Abstract

The aim of the Development Policy Review NetworlP@N), which is supported financially
by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs through W®O Science for Development, is to
strengthen research-policy linkages for more eiffeaievelopment cooperation. Drawing on
the RAPID Context, Evidence, Links (CEL) framewodeveloped by the Overseas
Development Institute, this study examines the e and opportunities DPRN
stakeholders are facing in their efforts to fostexse linkages. Interviews with twenty-nine
stakeholders from different sectors show that ttaysider DPRN to be relevant as regards
linking a rather fragmented Dutch research commyumiith policymakers from various
ministries, mainly by looking for policy opportui@s, aligning with policy narratives and
responding to urgent information needs. DPRN al$ier® possibilities to strengthen
interdepartmental cooperation and address coherissags. However, it is still possible to
improve communication with policymakers through tmmous monitoring of their
involvement and translating scientific informatiormo concrete policy recommendations and
operational knowledge. As regards the ministry, fédating is that its openness to learning and
knowledge sharing needs to be urgently increasddtaat it should invest more in building
its institutional memory.
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Introduction

In 2003, the Research School for Resource Studie®évelopment (CERES}reated the
Development Policy Review Network (DPRN) with awi¢o stimulating informed debate
and knowledge exchange amongst various developamnots (policymakers, researchers,
practitioners and the private sector) in the Né#mels and Flanders. The creation of the
network stemmed from the widely felt need to inseeansight into how research-based
knowledge could underpin and improve developmeticy@nd practice, and how a more
policy-relevant research agenda could be effealud@®RN’s work is facilitated by a grant
from the Directorate General for International Cempion (DGIS} of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, channelled through WOTRResearch for Development since 2008.

The gap between the different development coomgrasectors was perceived as
being critical at the time of DPRN’s creation. Commitation between the various sectors
had been poor, especially between policy and seieftais was illustrated by former Minister
Herfkens’ statement in 2000, when she claimed &t or her staff did not need Dutch
researchers because she could buy the necessaviekige at the World Bank and DGIS was
not meant ‘to butter the bread of Dutch acadenidéetz, 2003: 3).

A few years ago the ministry changed its approacfostering research-policy links
particularly after having issued a new policy meamalum on research and knowledge for
development cooperation in 2005. The policy em@essihe fact that policymakers at the
ministry have to use knowledge more effectivelyrder to combat poverty and bring about
sustainable development (DGIS, 2005). Former Menigdr Development Cooperation, Bert
Koenders, saw knowledge and research as essemtiflef development of effective poverty
reduction policies. One of his strategies, intoaihDPRN fits, aims specifically to increase

“Kim de Vries is the programme assistant and MirRos the coordinator of the Development Policy Bewi
Network (DPRN). Kim de Vries holds an MSc degreéluman Geography / International Development Stidie
from the University of Amsterdam, and an Advance8Sduviegree in International Development from thet@en
for International Development Issues Nijmegen (QPlof Radboud University. Mirjam Ros is a human
geographer with a PhD in policy sciences, andfisaaéd as a researcher to the Amsterdam InstiiteSocial
Science Research / Governance and Inclusive Dewgopgroup. This paper is largely based on the éfast
thesis that the first author wrote as part of hivaamced Master’s in International Development atititaud
University on the basis of research carried ouhiwiDPRN (De Vries, 2009).

! The authors would like to thank an anonymous esfdor useful comments on an earlier draft of paiper.

2The CERES Research School for Resource StudieBdoelopment is a network of development-oriented
researchers from six universities and thirteenratbgearch institutions in the Netherlands.

3 DGIS is one of the three Directorate Generalshef Ministry of Foreign Affairs, alongside the DG§ o
European Cooperation and Political Affairs. It issponsible for development cooperation policy, its
coordination, implementation and funding. The DPRdbsidy was made available by the DGIS Cultural
Cooperation, Education and Research Department jJD@@ October 2009 and by the Effectiveness and
Coherence Department (DEC) since then.

* The division of the Netherlands Organisation foietific Research (NWO) dedicated to scientifisearch on
development issues.



Figure 1 - DPRN Structure
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knowledge circulation by establishing links betweseience, practice and policy, preferably
in network settings (Koenders, 2008).

One of the conditions identified for bridging thapgbetween policy and research
through knowledge networks, is the active involvatmef policymakers (Pant, 2009).
Feedback, dialogue and collaboration between tlilereint stakeholders are considered
crucial in this regard (e.g. Court et al.,, 2005uring DPRN'’s first phase (2004-2007) it
proved difficult to realise this because, compat@dhe other sectors, policymakers were
under-represented in DPRN activitfes.

® In the first phase, DPRN organised forty-two nmegsi that were attended by more than 1,300 partitipaf
which less than 10% were policymakers (DPRN, 2008)the records in the Global-Connections searehabl



With a view to addressing this problem, DPRN changs approach in its second
phase (2008-2010) from the organisation of singkgion-based yearly meetings to
cooperative processes in which one or more — djstteematic — meetings are embedded.
These processes are organised by at least twegé#ntt represent two different sectors, with
the other sectors also being involved in the precEach year, the DPRN Task Fdrselects
a number of these processes through an open cafdposals. In addition, DPRN instigated
one process itself during the second phase, whicught the total number of processes to
fifteen. In all the processes policymakers areganvolved from the start, with the organisers
being required to make use of policy-relevant redeand produce outputs that are relevant
to policymakers. These are important criteria ie #ssessment of process proposals. See
Figure 1 for an overview of the DPRN structure diathle 1 for an overview of the processes.

Using the Context, Evidence, Links (CEL) framewal&veloped by the Overseas
Development Institute as part of its theory on aesle-policy linkages, this paper addresses
the guestion of what problems and opportunities BRRakeholders face in their efforts to
foster more effective research-policy linkageshia field of Dutch Development Cooperation.
To answer that question, we first examine the jgalitcontext, i.ethe ministry’s views on
research and knowledge and how these have shagpealch-policy linkages within the field
of Dutch Development Cooperation. Next, we focustlo® evidence domain, i.eow the
different sectors regard research-policy linkagestly, we assess the functioning of DPRN
in the links domain, with specific attention foretlways policymakers have been involved in
DPRN activities under the new approach. In the s$astion we reflect on the way forward
and draw conclusions. Data for this study was ctdl@ through 29 semi-structured
interviews with respondents from different sectors. Respotsierre selected on the basis of
() their involvement in DPRN activities and/or)(their specific knowledge about research-
policy linkages in the field of Dutch developmertoperation (Box 1). In addition, a
literature review was performed of internal docuteepolicy documents and scientific and
professional publications on research-policy links.

Box 1 - Interviewees

The first author held 29 semi-structured intervidace-to-face (15), by telephone (13) and e-mailifithe
period August-November 2009. Respondents includdatymakers (10), scientists (8), practitioners, (8)
someone from the corporate sector (1) and othgrs (2

(i) Respondents affiliated with DPRN included DPRN T&skce members who have been involved
DPRN from the start (4), (co-)organisers of eacthef DPRN processes that DPRN facilitated at the t
of the research (16), and participants in DPRN @gseaneetings (8).

n

(i) Respondents with specific knowledge about resepotiny linkages in the field of Dutch developmept
cooperation, included policymakers from the Minjstf Foreign Affairs (6), practitioners (3), sciets
(2), and others (2). One of these respondents wiaffiliated to DPRN.

database of development experts set up by DPRNigpost intersectoral interaction between develogmen
experts, less than 15% referred to policymakers {@©ohC, 2007).

® The DPRN Task Force is made up of various volyntapresentatives from the four sectors of Dutch
development cooperation. The Task Force consistsvelive members, five of whom belong to the scfemti
community (one of whom is an observer for WOTR@)e fare practitioners, one represents the corpcettor
and one is a policymaker (acting as an observethfoMinistry of Foreign Affairs). The two obsergedo not
play a role in the selection of the processes. Tdwk Force is responsible for the administrativd aternal
control of the network and is assisted by the DP&bbrdination Unit (1.7 fte), hosted by the Amstenda
Institute for Social Science Research (AISSR) atihiversity of Amsterdam (formerly AMIDSY).

