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oduction: linking policy research to policy
tice

tield of policy studies is an interdisciplinary one that has
ed-out of political science, public administration, economics,
d sociology, among other fields. As the primary academic
ine involved in the study of the exercise of power in society,
I'science has much to contribute to policy studies, and many
cy:theories and concepts owe their origin or substance to
quiry-in political science. Policy-making is a central activity of
nments and the study of policy processes, tools and outcomes,
e:forces and variables which determine and affect them, and
sential part of political science.
olicy-making is also an exercise in the application of
dge about policy problems and solutions to their resolu-
id-how to integrate knowledge and power successfully in
making processes is and has been an ongoing concern in the
ine. This is an issue and subject of much research in itself in
icy sciences, going back well over 50 years (see, for exam-
lan and Weiss 1977; Wildavsky 1979). Policy studies as a
very much concerned with the relevance of its research
heorization since, as Harold Lasswell (1956; 1963) pointed
ts:pioneering works in the field, policy scholars want to
te knowledge which is useful to practitioners and helps to
‘public policy outcomes.
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Although political science has been less involved in the stgdy
knowledge processes in society and other fields have contrfbu__
extensively to empirical studies and conceptual development in th
area, its focus on governmental decision-making and its expl
ration of the politics of public policy-making has made a maj
contribution to the policy sciences and to its desire to remain rel
vant.

e-aspects of these foundational canons, for the most part they
ve:been upheld in the half century since Lasswell set them down.
esearchers interested in policy-making and the work of govern-
mental and non-governmental actors in such processes were thus,
om the outset of the field, very much concerned with the activities
nowledge generation, transfer and utilization, and how these
vities informed the content of the various levels or elements
ime, programme and mechanism} which comprise a policy
lete et al. 2009). These activities typically involve the effort to
mote better knowledge use or ‘policy learning’ in order to avoid
licy failures. This involves the attempt to integrate better policy
nowledge with political calculations and ideas about both the
1bility of certain goals and means, and their feasibility
lett 2012). Each stage of policy activity, from agenda-setting
licy evaluation — entails different constellations of policy
chers, advisers and actors interacting with each other, using
knowledge and power to create policies. Understanding how
cse knowledge mobilization efforts operate at different stages of
olicy-making process — agenda-setting, policy formulation,
sion-making, implementation and evaluation — has been 2
al.concern of policy scholars, and political science has
buted in many ways to this endeavour.
ies of activities such as policy formulation and decision-
ing undertaken by political scientists and others have shown, for
mple, that attaining and communicating policy knowledge
is‘relevant’ to practice does not occur naturally or on its own
icy-making but rather requires dedicated effort on the part of
esearchers and policy-makers if it is to happen (Grimshaw et
- As Carol Weiss (1995) pointed out in her studies of efforts
systematize policy evaluations in government, if evaluation
fulfil-its potential for driving policy learning, it must be fully
ated into the ongoing discourse and help policy-makers think
relligently” about the domain in which they work.
tical science is well suited to the study of many of these activi-
Lasswell highlighted the role it had played in helping to
nd inform the problem-solving orientation of policy studies
11 1956; 1963). Political science, he argued, enjoyed a strong
of “distinguished achievement in many areas of problem-
mportance’ (Lasswell 1963: 4), As others such as David
986a) later put it, the contributions of political science to
naking involved knowledge of problem identification and

The contribution of political science: reconc_iiing
knowledge and power in public policy-making

In his foundational work on the ‘policy science’, Harold Lassy
(1970; 1971) derived several key precepts for policy studies wh
he expected would help it remain relevant. These included adop
an explicitly multi-disciplinary orientation, & clear focus on po
problems and possible solutions, and the need to c01151d<‘:1'- I
normative and empirical aspects of problems and solution:
proposing and enacting alternative policy measures.

