Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in Latvia: Assessment and
recommendations roadmap’, OECD Public Governance Policy Papers, No. 65, OECD Publishing, Paris,
2024, https://doi.org/10.1787/2b43bcl19-en

OECD, ‘Building capacity for evidence-informed policymaking in Belgium: Assessment and
recommendations roadmap’, OECD Public Governance Policy Papers, No.71, OECD Publishing, Paris,
2025, https://doi.org/10.1787/223b01a8-en

20


https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/8311826
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/0030376
https://doi.org/10.1787/3f6f736b-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/d909ff7a-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/9a20554b-en
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/doi.org/10.1787/2b43bc19-en__;!!DOxrgLBm!FI_zEuwMq1XT1qYSKFSicEArnCUlNuZb-j-wWSlmA7c5iy2XPgrphkgV13XGju2fOqvpioDn-7Map2YraKkrsE7lytNIPIPSlTWU35uzxA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/doi.org/10.1787/223b01a8-en__;!!DOxrgLBm!AgDf7lR7QRezE9-6i9qHVkgpD8kklNnaWqmatQTZnw02Y65kVDnB16rewb9LaNOV3RI5UIAHTx1CJQR9u_CdLCQPYNVgexgVjLo$

List of abbreviations and definitions

Abbreviations

Definitions

BELSPO

CSA

EIPM

JRC

OECD

TSI

WRR

Belgian Science Policy Office

Chief Science Adviser

Evidence-informed Policymaking

Joint Research Centre

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Technical Support Instrument

Netherlands Scientific Council for Government Policy
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Getting in touch with the EU
In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the
address of the centre nearest you online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can
contact this service:

— by freephone: 00 8006 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),
— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,

— via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us en.

Finding information about the EU
Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on the
Europa website (european-union.europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free
publications can be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre
(european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us en).

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official
language versions, go to EUR-Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).
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