" Although the interviews were held from June to Bimber 2009, the data on DPRN processes and nurfiber o
participants has been updated until August 2010.



On theories about research-policy linkages

A lot of theoretical thinking about research-politgks has been developed under the
Research and Policy in Development (RAPID) programoh the Overseas Development
Institute (ODI) (Crewe and Young, 2002; Hovland,030 Perkins and Court, 2005;

Ramalingam, 2005; Ramalingam and Jones, 2008; Ja0A69; Jones et al., 2009). Drawing
on RAPID’s Context, Evidence, Links (CEL) framewptfkis section discusses the concept of
knowledge and its importance for development, howowedge can influence policy

processes, and how networks act as intermedidrégsbting multiple sources of knowledge
together.

Concepts

Three concepts are central in research-policy likkewledge, research and policy. Perkins
and Court (2005) define knowledge asiformation that has been evaluated and organised
so that it can be used purposefullitnowledge is generally differentiated into exgliand
implicit knowledge and it is important to considaoth. Explicit knowledge can be easily
articulated and accessed by putting it into a dedifform (for example in manuals,
documents and procedures). Implicit knowledge asydver, more unconscious and intuitive,
and much harder to formalise (i.e. know-how basedxperience) (Ramalingam, 2005).

In the CEL framework, research is regarded asy ‘systematic effort to increase the
stock ofknowledge’(Court et al., 2005: 6). It can be drawn from ge of sources, including
governments, NGOs, international organisations, d@hd more common sources of
universities and think tanks. According to the digfon of Court et al. (lbid.: 6) research
includes any systematic process of critical investigatiod awaluation, theory building, data
collection, analysis and codification related tovdpment policy and practice. It includes
action research, i.e. self-reflection by practittsa towards the enhancement of direct
practice.’

The CEL framework defines policy aa purposive course of action followed by an
actor or a set of actors(Anderson, 1975, referred to by Court et al., 2006 This goes
beyond documents or legislation by including atitég on the ground. The authors suggest a
focus on public policy in the sense that this afféhe public or at least is visible to the public.
Public policy can be made by governments as welhtsnational organisations, bilateral
organisations and NGOs.

Nowadays, the critical importance of knowledge trersgthening policy and practice
is widely recognised in the development sectoreeigily since the publication of the World
Bank report entitled ‘Knowledge for development’ ¢\ Bank, 1998). Knowledge is seen
as crucial for development, not only because iheseasingly shaping the global economic
system (triggered among other things by globabsaind the growth of digitalisation), but
also because of growing recognition of the compyexnultidimensionality and dynamic
nature of development (Ramalingam and Jones, 2008).

Linking research knowledge and policy

Because of the complex nature of development, migalith development requires a holistic
understanding of knowledge and the incorporatiokradwledge from a variety of sources
other than academic science (Jones et al., 200@yBr2007). In order to deal with the
unpredictability and dynamics of development proigeit is also crucial to enhance feedback
processes between various stakeholders in develdpnterventions (Ramalingam and Jones,



2008). This emphasis on interaction means thatktimvledge divides between different
groups of stakeholders need to be tackled.

The CEL framework (see Figure 2) describes thk tiatween research and policy.
Rather than regarding the research-policy link &sear process with a clear divide between
the two communities, RAPID advocates a more dynanecomplex view that emphasises a
two-way process between research and policy, shiapedultiple relations and reservoirs of
knowledge. The focus is therefore no longer on howransport research from the research
community to the policy sphere. Instead, the kegstjon is: Why are some of the ideas that
circulate in the research-policy arenas picked ngh @&cted on, while others are ignored and
disappear?

External influences
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economic and cultural
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Political context
Political structuresprocesse

institutional pressures, preva
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Figure 2 — The RAPID framework
(After Crewe and Young, 2002)

In the CEL framework, research uptake is seen fas@ion of the interaction of the
political context (actors and institutions involvéd policy-making processes), evidence
(actors and institutions involved in research)kdirbetween researchers and policymakers
(such as networks), and external forces (such tasnational policy agendas) (Court et al.,
2005).

The political context includes actors and instdos involved in policymaking
processes. It is seen as the most important doasamegards affecting the degree to which
research has an impact on policy. It is importamidte that the focus in the political context
is on the dynamics around certain policy domaingh{sas development cooperation, and its
sub-policy domains such as ‘health’ or ‘agriculturédccount is also taken of the political
nature of these dynamics, which occur in the negotis processes from agenda setting to the
implementation of policies. The term political cexitt does not, therefore, refer merely to the
political system and the way politicians act inGther policymakers, most importantly the
staff of ministries, are also involved in policyniads



There are three dimensions of the political contkat play a decisive role as regards
the uptake of research by policymakers. Firstlg éxtent to which policymakers demand
new ideas from the researchers depends on theenaftyoolitical culture and their degree of
openness. Secondly, how policymakers think and rdegasearch is influenced by the
prevailing (often outdated) narratives and discesirs-ollowing Weiss (1977), the RAPID
model assumes that research may exert a powedurteat influence by introducing new
terms and shaping the policy discourse. For rebesscit is useful to engage with these
narratives either by retelling or improving theminstead of ignoring them (e.g. Roe, 1994).
Thirdly, the degree of political contestation is iamportant factor: significant debate on an
issue makes it generally very difficult to influenpolicy with research results. On the other
hand, if demand is considerable, and provoked quaatily by a ‘crisis’ for which
policymakers are seeking a solution, the chancessdarch being used are much greater.
Overall, researchers need to understand the molitic policy processes, identify key
individuals and look for policy opportunities (oo-salled ‘windows’) in order to make
research influence policy and practice (Kingdor84)9

The evidence domain relates to the type and qualityesearch and how it is
communicated. Three dimensions are important is teégard. Firstly, working on research
that is relevant for policymakers and providingusimins to a problem makes it easier to
engage with them. Research that is operationabjulis.e. that suggests how a policymaker
may do something differently in his work, has aagee chance of influencing policy.
Secondly, uptake is influenced by the credibilityhe research approaches and methods, and
of researchers themselves (i.e. whether they aegnesed as experts). Thirdly, there is a
need for good communication strategies, i.e. rebeas should be willing to listen to
policymakers and engage them in the research @oces

The links domain relates to the bridging mechanisimas are intended to incorporate
evidence into the policy process. Researchersadete be more influential if they interact
with policymakers, especially in network settinggmks should be established between the
two groups, which involve feedback, dialogue andaboration. Networks are defined as
‘Formal or informal structures that link actors (iweluals or organisations) who share a
common interest on a specific issue or a generabtealues’(Perkin and Court 2005: 2).
Policy networks are a specific focus of this staahyl can be defined asétworks that are
related to the policy procesglbid.). The relationships between the two grouppehd on
issues of trust, legitimacy and participationslimportant to get to know the other actors and
establish partnerships between them. In this contéx helpful to work with key networkers
and ‘salesmen’ who can convince sceptics and Usemal contacts. The links domain also
addresses the ways in which information can bestrdiesferred between researchers and
policymakers (i.e. face-to-face or through the raexticampaigns).

Lastly, the external influences concern internaglgolitics and processes and donor
funding. First and foremost because policy processe becoming increasingly global, with
international agendas increasingly affecting polaryd how research and evidence is used.
Secondly, donor policies on how research is funaled affect what research is considered
useful for policy.

The different domains of the framework should bdearatood in relation to each other
and not be viewed in isolation. The framework pnésé above, whereby the three domains
overlap, can be regarded as ideal. In some singtizere will not be much overlap between
the different domains, for example when there titelipolitical will for change (no overlap



between the political context and evidence domaimswhen research takes place in ivory
towers (the evidence domain stands apart). Furtbrernthe relative importance of each of the
domains may be different in different situationsgdanay change over time. Therefore, it is
suggested that the framework can best be seefriasoffloating spheres of variable size and
degree of overlap (Court et al., 2005).