For Lasswell, being multi-disciplinary meant breaking away
narrow study legal institutions and structures of governmen
embracing the work and findings of such fields as sociology
economics, law and politics. Being ‘problem-solving’ meant ad
ing strictly to the canon of relevance, with the field orienting
rowards the solution of real-world problems rather than engag
purely the theoretical or philosophical debates that, for exam
often characterized the interpretation of classical texts on gover
ment. Finally, by being explicitly normative, Lasswell meantay
science should also not be cloaked in the guise of ‘scientific obj
ity’, but should recognize the impossibility of separating goal
means, or values and techniques, in the study of government ac
(Torgerson 1985). He expected policy analysts to say clez_lrly
solution would be better than others when two option
compared, and to be able to communicate this to dec_ision-mak&ﬁ

This general orientation towards the policy sciences re
with us along with the desire that policy science must rema
vant in the sense of providing insights and solutions to rea
problems. Although some efforts to create a new policylf di
altogether or to restrict the study of public policy to singl .
such as economics or political science, or the desire on the:pa
some analysts to avoid normative discussions occasionally




- goals (Lasswell 1975). :
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especially the consideration of the ‘feasibility” of Qolicy al.ternat
designed to address those problems, along with the improy
understanding of the role and practices played -by authgritem
government institutions and social actors in policy creation:
execution. o
The study of political science hence has been and.rer:*nam? sig;
cant to policy studies and policy practice through the 111§1ghts itbr .
to the study of how governments and societal actors interact in th
exercise of power and authority. It helps further the undexst.ar'ldm
how these actors constantly engage in the activity of definin :
redefining socially imperative problems and goals and presen
possible alternatives for addressing them. It qlso provides deta
insight into how governments decide on pohq.( content and
administrators and the judiciary, among others, nnplement. the
an excellent example of disciplinary cross-fergilization, policy::
ars have also developed detailed models and exp.lanamons of:
processes which have helped inform political science researct
areas such as public opinion, media studies, and aspects of pa
government behaviour (see, for example, Kingdon 1995).

study of how policy-makers actually use knowledge of all
in their day-to-day practices, including knowledge derived
 policy studies (Huberman 1990; Oh 1997; Oh and Rich
6;-Rich 1979). Policy researchers have examined many
ctsof knowledge utilization processes in government, includ-
hether or not patterns exist in the use of scientific versus
scientific research (Rich 1981; Weiss 1977a); who utilizes
ledge and in what ways ( Landry et al. 2003; Quimet et al.
Weiss and Bulmer 1987; Whiteman 1985a; 1985b);
ether such knowledge serves an enlightenment function or
instrumental’ or ‘strategic’ uses (Weiss 1986); what consti-
seable evidence’ (Nutley et al. 2007; Pawson 2006); and
ermore evidence equals better policies {Tenbensel 2004), In
n, many studies have also been conducted into topics such
ources of knowledge and the kinds of techniques used to
re-and evaluate policy knowledge (Howlett and Wellstead
the role of specific knowledge communities and the ideas
old in policy formulation (Haas 1992); and the mechanics
tent of the provision of policy advice (Halligan 1995).
al science and political scientists have contributed to these
long with researchers in fields such as sociology, educa-
d many others.
hough it was often initially assumed by policy scholars such
el that policy knowledge would be relevant more or less
nition, a pivotal finding in studies undertaken by researchers
60s and 1970s into the use of policy research by policy-
s that little of the large volume of output emanating from
olicy analysis and research was in fact being used to inform
isions directly (Caplan 1979; Caplan et al. 1975; Weiss
Decision-makers were shown to seldom directly use policy
results, and it was also shown that there was a strong polit-
ation in the use which did occur. Studies showed how
akers deliberately often scoped and used evidence that
their pre-existing standpoints and strengthened their
nteractions and associations in policy subsystems rather
eated or challenged them (Weiss 1986; Whiteman 12852;
Caplan noted very early on in his analysis of informa-
enior US policy-makers in the 1970s:

Concerns for relevance and the tvyp—co-mmunitie
metaphor of policy knowledge utilization

The main purpose of policy research in the Lassweiiian'conce 1
ization has always been the pursuit of knowledge and its tran
sion to decision-makers. This is understood as the acti
amassing ‘intelligence’ and scrutinizi.ng the results o
‘appraisal’ in order to further the ‘intelligence Qf governme
promote better policies — that is, those more likely to att:

It should not be surprising then that the goal of mai_;
ensuring that knowledge gained in the poliéy sciexlf:es remat
vant to policy-makers has itself been a major sub;ect.of in
tion and analysis in the field. This work has cqnmbut
insights into the impact of policy research on policy practe
vice versa. These insights have had practical consequences
policy research is mobilized and useq in' government — 10
political science has also contributed 51gn'1f1ca11tly. :

Since the 1960s and 1970s this question has been app

arely is policy formulation guided by concrete, point-by-
in policy studies through the lens of ‘knowledge utilizati

liance on empirically grounded information alone. This
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hich different sets of actors produced knowledge and
1med it.

n:the ‘pure’ two-communities argument, modelled on Snow’s
59)-insights into science communication patterns, the concern
as always that communications were infrequent or non-existent;
the information communicated and/or received was poor or
urate; and that the impact of these communications was either
or, in the event of poor information, ineffective. These
mstances could exist either as a general pattern across govern-
‘or in specific areas or agencies.

is work was updated in the 1980s and applied to the policy
ere by political scientists such as William Dunan (1980). Like
‘Dunn argued policy-making was an activity characterized by
mmunity’ of producers located in places such as universities,
anks and research institutes, statistical agencies and else-
-and a group of consumers located in political institutions
parhaments and legislatures as well as administrators and
gers in government agencies. Given their separate locations, a
ficant issue was always the extent to which the two communi-
what they communicated and the impact these communica-

is not to deny that many respondents cited the use of specif
social science research studies in discussing important decision
but such information was usually only one of many sources use
Rather than relying upon any single piece of information,
final policy decision was likely to depend upon an appraisa
scientific (hard) and extra-scientific {soft) knowledge fron
variety of sources. Both types of knowledge are combi
conceptually, resulting in a judgment or a perspective whic]
then applied broadly to decisions involving problems a
meta-level range. (1979: 464)

Such results were repeated again and again over the next seve
decades (see for example, Landry et al. 2003; Shulock 12
Scientific evidence, for example, was found to be assessed ditfe
ently by researchers and policy-makers. As Sebba {2013
noted, ‘decision makers view evidence colloquially and define
its relevance while researchers took a scientific approqch :
defined ev1dence by its methodology.
The idea of a sizable gap existing between policy researchers an
policy-makers, and between policy research and use, soon bec
well entrenched one in the field: the so-called ‘two communi
model of policy research utilization. Although the questions
examined were different, the central problematlc in all of the
ies mentioned above was concern for a gap in the supply
demand for information in the policy process, or between kno
edge generation and utilization, which undermined notions
policy sciences of the relevance of policy research to decisi
making and other policy practices.
Given these findings, researchers quickly assumed the stanc
policy-making shared many similar knowledge utilization ch
-teristics as the situation which existed between scientific resear
and those involved in the humanities within university setti
This was a relationship which C. P. Snow (1959) had referred
involving ‘two cultures’ which spoke to each other but rarel
understood what each other said. By analogy po[icy—mak
analysts were also considered to be divided into ‘two comm
of knowledge producers and consumers whose relationshi
fraught W1t11 the potential for misunderstandings and:n
opportunities (Caplan 1979; Dunn 1980; Glaser and Taylo
Havelock 1971; Tenbensel 2004). This was soon seen as afur
mental, structural problem built into policy-making in the si

i

owledge utilization, and the attainment of the goal of policy
1ce, thus came to be seen as a much more complex subject
itially assumed and one which required specific dedicated
nd action in order to be overcome. But it also suggested
'_mscwus action on the part of either community could
ute to overcoming these gaps in knowledge utilization. As
e discussed below, the desire to ensure that the research
ted:by policy scholars remains relevant — that is, incorpo-
nto policy-making — has led to the development of more
x:knowledge mobilization ecosystems including the
of ‘third’ and ‘fourth communities’ of policy brokers and
alized bodies and agencies whose sole purpose is to facilitate
xchange of knowledge between these two principal sets of
ge producers and consumers (Knight and Lyall 2013;
219905 Lomas 2007; Oliver et al. 2013). This area
s one of ongoing research interest and one the analysis of
yolitical scientists have and are contributing their expertise
vledge. In the process they ensure the continual relevance
-research to policy practice and political science research
olicy studies.
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produce relevant research and allow translation of the results of
holarly analysis into terms of practical politics. The notion that
more and better contact may result in improved understanding

nd greater utilization may be true, but there are also conditions
where familiarity might well breed contempt rather than admira-

on. The need for reciprocal relations between knowledge
producers and knowledge users in policy-making positions is
ear, but the problem of achieving effective interaction of this

rt necessarily involves value and ideological dimensions as well
technical ones.