Box 2- DPRN in the CEL framework
The DPRN definitions relating to research and podite partly congruent with those of the CEL frarodw

Concerning ‘research’, DPRN agrees with the definibf RAPID in that it can be produced by vari@esors.
However, and this stems from the fact that DPRN G&RES roots, DPRN prefers research to include
scientific component. Through its focus on intetgsed cooperation, DPRN recognises the relevancs
integrating multiple sources of knowledge (from fbar identified sectors) and it therefore regasdntific
research as only one of the many inputs (c.f. Jehes. (2009). According to Jones et al. (2009reBearch-
based knowledgeécan be scientific in nature, involving rigorousvigstigation to enhance the stock |of
knowledge about the worldind it’can also be policy oriented, using systematichoes to examine problems
for formulating and implementing policyBoth of these are important to DPRN.
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To DPRN, ‘policy’ primarily means ‘policy made byhd national and international governmental
organisations’, but can also refer to policy of elepment organisations. However, in this studyigyak used
to refer specifically to the first category andippinakers are therefore seen as those who wonkifoistries.

Like RAPID, DPRN acknowledges the nonlinearity

of policymaking processes. Moreover, the flow of _—Political context
knowledge into policy is not taken as a given, isut i g

seen as an explicit effort on the part of varioti®es. / b

The framework situates DPRN, as a policy network, | 'I
in the links domain, and from there account can be T [
taken of the interrelatedness with other domaite T TN e T
research-based knowledge that is channelled through \L& Q |
DPRN, and the organisations that produce this | Niannt !
knowledge, can be located in the evidence domain. |, |I I|

The development policy as put forward by the '
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and the policymakersat Y

are involved in the implementation of it, are sitth Links —
in the political context domain. External influesce

i.e. international policy agendas, are not a specif

part of this study as DPRN focuses mostly on

intersectoral cooperation within the Dutch context.
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The political context

This section describes the policy sector’s viewkanwledge and research for development
cooperation from a historical perspective and exasii knowledge building among
policymakers.

A changing perspective on knowledge and research

Dutch development policy has been characterisedobgiderable attention for research and
knowledge over the past two decades, followinggéeeral recognition of the importance of
knowledge for policy and practice in the developtmsector since the publication of the

World Bank report entitled ‘Knowledge for developmiien 1998. The interpretation of this

policy, and ideas about the actors who should plagle in the development of knowledge,
have fundamentally changed over the years. Thit clun be characterised as one from the
production of supply-driven research until the 198@a a demand-driven approach and a



focus on local ownership in the 1990s, to the usentbedded knowledge and partnerships
since the turn of the century.

The first research  policy n memorandum  entitled Onderzoek en
Ontwikkelingssamenwerkin§fResearch and Development Cooperation’) (DGIS92) can
be considered a paradigm shift for the throwingrbbward of the hitherto dominant supply-
driven approach in which Dutch researchers andtuiisihs had a strong say about the
research agenda (Molenaar, 2009). Instead, thesfe@s on the demands and needs of
developing countries. The Ministry devised Multiraal Multidisciplinary Research
Programmes (MMRPS) in order to strengthen the reke@apacity of developing countries.
These programmes were designed and implementeevelaping countries and coordinated
by the DGIS Research Bureau, which itself was Igrgkielded from the rest of the Ministry
based on the idea that the programmes had to becprd from Dutch interests (Wiedenhof
and Molenaar, 2006).

The research policy was commended for its piongeapproach based on a focus on
the demands and needs of developing countriesalbatled to much criticism. IOB (2007),
which evaluated the research policy of the peri®82t2005, indicated that the demand-
driven approach had been applied dogmatically. mbisonly led to fragmented programmes
which insufficiently built on previous experiencdsjt also to a ‘development paradox’. By
discouraging interaction with Dutch and other resleaers in the North, developing countries
were unable to benefit from their knowledge. Funti@re, as mentioned in the ministry’s
response to the evaluation report, the deliberatiehwiding of this knowledge did not do
justice to the concept of ownership. In fact, th&I® Research Bureau decided on the
meaning of ownership (DGIS/DCO, 2007). The reseaality was also rather paternalistic,
as some policymakers mentioned, because it imgliagsumed that the ministry itself had
nothing to learn (Wiedenhof and Molenaar, 2006).

Even though the vast majority of research programthat were undertaken before
1992, and in which Dutch researchers and institgtidid play a major role, continued under
the new research policy, the policy still led tgraat deal of dissatisfaction among the Dutch
research community (DGIS/DCO, 2007). They fearethdpgoushed aside and were also
offended by the assumption that they would onlyspartheir own interests (0B, 2007).

In 2004, the ministry decided to end the MMRPs.sThias mainly because the
approach had not evolved in line with other develepts at the ministry during the latter half
of the 1990s, namely the introduction of decerdedion, the sector-wide approach and the
emphasis on donor harmonisation and national owrgera the form of Poverty Reduction
Strategies (Molenaar, 2009). Furthermore, becawes&esearch Bureau was largely working
in isolation from the rest of the ministry, a gagdhemerged between research and policy.
Lessons learned within the programmes were noedhaithin the wider ministry, and the
Research Bureau hardly played a role in its stratgvelopment (Wiedenhof and Molenaar,
2006).

A new research strategy was set out in 2005 ipttiey memorandumOnderzoek in
ontwikkeling (‘Research in Development’) (DGIS, 2005). Thislipp emphasises the idea
that knowledge is of crucial importance for develgmt, even more so than it had been in the
early 1990s. Knowledge is broadly understood, angugh the production of it is seen as not
only belonging to researchers but also to otheradsuch as policymakers, practitioners, the
corporate sector, and end users) who are invoBadged on the increased understanding that



development cooperation is an intrinsically compiéallenge due to lack of consensus on
values or facts, broad stakeholder involvemenbissitlered to be necessary (Wiedenhof and
Rijniers, 2008 Interaction between various actors, especiallyjétworks, is therefore of
great concern, assuming this can spur innovatian Koenders, 2008). It is also argued that
knowledge is of importance for development whesait be put to use and, as such, the focus
is on the use rather than the production of knogde(dGIS, 2005).

The memorandum states that merely focussing on mgneaientation and local
ownership is not a panacea. The existence of muitezests and responsibilities means that
the donor should also invest in knowledge, and #hidts the focus from ownership to
partnership. Knowledge has to be an integral elénoérpolicy processes and, as such,
policymakers must use it more effectively. Thisoalseans that investments should be made
in knowledge management strategies at the min{%gedenhof and Molenaar, 2006). For
this reason, the decision was also taken to embséarch more in the various ministry
programmes, with departments having to write kndgéeand research strategieKghnis-
en onderzoeksstratejeKOS. However, the interviewees mentioned that by neamns
enough progress had been made in this respechdrfunbre, policymakers are expected to
make greater use of research in policy developmanti research agendas should be
influenced more by questions arising from poficy.

The new policy also brought Dutch research ingahg back into view, even though
their role was clearly stated as being based oedgdlue (DGIS/DCO, 2007). The reaction
of the Dutch research community to the new poli@swgenerally favourable (0B, 2007).
However, some also mentioned that the policy haenbdeveloped mostly without the
involvement of Southern research organisations aoadno real partnership had been
established (Dietz and Maan in Van Beurden, 200&yas also suggested that the ministry
would create a much more clearly structured ‘knolgkearchitecture’, and put more effort in
involving the embassies in the process of knowlextgation (Dietz, 2006).

Knowledge building within the Ministry of Foreigrfféirs

Even though the ministry’s new research policy eagmes that increased attention needs to
be paid to the use of knowledge and research aedastion with other stakeholders, the
interviewees for this research do not consider riigistry to be a knowledge-intensive
organisation.