Moving beyond the two-communities model:
knowledge brokerage

The two-communities model represented a significant advance-_
earlier thinking about the ‘naturalness’ or ‘automaticity’ of poli
advice. However, many observers argued that a pure ‘two comm
nity’ structure either had never actually existed in pOl.lCY-ITlak-._l._
circumstances or, that if it had once accurately char_actemzed polic
making. This was was no longer accurate precisely becaus
significant and dedicated efforts made on the part of both comm
nities to bridge any gaps which might exist. )

The political scientist David Webber, for c?xa.mple, noted ‘if le.
policymakers and policy researchers, t‘here is lictle i'eason to expe
the use of policy research to increase in the futur_e (ch.ber 19
558). However, he also noted a lack of homggeﬁ_ﬂneity within the ;
communities in a policy context and that, in order to foster mo
use of policy research, policy researchers o-ften assumgcl mult
roles as advisers, lobbyists and brokers in the policy pro
(Webber 1983; 1986a; 1986Db; 1991). N

This suggestion that other communities of knowledge-reley
actors existed beyond the two initially posited by Capian' (1
implied that the boundaries between 1.:he knowi?dge supplier:
producers were more open and flexﬂ?ie E!lan in th‘e case of the
university-based knowledge communities f}).‘St examined by Snow
{1959). And, more importantly, it also implied that the mecha
which could be employed to overcome the gaps b_etwee
communities could extend well beyond simply improving com
nications. Recommendlations for bridging this pe-rcewed ga
what Weiss (1977a) calls the ‘great divide’, initially involvedla
suggestions for the deliberate design of collabqratwe arrange

between the two communities (Caplan 1979), 1n1p}'oved com
cation and better dissemination of innovative ideas (Kat:
Lazarsfeld 1955; Rogers and Schumacher 1971).

As Caplan had noted as early as 1979 {4§1), howeve
specialized mechanisms are also avallablie to fill the gaps be
knowledge users and producers in the policy area. He argueds
solutions such as increasing contacts between the WO groups
unlikely to be sufficient in bridging the two communities:

ntemporary research and empirical studies by political scientists
knowledge creation and use for policy-making have pursued
line of thinking over the past three decades and have moved
beyond the two-communities metaphor. Knowledge utilization
licy contexts, for example, is now typically discussed in terms
he“interactions between at least three communities —of
1sumers, producers and knowledge ‘brokers’ arranged in
mplex ‘policy advisory systems’ (Halligan 1995; Lindquist
0} These systems represent ‘interlocking sets of actors, with a
ue configuration in each sector and jurisdiction, who provide
mation, knowledge and recommendations for action to policy-
s’ {Crafr and Howletr 2012: $0). Their function, to a very
extent, is to overcome the two-communities problem and
‘policy-making remains relevant by ensuring accurate and
ipto-dare knowledge of real world events and activities serves as
asis for policy deliberations and the formulation, adoption,
entatton and evaluation of policy actions.
erage mechanisms to facilitate the activities of these differ-
ds-of policy advisers and knowledge brokers create multiple
ative paths in which information can flow (James 1993;
and Lyall 2013, Phipps and Morton 2013). Several mecha-
Xist which are used to encourage or facilirate brokerage. The
characteristic of such mechanisms is their position in-between
elds of research and policy-making (Lightowler and Knight
Ward et al. 2009). Or, as Meyer (2010) puts it, as ‘bridging’
between the research and policy communities (Lightowler
night 2013; Nutley et al. 2007). The term ‘mediation’ is
mes used to highlight the translation function played by
mechanisms and acknowledges the facilitative role that policy
-play, both of which can contribute to greater research use

It does not follow from our data, however, that an aEiE.ane
social scientists and policy makers is the panacea whic
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in policy-making (Ward et al. 2007). Overall, brokerage involves al
the activities that bring together decision-makers and researchers
facilitating their interaction and ultimately influencing each other!
work as well as promoting the use of research-based evidencel
policy (Lightowler and Knight 2013; Lomas 2007). Brokers engag
in three kinds of activities which help translate research into appli
cable lessons for policy-makers. The first includes diffusion
knowledge, which is essentially passive and unplanned, leavingtt
user to seek out information. The second activity is knowledg
dissemination, which is a more active process of commumnication
findings that involves customizing evidence for a particular targe
audience. The third is knowledge implementation, which 1
active process that ‘involves systematic efforts to encourage adop
tion of the evidence’ (Sebba 2013: 396). These activities can also
framed as ‘push’ and ‘pull’ efforts, where brokers disseminate
push information out in the hope of its usage by other stakeholds
or where stakeholders pull and a demand is created for such info
mation as filled by brokers.

These knowledge brokers serve as “4ntermediaries betwee
knowledge generators and proximate decision-makers, repagka
ing data and information into usable form’ (Howlett 2011:
And the tasks which knowledge brokers typically perform in
knowledge management or finding, packaging and dissemina
information; linkage and exchange or facilitating discussy
between researchers and decision-makers; and capacity buildin
developing capacity for future knowledge exchange (Lightow!
and Knight 2013: 319). As Kammen et al. (2006) point ou
means brokerage is not just about the direct transfer of resy
research, but also about organizing the interactive proces:
knowledge and exchange. In fact, Sehba {2013) argues that

“knowledge brokers not only link researchers and decision-m;
but are in many situations also able to enhance communt
among policy-makers and therefore become in themselves mieg
parts of the decision-making process (Kirst 2000; Sebba 2013

Knowledge about brokers and brokerage activities has
importance in response to the increased complexity ofp
making, as the amount of information policy-makers must
and master increases and as the fast pace of problems an
demands has heightened. Another development whic
enhanced their role is ‘the decentralization of much delive
decision-making, and the pressure to devolve delivery

ccisionemals .
sxr({))r;-tmai\mg: to local and regional government and to the not
- 1 T H .

t..[z) f thesgztrcl)é's (;‘ifxch[}gum 20}\07: 465). This takes direct [everage
policy-makers and enl
e, : ! hances the role brokers
ay:in | y-malking as their connecting r
. g role becomes more vi
2 . s the ’ re vital.
ge_zz;:h hasilecentiy highlighted this aspect of knowledge broker

i [x i A .

e r(;lna 2563 froml ncllar;y countries, such as Australia, UK, the
td Canada, revealed that decision ’
! : -malers are often still

e . > Hl not
tie Ctly using re§earch evidence in domains like education
N -’2018;]11;2‘! justice and social care (Lomas et al. 2003: Nut!e):

i . . . ’

b 200 1:) Webba iOiS, Stevens et al. 2009). Policy mediators
cle v uptake by moving beyond me infor
‘ re access to informa-
onand towards: hel i ctin;
] : helping define the problem; chaliengi isti

o . ! : ; challenging existin

gc I;mtles, eixp_andmg 'the public debate based on, for exampfcg

_ ..Wl‘l ireac Y innovating through policy research; and colla‘boj
b‘%-fz 6{;3 ;fall‘{ious stz;kehciilders {McNutt and Marchildon 2009:

. . Research mediators ‘build istl ’
._ . on existing networks of
sin research designs, im i i ol

» improve clarity of communicati i
. ‘ ation, gain
or;lt-acl:lts 111_cl{1d1ng funders, and develop media “savvy” ti’niﬁ
which anticipates future policy interests’ (Sebba 2013: 405 )

&) ]t t 1 th M v 1 e Sets 1 the ()[j_{: P-i“"ik"]
GO Hnate 5’ I LS & alua 3 P s L2