Most of the criticism is directed at the ministryjgersonnel policy which is
characterised by a rotating transfer system in whitarge proportion of the staff change jobs
within the ministry every three to four years. Tilea behind this is that employees can learn
from being based in varying positions and that kiedge can spread through the organisation.

® The increasingly complex nature of problems theegoment is faced with has led the Scientific Cadlufoe
Government Policy (WRR, 2006) to advise the Dutoliegnment to invest in a more open attitude tonlieay.
Entering into relationships with external partnisrgonsidered to be crucial when addressing thes®lex (or
what the Council terms ‘untamed’) problems. The @dluargues that policymakers should therefore aesct
networkers, connecting links between various expand interest groups to gather the knowledge sapg$o
assess and decide on the ways to address a problem.

° The main programme entitled ‘Research and Innomasupports a number of strategic alliances (asthe
IS academy which is a cooperation programme betvikenMinistry of Foreign Affairs and academic and
knowledge institutes in the Netherlands), netwdgiech as DPRN or the MDG Profs Platform, hostedhay
Association of Universities in the Netherlands (M3Nand WOTRO and dedicated to the Millennium
Development Goals) and intermediary organisatisuel{ as WOTRO) that focus on the use of researdh an
knowledge for policymaking.
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This policy means that the ministry tends to ptisel generalist rather than specialist
knowledge, assuming that generalists are ablert@ipate in many different discussions. By
contrast, specialists have in-depth knowledge abedéain regional or thematic fields (e.g. on
the Middle East and Arabic culture or health system developing countries) and focus
mostly on issues related to their specialist areas.

The respondents unanimously agreed that the nmyrhisis taken things too far in this
respect. Substantive knowledge building about agreent processes would be insufficient
because ministry staff do not necessarily needser this knowledge in their subsequent
positionst® The frequent staff changes were also said to hitmdst building and longer-term
relationships (see also Stremmelaar et al., 208@thermore, the preference for generalist
knowledge was believed to hinder the ministry @mrds attracting enough personnel who are
primarily interested in development cooperation. il/Ipolicymakers themselves find the
system refreshing and believe that it may preclugielity, they also acknowledge that the
unstructured nature of the system means that iogrft lessons are learned from the past.
People from outside the ministry and policymaké&eniselves argue that there should be a
better balance of hiring generalists and specsalfsee also Koopman, 2007; Brouwer in
Bieckmann, 2009). This would also benefit the tfansystem. As one respondent argued,
‘Increased investment in specialist knowledge atseans that there is more and better
knowledge to spread throughout the organisatibn’.

Within the jobs themselves the development of kieolge is further inhibited because,
as one respondent saidjt the ministry there is a culture dominated byoguction first.”
High work pressure causes employees to focusdiraneeting deadlines, leaving little time
for reflection and learninf Furthermore, the reward system is not geared tislaarning or
investing in knowledge production, and there ane feositions in which employees can
concentrate purely on knowledge building (see Wéedenhof and Molenaar, 2008).

Even though the ministry’s personnel policy and aelsystem may not be directed
towards learning and developing substantive knogdednany of the policymakers stress
they are indeed very interested in it. They ardna¢ they are already doing a lot, often in their
own time, and would like to do more. However, picdtreasons, particularly shortage of
time, prevent them from doing this. They also arglat for policymakers to invest in
substantive knowledge, it should first and forentmstrelevant to their work and they should
be able to apply it.

The criticism of the administration’s functioningitiv regard to learning is being
addressed by the ministyy.One respondent stateff;,he ministry is beginning to realise the

1 However, as one policymaker arguedie“ should not exaggerate this as many employeeshahe been
working on development cooperation- related matters willing to continue in this field, if only bause people
have a natural tendency to apply for positions ol they can use previously gained knowledge”.

™ The problems associated with the transfer systwe hlso been highlighted by the Court of Auditgéthene
Rekenkamer, 2009).

12 An additional side effect is that the ministrypesially in comparison with many other ministribas a lot of
money to spend. This creates situations wherebyethghasis in many jobs is on controlling spendiatiper
than acquiring knowledge (see also Heres and Biaok, 2007).

13 For example, there is only one knowledge officgtelinisfunctionariy in the thematic policy units,
positioned at the Environment and Water Departrieht\W).

14 Even the former ministamentioned*l must admit that when | arrived at the Ministr§ Boreign Affairs as a
Minister, | was quite shocked by the poor attenpogsent for knowledge-infrastructure and adviceconcrete
development issuégKoenders, 2008: 4).
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importance of investing in knowledge. The idea tie ministry is different from other
ministries- in the sense that it is an especially political aswbrdinating body, in which
content knowledge is not necessarily needesl no longer dominant.”The former minister
(Koenders) was willing to put more emphasis on enhknowledge and encourage a more
critical attitude among policymakers (see also Bieann, 2009). In order to invest in
knowledge, a number of people have been appoimtegotk on this. The most important
factor for development cooperation is the new Arshdsr in General Service of
Development Cooperation (AMAD-OS), who is positidra Directorate General levelThe
AMAD-OS, who was installed in 2009, is responsilbb#, among other things, DGIS’
knowledge policy. He intends to work on a new ralvgaystem with built-in incentives for
employees to invest more in knowledge and crediet@r balance between generalists and
specialists. He also worked towards setting up kmawledge platforms Kenniskringen’) in
which various experts and policymakers will be wogktogether to define research questions
on certain thematic policy areas.

The recent attention for investments in knowledgetr® ministry is generally
welcomed, although some respondents argued tihasitbeen late coming. It was also said
that the changes were inspired more by externlalantes such as the recommendations for
a learning government put forward by the Advisorgu@cil for Science and Technology
Policy (AWT, 2005) and the Scientific Council foo@rnment Policy (WRR, 2006), or the
prominence that is given to the Netherlands asnaovation country- rather than being
something that emerges from within the ministrglits

Furthermore, respondents questioned whether tHendgic culture of the ministry
would allow for a more knowledge intensive and icait attitude among policymakers.
Diplomats would not naturally tend to criticise thelicy they have to implement, nor be that
willing to disclose their information sources siragch action does not go well together with
exchanging scientific knowledge. In addition, resgents strongly believed that
policymakers kept to the political line of reasapitoo closely and were therefore
insufficiently inclined to be critical of the polichey have to implement (see also Heres and
Bieckmann, 2007). It was argued that policymakeasieninsufficient use of knowledge that
guestions current policies. As a result they adopther defensive attitudés a respondent
mentioned,*At the ministry there is a culture of avoidanceheveby critical knowledge is
often put aside. Especially for diplomats who wemtclimb the career ladder it can be
dangerous to express dissenting views$.”

Knowledge building between different ministries

Since development cooperation has increasingly baeimed as part of the broader
International Cooperation agenda since the 19%@sMinistry of Foreign Affairs currently
cooperates with other Dutch ministries involvedtins field. Even though the aim is to
achieve policy coherence and a number of interdeygeatal cooperation agreements and
policy memoranda have been published, the fragrderdeganisational structure of
international cooperation policy is often beliewvedimpede knowledge development in this

!> The ministry also has a knowledge managementesffiBGIS) and a scientific council advisor who serv
under the Secretary General.

18 This issue is also raised by the WRR (2006). Thergil therefore recommends redefining the role of
policymakers, stating that less emphasis shoulpldeed on the dominant role of the policymaker gxracess
architect’ and that there should be a greater taiem towards content knowledge. Policymakers kEhowot
only be seen and judged as ‘subservients’ to thster. Instead, policymakers should be apprecitetheir
content-related contributions and as loyal butaaitcounterparts to the politicians.
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field. Apparently, knowledge is not easily exchahdeetween the various ministries whose
staff were said to meet each other indirectly thiopolitical processes, but who would be
reluctant to approach other ministries to exchdagmvledge.

Besides the ministerial boundaries, sharing knogédoketween ministries was thought
to be hindered by cultural differences and disginkinds of knowledge. Some policymakers
even refer to the presence of stereotypes. Staifii fother ministries regard staff from the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs as rather elitist, ihé¢ sense that they are not very willing to ask
others for knowledge in the field which they comsido be primarily theirs’ Besides that,
policymakers from the Ministry of Foreign Affairsene said to lack substantive knowledge.
A policymaker from the Ministry of Foreign Affaiaso referred to this dissimilarity in kinds
of knowledge but simultaneously advocated more dementarity by stating;lt might be
true that we have less substantive knowledge buthe other hand, we have diplomatic
knowledge which is also important. We know our legges, we know the rules and
procedures and we are good negotiators. Indeed,dbuld be complementary.”

The fact that policymakers from the Ministry of Emn Affairs are believed to
possess less substantive knowledge is not nedgsdae to the ministry’s staffing policy
which is based on a preference for hiring gendsalas path that other ministries also seem to
have followed. Instead, other ministries are beto be have institutionalised learning to a
greater degree due to more standard procedures@mdols. Moreover, a difference in
accountability was regarded as a significant fathat influenced the way knowledge was
treated at the ministry. In contrast to staff a Ministry of Foreign Affairs, staff at other
ministries are in more direct contact with theirafjmy Dutch) target audiences and
consequently they can, and will, be held more tiyexcountable. They will also be called to
account if their policies are based on inadequateMedge. This feedback loop is not that
easily established in the case of the Ministry ofekgn Affairs since the distance to the
(primarily Southern) target audience is much gmeatgesides that, the beneficiaries
themselves are often disorganised and not empoweredigh to present appropriate
arguments to donors. Wiedenhof and Rijniers (2@)8also state that this is a reason for
‘relative insensitivity to changing circumstances @ontexts’

Cooperation between various ministries is not ohipdered by the fact that
knowledge is not readily exchanged, but also byfittencial mechanisms. Almost all Official
Development Assistance money is spent by the Minisf Foreign Affairs (DGIS in
particular), while other ministries which often leavery valuable substantive knowledge of
developing countries, are allowed to spend onlyiromproportion of the same budget. This
may cause frustration at other ministries given, timterms of policy coherence, a lot may be
required from them by the Ministry of Foreign Affai However, at the same time hardly any
commitments are made regarding the provision ofl$ul©f course the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs also has a reason for not transferring nadsthese funds. Other ministries are often
much more focused on defending Dutch intereststaaedViinistry of Foreign Affairs fears
that this will play too great a role in how the lgetlis spent. For many DGIS policymakers
the subordination of Dutch interests to those ef$louth is still a matter of principle.

" The elitist and non-critical attitude was believiedbe exacerbated because staff from the minitrynot
switch to other ministries very often. The minisegploys new personnel mostly via an internal rigment
procedure. Furthermore, the top officials at thaistiy are excluded from the rotating interdeparttaktransfer
system of the Senior Civil ServicAlgemene Bestuursdiejst
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Overall, it was argued that the ministry is stiilem perceived as not being very open
to sharing knowledge with other Dutch actors (BGIS/DCO, 2007a). This was agreed upon
by a policymaker of the ministry who statéthe ministry has a closed culture in which
people think they know bestfi general, policymakers have little time and tineye to be
very selective as regards the knowledge they usthis sense, it was argued that a lot of the
knowledge produced by Dutch organisations was ansidered to be very usable, especially
because it does not provide enough clear solutidtsowledge from international
organisations (like the World Bank, UNDP, OECD/DAGd other donors) was thought to be
of greater value. As one respondent mentiofiedlicymakers tend to look ‘outside’ rather
than ‘inside’ the Netherlands. The knowledge of NGtBe media, and science, is regarded
mostly as background noise and something rathez-tonsuming.”

The evidence domain

It is clear that the Dutch academic developmerdgried research landscape is very varied
and, as some also say, fragmented. Although thenegs of this diversity is widely
acknowledged, it is felt that there is a need tordmate the various research projects more
effectively.

First of all, it is apparent that organisationstle sector tend to be too ignorant of
what other organisations are doing and that thig l@ad to a duplication of research (Ros-
Tonen and De Vries, 2008). There is a need for tgreaooperation among research
organisations in the Netherlands, as this will @karpen the focus and increase the visibility
of Dutch research (RAWOO, 2005). In this light, tleeent trend whereby universities that
participate in national research school like CEREye established their own graduate
schools in PhD training and Research Masters, nhigitker this cooperation.

Secondly, it was noted that the fragmentation aiswdered the application of
knowledge in policy. The Netherlands does not havecentralised research institute
specialised in development-oriented research féicypas exists in other countries (e.g. the
Overseas Development Institute in the United Kimgylaand the ministry has not encouraged
the pooling of knowledge within one institute. etl, the ministry stimulates the creation of
networks or platforms in which various actors exw® knowledge. Even though these
networks enable various development experts to,ni@etmain picture is still one of a lot of
research organisations being separately in comtdlot and funded by, the ministris one
respondent arguedThere are no natural knowledge linesThis not only means an extra
management burden for the ministry, but also a pwerview of existing knowledge.

Many respondents from the academic research contynighi that the ministry was
insufficiently interested in Dutch research and thalicymakers did not make a lot of use of
the available knowledge. They were of the opinibattthe ministry should do more to
include the Dutch research community. During therinews references were made to the
existing stereotypes. The common perception wat ghicymakers regard them as only
asking for funds and their work as not being usefuhem.

For policymakers it is important that research itssare translated into operational
solutions and presented in a useful format, whgcloften not the case. As one respondent
mentioned;'We don’t read long reports, there is simply no ¢iffor that”. Another perceived
disadvantage of research was that it was oftenupetb-date and focuses on excessively
specialist areas. The incentive structure for netefunds in which publications in journals
and academic excellence are the central goalsrefesed to as hampering the production of
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policy-relevant research. One solution could beallow development relevance to be
included as a criterion on which excellence is pai¢see also Stremmelaar et al., 2069).

However, policymakers involved in knowledge managetrat the Ministry of foreign
Affairs have also learned thé&cience needs free scope. Policymakers shouldigeat; and
scientists should claim it. Terms of reference Wiare too strict defy the nature of scientific
work” (Wiedenhof and Rijniers, 2006: 337).

A second component of the evidence domain, thetDdéwelopment-oriented NGOs,
is also known for its diversity. This can be coesatl a strength (Partos, 2008), but it is also
believed to lead to fragmentation (e.g. Ros-Tonmh @e Vries, 2008). A special concern in
this respect is that the Dutch cofinancing systeimudates competition and waiting
behaviour, which is not conducive to knowledge-sttarPlans to bundle knowledge in this
sector, possibly in a knowledge centre, have beeently drawn up, but not yet put into
practice (Aangeenbrug, 2008). While some NGOs hawested in joint knowledge
programmes with research organisations, the kn@eleckchange with policymakers has not
really got off the ground. Even though some costadgth policymakers do exist, these are
still mostly the result of personal relations.

Within the practitioner sector there is increasiagognition of the fact that knowledge
and its management are important and, indeed,dha® area in which many organisations
have invested (Lock et al., 2008, Heres, 2007). élaw, practitioners seem to be especially
ambivalent towards these investments, because rg@gsent a time-consuming process
whose benefits cannot be easily defined in terrpaserty alleviation (Stremmelaar, 2009).
Moreover, as one respondent stat&tactitioners are more in a to-do mode and thiaves
little time for reflection.”

It must be pointed out that a lot of practitionfas| that their skills are undervalued in
the other sectors. The knowledge policy of the stigiis still felt to be based on an
excessively narrow definition of knowledge and kiexge holders, in the sense that it still
focuses primarily on academic research. On theroffaad, it was claimed that many
practitioners themselves would not be very willing share their knowledge with
policymakers because of distrust between them.pFineary objection is that information on
what went wrong in their projects, or where moneswot spent successfully, might harm
their position. In this sense the dependence osidigs from the ministry could be said to
have an adverse effect. However, one respondentstdsed that NGOs that do not receive
funds from the ministry were not that open to gh@rheir knowledge with policymakers
either.