2

Lﬁaillls; ;)noioiﬁchqtﬁies :::;)r‘edprct).r?inémt and well-known specific
] g identi i : X

meéilsneaisztzrea‘;cgsfsb iejlt;tweczﬁ poll(ia(':y ]ljcﬁolz:')llelc(;;:L;ﬁs?liil;i;-saég
rd;sgzdg;c;mgx;smx;}s (Br\;r;ﬂvn l1698{;51,Il ;319‘«1;[;, ;?Sf;?éiecci ;d‘ggggz
(Flazs 2007, McNute s Moeebiidon Sooa, seearch inst-

ilson 2008). Much of thi . .
scientists. ). Much of this research has been pioneered by

idlized advisers and advisory boards and commissions

mz_aix.fers often follows the advice provided by “civil servants
ers whom they trust or rely upon to consolidate policy ﬂiter—

to more or less coherent designs and provide them‘witl
pinion on the -merits and demerits of the proposal® (How[etz
)::Policy advisers in particular can be part of government
wernmental organizations or current or formea; colleagues

g:%, zinskis er al. 2007: Eichb
; . 5 au 2 .
aley 2000; Peled 2002). m and Shaw 2008; Howlett
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This is true for individual advisers, whilg advisory- conn;n;t:q
mostly involve officially selected rcp;:esentatwes;ha; sit ;:'?mcé e
rary or permarent bodies. Howlert et al. {2009} list the chara
tics of this type of knowledge broker as:

ks also serve as ‘mediators’ between research and policy
cGann and Johnson 2005; Smith et al. 2013; Taylor 2011;
orpole 1998).
However, there is an ongoing discussion in the literature in terms
of their independence and usefulness for policy-making. As Simith et
2013) point out, that there is no accepted definition of precisely
ae:think tanks do or should be doing. Another issue which is a
bject of current research is related to how independent these
rs are. There is also a lack of empirical studies that assess the

nt.to which think tanks have been succe
licy

. he
o advisory bodies that are closer to societal actors than to:th
formal government; -
o they are working with a specific focus; _ .
o they engage in dialogues that seek to build consensus; e
o they are not created to develop new knowledge, but are a
for different interests and framing issues.

ssful in influencing
(Sherrington 2000; Smith er al. 2013). Think tank reports

e 10 be treated with caution as they are often not as independent
ey are sometimes portrayed (Fvans and Lewis 1993; Smith et
2013). Clients of think tanks can play a role in shaping the
puts ~ this is true for political parties and industry funding alike.
mately, the discussion has led to a distinction between inde-
dent research-based think tanks and advocacy-based think

with vested interests — defining varying degrees of independ-
from sponsors and government (McNutt and Marchildon

Lia

Ideally, a good advice system cont.ains e'all of th?sia_ eeigiu(;rﬁ.
combining in-house advisory service Wlth sjpecwf 1;1 Vlfegf
units and third-opinion options {Halligan 1295; 'O\b t
Newman 2010). Policy advisers, for example, tz}ke ?1? a rida
position beyond the minister—department relations nlp) 1;({)} i; ¥
policy overlap or conflict and resoi‘ve ci1fferencels { 1 ; 1evei
Maley 2000). Complex issues wl'uch span ‘mu tip . Wit.h
government require customized a}dwce Structures to cI:_(I)p e
mass of information and localized expectations (How
Newman 2010).

he'influence of knowledge brokers, such as think tanks, on
making and their ability to cross over community bound-
and enhance the relevance of policy research and results is
However, it is difficult to measure this influence accurately.
rchers point out that “the boundary between university or
arch institute and think tanks’ in many countries has become
red, making the ‘bridge’ analogy somewhat misleading
a:2013: 400). Also some brokers create policy ideas that
¢ ‘apparent solutions and store them until a window of
tunity opens up for them to be retrieved and used reminis-
£ Kingdon’s (1995) work in which ‘policy entreprencurs’
window of opportunity. This situation makes it harder to
late‘the contribution of this knowledge during specific rime
s{Sebba 2013) and confuses roles as ‘brokers’ and ‘entre-
rs”. The same applies to research mediators and policy
- Looking at the relationships existing between expert
d policy decisions, Lindvall (2009) point out the litera-
has rarely distinguished between the effects of knowledge
ge on policy objectives and its effect on policy content or