The third sector that is part of the evidence domthie corporate sector, is a relatively
new player in the discussion on knowledge for dmwelent policy. Even though it is
increasingly recognised that the corporate sectsr & wealth of knowledge in relation to
innovation, structural knowledge relations betwbeasinesses and the other sectors involved
in development cooperation have not yet been fortmeohy substantial degree.

While the ministry aims to establish more enduriings with the corporate sector,
there is a considerable gap that needs to be lridgany policymakers are not directly
engaged in knowledge relations with the corporatgos, and the benefits of such relations

181t is to be noted that the CERES system of vadmatif research output recognises both academidlerce as
well as societal relevance (CERES, 2007).
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were not that clear to them. The latter makes c¢lerthere is a need to define the knowledge
available in the corporate sector.

The links domain: the role of DPRN in stimulating plicy-research interactions

The above suggests that, overall, there is a neregafrties to get to know each other better
and to exchange knowledge in a more structured agin this that DPRN can play a role.

This section highlights the problems and opportesitthat DPRN encountered when
stimulating intersectoral cooperation during ites® phase. We specifically examine the
way policymakers have been involved in DPRN agésit

DPRN'’s approach to stimulate intersectoral coopienat

In its first phase (2004-2007) DPRN facilitated ioegl expert meetings which were
organised once a year by knowledge institutes apged in that particular region. This led to
annual meetings being organised for thirteen reggioesulting in a total of thirty-nine
meetings during the first phase (DPRN, 2008). Iditaah, the DPRN Task Force instigated
one thematic meeting per year. In the second p2&¥¥8-2010) the approach shifted towards
thematic processes organised by consortia congistiat least two organisations representing
different sectors. The processes can take one oe years depending on the year in which
they start. As explained in the introduction, thpsecesses were selected by the DPRN Task
Force through a yearly open call for proposals.

Table 1- Overview of DPRN processes 2008-2010

Name of the process (duration) Coordinating agency
1. Structure follows strategy (3 yrs) DPRN Task Force
2. Understanding development better (1 yr) MDF TrajngnConsultancy BV
3. Stimulating business development: another side | Dfiodos Facet
microfinance (1 yr) o)
4. Value chain governance: how can NGOs, firms amastitute of Social Studies >
governments achieve social inclusions and poverty ;
reduction? (2.5 yrs) S
. Gender mainstreaming trajectory (3 yrs) CIDIN ©
6. The GM soy debate: risks and benefits to sustdihakind | Solidaridad/Aidenvironment
livelihoods of genetically modified soy in Latin Aarica (1
yr)
7. Supporting developing countries’ ability to raise tevenueg SOMO
(1yn)
8. Commercial pressures on land: rethinking policy prattice| Centre for Development Studiegy
for development (1 yr) (CDS/RUG) >
9. Phosphorus depletion: the invisible crisis (1 yr) etierlands Water Partnership ;
10. Fuelling knowledge on the social and ecological antp of| Both Ends S
agrofuel production: the generation of intersedtal@bate ©
and interdisciplinary analysis (1 yr)
11. Singing a new policy tune (1 yr) MDF Training & Gartancy BV
12. The knowledge triangle in developing countries: Bsed| Ghent University
opportunity in university development cooperati¢hyr)
13. Civic Driven Change: implications for policymakeend | Hivos
practitioners (1 yr) g
14. Afghan-Central Asian water cooperation on manageémén East West Institute =
the Amu Darya river: connecting experts and poliakers S
in the Lowlands (1 yr) =
15. Strengthening monitoring and evaluation in develeptm Research Institute for Labour and
projects that deal with complex social contextgrjl Society, Katholieke Universiteit
Leuven (HIVA-KUL)
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DPRN set several conditions to guarantee that mgetin the second phase were
relevant for policymakers and oriented much moreards multisectoral agenda setting and
cooperation beyond the subsidy period. As a resuletings in the second phase are
embedded much more effectively into processes #isd include online information
exchange, policy analysis, and a synthesis of poktevant research activities and
development interventions (DPRN, 2007). With a vigwstimulating the involvement of
policymakers, it was a precondition for funding tbem to be involved in agenda setting at
an early stage of process programming (with it pgireferable for them to be consulted in
the proposal writing process) and to use relevanicy documents and policy relevant
research as an input throughout the process. Gugpatrequired to include the identification
of opportunities for future intersectoral cooperati(e.g. policy relevant research or other
follow-up activities) and a policy statement, pwgligrief, or policy review. The processes can
take one or more years depending on the year ichnwtiey start, and the budget of each
process is around EUR 50,000 a year.

DPRN facilitated fourteen processes in its secamase with forty-five organisations
having been involved as organising parties. Thasegsses were selected from a total of
sixty-eight submitted proposals. In addition to stheprocesses, the DPRN Task Force
continued to put general debates on the agendahwhithe second phase centred on the
development architecture under the motto ‘Structallews strategy’. This brings the total of
DPRN processes in the second phase (2008-201ietenf(Table 1).

The relevance of DPRN for the different sectors

Generally, DPRN is thought of as relevant by ttepomdents? They argue that the strength
of DPRN lies mainly in creating ‘shared values’ amgdhe different sectors. Getting to know
each other and working together during a certaimogan an output and outcome oriented
way (the process approach) is regarded as bendfciaridging knowledge divides and for
breaking down stereotypes which, as stated in t&équs section, are still very much present
in the field of Dutch development cooperation (sd&0 Stremmelaar et al., 2009). This
applies to both the Task Force and to the partias drganise the processes facilitated by
DPRN. The fact that DPRN is considered relevarais® confirmed by the large number of
proposals received in the three application rousru$ a recent external evaluation (Greijn,
2010).

While, during the first phase, most of the meetingsre organised primarily by
research organisations, there has been more vanetye second phase. Of the fifty-four
organisations involved in the organisation of tifteén processes, the largest proportion (46%)
is formed by practitioners. They are representednmnty-five organisations, of which four
are involved in more than one process. The reseayoimunity is represented by eighteen
organisations (33%), of which four are involvednnore than one process. The private (for
profit) sector is represented by six organisati¢h$%), of which one is involved two
processes. Policymakers are represented by foanisaions (8%). The Dutch Ministry of
Foreign Affairs is involved as a co-organiser imeth processes. In addition, there is one
organisation (Lokaal Mondiaal/Vice Versa) which dae categorised as ‘other’ (2%), and
which is involved in two processes.

The coordination of the fourteen facilitated pra=ssis in the hands of six practitioner
organisations, five research organisations, and pgvweate organisations (one of which is

191t should be kept in mind here that the interviesvevere directly or indirectly involved in DPRN ahénce
were already open to bridging research-policy disid
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responsible for two processes) (Table 1). The leniad) scope with regard to the organising
parties under the new approach was generally ajpedcand the various sectors were said to
now have more ownership in the processes.

The twenty-three meetings that have been orgammsex first two and a half years of
the second phase have attracted a large numbertdipants (a total of 1,300 until August
2010), of which 33% were practitioners, 32% werseegchers, 17% were people from the
private sector, and 14% were policymakers. Compgatese figures to those of DPRN'’s first
phase shows that the percentages of practitior3d%) and researchers (37%) were quite
similar and these can therefore still be regardedb@ing the main target groups. The
involvement of the corporate sector, which was inotuded as a separate target group in
DPRN's first phase, can be regarded as a success. though this category still includes
many consultants, the involvement of larger comgmnhas increased. The figure for
policymakers has gone up slightly (from 10% to 14though, as in Phase I, it is still the
category with the lowest level of participant invemnent.

The participant ratings of the meetings provideraication of the involvement of the
different sectors, although it has to be said thaétings are just one of the activities carried
out during DPRN'’s second phase. Through the proappsoach, in which DPRN (2007: 9)
intends to movebeyond meeting each other and set the stage fdoraxp common ground
and opportunities for multi-sector agenda settingl a&cooperation’ a whole other range of
activities are also part of the processes.

Policymakers’ involvement
Policymakers have been involved in all DPRN proess®ither as co-organisers, agenda
setters or participants.In four processes policymakers were involved asrganisers.

() In the ‘Structure follows strategy’ procesatldiscussed the future Dutch strategy
and organisation for International Cooperation, Bi&IS observer in the DPRN Task Force
was heavily involved in the inception of the pracelm the second year of this process, the
AMAD-OS, a high-level policymaker at DGIS, chairseveral discussion groups and played
a major role during a public meeting. The involvemef the AMAD-OS helped to raise the
interest and involvement of other policymakers I(iding the Minister of Development
Cooperation) in the process. A total of elevengyoliakers from various DGIS departméhts
participated in the working group meetings (19%hd total), and twenty six policymakers
and politicians in the public meeting (28%).

(i) In the ‘Gender mainstreaming’ process thaaiimed at reviewing and stimulating
informed debate on women's empowerment and genderliy strategies, DGIS’
Emancipation Unit of the Human Rights, Emancipat@md Peacebuilding Department

2'sych as report and (research) paper writing, argup inventories of related research and poliayudeents,
organising research write shops and online disons&irums, writing policy briefs and summaries e$earch
reports, and preparing documentary materials.

% This section discusses the eleven processes #ratapproved in the first and second call for psap® The
four processes that were approved in the third aall which started in April 2010, are still at tomch of an
early stage to assess here.

%2 The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has six regionamhartments and ten policy theme departments, sixhith
are specifically relevant to international cooperat These six deal with Human Rights, Emancipatiowl
Humanitarian Aid (DMH), Sustainable Economic Deystent (DDE), Climate, Energy, Environment and
Water (DME), Social Development (DSO), Effectivemesand Coherence (DEC), and Fragility and
Peacebuilding (EFV).
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(DMH)#was involved in proposal writing. Staff from thiepartment sit on the process’s

steering committee, and are involved as such inyestep of the process. Eight policymakers
from various departments of the Ministry of Foreiftfairs were interviewed for papers that

were written in the first year of the process. HDMH staff (10% of the total) were present at

the expert meeting, and one (2% of the total) afpimblic meeting. In the second stage of this
process, which examines gender mainstreaming ferdift policy areas, efforts are being

made to involve policymakers from other departments

(i) In the ‘Tax revenues’ process, which aimsstonulate and advance initiatives of
various actors to raise developing countries’ t@stng capacity for development, DGIS staff
from the Effectiveness and Coherence DepartmenC{Diere involved in proposal writing.
They significantly influenced the selection of thesifor the three research papers that were
written for this process. Although the policymaké@d hardly any information about the
research during paper writing, contact was re-éistedl when an expert meeting was
organised at the end of the process. The DEC pohakgrs played an active role during the
meeting, which they greatly appreciated. A totalnafe policymakers (23% of the total)
(including three from the Ministry of Foreign Affai one from the European Union and three
politicians) participated in the expert meeting.

(iv) In the ‘Value chain governance’ process, whadidresses the question of how
NGOs, firms and governments can achieve inclusiah @overty reduction through a value
chain approach, the International Affairs departnadrihe Ministry of LNV was involved as
a co-organiser, but most intensive contacts weratained from the beginning with the
DGIS Sustainable Economic Development DepartmeBtHD Six policymakers participated
in the first meeting (12% of the total), four froDGIS/DDE, one from LNV, and one from
the Ministry of Economic Affairs. Contacts with theloosened during the phase in which
scientists wrote several research papers. The éveat, scheduled for September 2010, will
re-establish the contacts with policymakers andudis a future joint knowledge agenda on
the issue of value chains.

In four other processes the Ministry of Foreignakf was involved in the agenda
setting of the processes.

() In the ‘Understanding development better’ mes, which centred around a three-
day conference on development perspectives andaithelevelopment link, two DGIS
officials were involved in the design of the comfiece and the writing of position papers.
Each of them led a workshop and another one, threduAMAD-OS, sat on a panel on the
closing day of the conference. A total of ten (1Q8Ncymakers participated, nine of whom
came from various DGIS departments and one fromr@dn ministry. This relatively low
proportion can probably be attributed to the latigee investment and the lack of direct
operational use of the process outcomes.

(i) The ‘Singing a new policy tune’ procesa follow-up to the ‘Understanding
development’ process, attracted considerable isitdrem DGIS from the beginning, as it
aimed to formulate a policy theory. Consequentlyitega number of policymakers, mostly
from several departments of the Ministry of Forelifairs, were actively involved in the
first two meetings: eleven (35%) and thirteen (21eé3pectively. The meeting structure and
outcomes were, however, disappointing for mostheint, and their interest waned. Their

% Before October 2009 the Emancipation unit was phthe Social and Institutional Development Depennt
(DSI).
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participation in the last three meetings — onergayton a policy theory on fragile states and
two general debates on policy theory and glob&agiship, respectively — dropped from 17%
in the third meeting to 5% in the last one (whichsvappreciated more by participants from
other sectors, particularly NGOs).

(i) In the ‘Microfinance’ processa debate on how microfinance can be linked to
business development services, the organisers lbedsusenior official from DGIS/DDE in
the proposal writing phase on the ministry’s knalgie needs, and he was actively involved
in the three seminars that were organised. Howewben reflecting on the process, he
considered the themes addressed as insufficientigvative and relevant to the ministry.
Representatives from the Ministry of Economic Affawere also involved in the meetings,
which allowed them to receive an update on miceofoe discussions in the field of
development cooperation. The proportion of policikara in each of the three seminars was
restricted to 5-8%.

(iv) In the ‘Commercial pressure on land’ procegsalv aimed to rethink land policies
and practice for development and to find a cootdishaesponse to effects of increasing
commercial value of and interest in land worldwittes organisersonsulted DGIS/DDE staff
during proposal writing who considered the topic te of interest to the ministry. A
policymaker from the department participated in feeninar and the AMAD-OS gave an
opening speech. Although only two Dutch policymakearticipated, twenty-one foreign
policymakers from developed and developing cousitio@k part in the seminar, bringing the
total proportion of policymakers to 23%. Most oétimternational participants came from the
International Land Coalition (ILC) network, one tife process organisers. Although the
seminar attracted a lot of policymakers, commurocatvith them stopped after the seminar
and the policy recommendations generated by theepsowas not followed up.

Lastly, there were three processes in which pola@ns acted as participants or
target groups.

() In the ‘Agrofuels’ process that was intendedaosure that policymakers were
informed more effectively about the effects of dgeb production on people and the
environment, policymakers from various ministriestizipated. The link with the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs was established mainly through ofi¢he organisers, Mekon Ecology, that
was hired by the ministry to coordinate an inteatépental consultation on biomass. The
process organisers produced a review paper on wgjrqiolicies and their underlying
assumptions, for which policymakers from the Mined of Foreign Affairs, Economic
Affairs, LNV and VROM were interviewed. Four offals belonging to three of these
ministries (not LNV) participated in a seminar (1%%the participants). The ministries were
keen on participating because the Netherlandsppased to adopt a position in the lively EU
debate on agrofuels. The research revealed strikffgyences between the viewpoints of the
ministries and thereby highlighted the need foremmaherent policies.