Think tanks and research institutes

As a subset of knowledge l')r-okers, think t:u;%cs ar{; \fieeifliif;in
‘organizations that have S{gmflcant autc_)nqmy %Ol‘l: g‘nfom ‘
interests and that synthesize, create, ot dllssennﬁa ‘e i tormg
research, ideas or advice to the public, policy 111;1 elLs, 0_ ;SS% ._(q.g
izations (both private ancé 1{;3(;V(3tnmental), and the pr |

: 68; see also Sebba 2 . -
ZO%Z}}EE ,tanks are intellectually independent fromlgovernmf.:;
their output is geared toward§ government ne:?cs (]a;n;]i (.)r.l
This implies that researchers in thmI‘c Fankf& s;mteg:iz bk
timing of their advice and who th‘e rec1p1enit 1s;neconth,e fz
take public interest and strategic researc 1.k hus, ro'e)(/:tst
pressing issues in the public realn?, butalso ta le_ oln p n1}<s st
financed by other groups. An_d -fn?ally, most t ;)m < ra ifegt !
cally partisan. This characteristic 1s CO%T{ITI(?H, ut 11131111 ti]e.:-is;wu
varying degrees depending on the politica systt;_;m1 <eir hedy
hand (James 1993). Based on these elements of th
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Conclusion: research relevance in policy studies — an

unlop and Radaell; . )
ongoing research agenda in political science | adaclli 2011; Radaelli 2007).

‘\'pia;m-ng scientific expertise and the form

.(.}ns.usu;)g network analysis, for example, h

orming bet i y ’

o leiminxgverf:e (Iiac;;hctybacri;us based on substantive instrument

ot be the same as tl 1 )
e be hose that form base

ﬂd Younilq)\ggegdge (Bemstem 2001; Cashore et al. 2013: ‘Delcjn(ln

o u;dm 0 ; Lelfel.d gnd Schneider 2012; May 199,2) S cls

ﬂitjci > un erline the significant role continuing to be pla -edugl
o ;:1ent1sts in furthering the understanding of kn(;v}:ffed .
: 1 i ‘
: government and hence in continuing to augment tﬁe

vance o icy r iti
: f policy research to practitioners and to the public

Recent forays into
ation of learning rela-
Constant attention is required to ensure the academic study o ave confirmed that ties
public policy led by policy scholars, political scientists and others
remains relevant to policy-making through its influence on t
creation and mobilization of knowledge used in, and about, t
policy process and policy outcomes. Much research into these que
tions by political scientists has shown that ‘eternal vigilance’ an
dedicated institutional engineering is required to overcome a prob
jern built into the nature of policy-making, which can feature
sharp division of labour between different communities of kno
ledge producers and consumers.
The two-communities view of the problem of translating
research into policy has often depicted the world of researchersa
policy decision-makers as a disconnected one. This stems fror
assumption that policy researchers work outside of the poli
making process and that policy-makers occupy the policy-makin,
core within it (Caplan 1979; Caplan et al. 1975; Weiss 1977
However, policy studies have seen a revitalized interest in bette
understanding the role of policy analysis and re-exploring the:
vance of policy research in policy-making, and in moving be
the two-communities metaphor as the borders between these
groups have blurred.
Specific techniques are now used in policy-making in the effor
overcome gaps between theory and practice and to promote bett
policies and policy outcomes (Meadowcroft and Steurer 2
such as think tanks and research institutions. However, not all te
niques are used by all governments and the question of whatki
and how many mechanisms are required to overcome gaps bet
‘theory and practice, and knowledge and power, are ongoing
with which policy scholars continue to grapple in their work:
ust as they have in the past, political scientists are contribui

to these inquiries and helping to provide answers to these questi
For example, as Sanderson {2002} noted, the relationship bet
evaluative techniques in government and their effects on outg
is not straightforward and such mechanisms need ‘to be co
as instances of practical reason rather than solely technical
cises’. And political scientists have developed a wide spectrur
concepts and definitions of policy behaviour in the effort to add
the political aspects of these questions (Bennett and Howlet
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