(i) In the ‘GM soy debate’, which aimed to faddie an informed debate about
genetically modified soy, the participation of mginakers from the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs was problematic for two reasons. The orgars aimed to involve them from the start,
and offered then a seat on the process steeringhttea. However, the policymakers refused
because they believed that the agenda of the moeesld be dominated too much by
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Northern interesf§ and that it would bypass the Round Table on ResipenSoy, which is
co-facilitated by the Ministry of Foreign Affaifs.This is an example of what in the CEL
framework is referred to as diverging narrativesliscourses. The organisers were unable to
convince the ministry with a ‘narrative’ that caepmnded with their own discourse, as a
consequence of which they were not seen as leddaipartners. Even though ministry staff
were not that enthusiastic about the process, tileraninistries (LNV and VROM) were,
primarily because these ministries were expecte@répose sustainability criteria for the
admission of GM crops to the European ParliamenDlegember 2009. In this sense the
organisers benefited from this policy opportunitlyile their narrative was in line with that of
these other two ministries and their research ojpaly useful. Indeed, three of the five
policymakers present at the stakeholder confereacee from LNV and two others came
from VROM and DGIS. Together they formed 7% offatticipants.

(i) Finally, the ‘Phosphorous depletion’ proces#iich was aimed at raising policy
awareness of the threats of phosphorous scarcignasssential nutrient for farming, was
primarily targeted at the Ministries of LNV and VRD These ministries were already
represented in the Nutrient Flow Task Group (NFT@), behalf of which the organisers
implemented the process. The relations with polakens at the start of the process were,
however, poor. An interesting policy opportunityose when the organisers partnered the
Technology Assessment Steering Committee that vpg®iated by LNV to advise the
minister directly on important strategic issuese Bteering Committee became interested in
the research carried out by one of the NFTG memhbats decided to publish a policy
memorandum on the topic. The organisers of thegitmsus process took the opportunity to
organise a seminar right after the Steering Coreriit press event in which the policy
memorandum and research were presented. Sevenymakers (17% of the total)
participated in the seminar, four from LNV, onenfro/ROM, one from Economic Affairs,
and one from a Swedish ministry. At the end ofgghecess another seminar was organised in
Brussels at which fourteen policymakers were pre&?t6 of the total). Most of these were
European politicians, plus German and Swedish mnynistaff and one person from the
Ministry of LNV.

Perceptions as regards policymakers’ involvement

All the processes show that it is effective to lux with specific policy opportunities (for
example the ‘Agrofuel’ process that aligned with Bd debate on biofuels in which the
Netherlands had to take a position). With regarthi®, policymakers proposed that processes
could be more strategically aligned with other kfexlge projects in which they are involved,
such as issues discussed in interdepartmental mgpdtoups. They argued that this would be
more beneficial in terms of their time investmer®n the other hand it must be said that
DPRN has succeeded in placing new topics on thé&yagenda, especially through
processes in which policymakers had not been irebfvom the start. Related to this is the
fact DPRN can act as a catalyst to inspire stakisnslto organise or finance new activities
related to the process. This was the case withrdeigaat least six out of the eleven processes
discussed.

% They argued that Southern partners were not serftly involved in the process, despite the faeit tthree
members of the steering committee were from Bramidl Argentina, the research was carried out with tw
partners from the same countries, and eight pelpia developing countries participated in the steitder
conference.

% The organisers argued, however, that the GM soggss was merely meant to seek a scientific basithé
discussion on GM soy, so that the discussion in RA&RS could be more clarified and strengthened — a
standpoint shared by stakeholders involved in bwhRTRS and the DPRN process.
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Most of the interviewed policymakers think of DPRAY relevant. As one of them
mentioned,"There are enough seminars where we meet each ,othdrDPRN offers the
opportunity to work with each other in-depthThey state that they especially need scientific
underpinning of their work but, at the same tinmeytstress that it has to be useful in practice.
They argued that more concrete policy advice cteldjiven and that these should be made
clearer in DPRN reports. Tension was also discéenadtween the output that scientists and
policymakers prefer (publications in journals vergwolicy briefs), and the fact that it may
take considerable time for organisers to resolise(hg. by rewriting policy papers as journal
articles, as in the ‘Gender mainstreaming’ procass, by translating a scientific report into
policy briefs and popular publications as occuirethe ‘GM Soy debate’).

Overall, for most of the processes, the organisere content with the policymakers’
involvement. Especially in the thematically speskid processes, intensive contacts evolved
with policymakers from thematic policy departmenBecause most relationships are
established with policymakers from specific divissoor units, it is often not realistic to
expect policymakers to make up 25% of the meetmgigpants (as being one of DPRN’s
four target groups). For that reason we have tp keenind that the quality of the established
research-policy linkages is more important thangix@ntity of participating policymakers.

The involvement of policymakers in more general cpgses (‘Structure follows
strategy’, ‘Understanding development better’, &dithging a new policy tune’) was more
complicated. Even though DPRN was fortunate endgadtave the AMAD-OS and a number
of other high-positioned policymakers involved, wemging DGIS staff to join these
processes required extra effort mostly because rmaeythis as not being directly useful for
their daily work. Even though policymakers argukdttthese processes are potentially very
useful as they allow discussions on the futurectiva of development policy as a whole,
they also mentioned that more thought must be éelvtd the setup of these processes. In
particular, the planning of in-depth discussionsuldorequire more preparation time.
Respondents also identified a dilemma between ¢lee to involve well-informed experts for
in-depth discussions about development cooperainohthe need to broaden the scope of the
discussion to international cooperation involvingwn actors, which contributes to the
superficiality of the discussions. New actors (jgatarly from the corporate sector) that were
involved in the discussions often felt that theyravexcluded for not being familiar with
conventional development jargon.

Discussion: the way forward

As stated in the recent Scientific Council for Goweent Policy report about the future
directions of development cooperation (WWR, 20Jfpfessional aid is to be based on
profound knowledge — both in the diagnosis, impletagon and evaluation. However, this
study has shown that effective research-policyslin&nnot be taken for granted and require
deliberate efforts to bring development expertsnfrdifferent sectors together and promote
development-relevant research and its uptake iolioyp These efforts are also needed when
DPRN in its current setup comes to a closure &@4:10. This requires political will, funding
and brokerage.

A recent external evaluation recommended contgisome of DPRN'’s functions
which were regarded as very useful in the fieldl@felopment and international cooperation
(Greijn, 2010). The report specifically mention® timiche for a low-threshold window to
support inspired and dedicated individuals from teeearch, NGOs or corporate sector to
initiate processes with the aim being to get imgoatrtissues on the policy agenda or to
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develop innovative ideas that can contribute to eneffective policies and practice@bid.:
19). The report therefore recommends maintainim@P&N-style call for proposals that can
act as an incubator for more substantial follow-WOTRO is suggested as a channel for
such a mechanism because it provides a contexpéhnatits funding for follow-up research.

Complying with this recommendation would help emrsthat research is properly
embedded in the policy and practitioners’ domaing #at it aligns better with policy
narratives and responds to issues for which poladers are seeking a solution. It also
coincides with WOTRO'’s task as a broker of poliejevant knowledge in Knowledge
Platforms Kenniskringel, where policy opportunities can be identified. wéwer, a few
pitfalls need to be pointed out.

First, in order to enhance the chances for uptagk@dlicymakers, special thematic
calls may be needed that address specific knowladgds in processes that are to be aligned
with certain interdepartmental consultation grogywhich would also contribute to greater
policy coherence) or which are targeted at spegpifilicy opportunities. This may lead to a
more strategic approach and a more systematic Ww&ynawvledge building and exchange.
However, room must also be reserved for processgsatidress innovative themes which do
not necessarily fit into the predefined policy are& interest, but aim to place new issues on
the political agenda.

Second, there is the question of whose knowledgehannelled to policy. The
majority of the facilitated DPRN processes in tkemd phase — nine out of fourteen — are
coordinated by non-academic institutions (NGOs amdtate organisations), which are
generally more inclined towards generating poliog aractice-oriented debate than academic
institutions, whose activities tend to be orienpeanarily towards publications. The question
arises of whether embedding a DPRN-like initiaineVOTRO, whose mission is focussed
on research, is not going to stifle innovative gl&@m organisations which aim to influence
the policy agenda through lobbying and awarendssitarather than through research.
Installing a steering committee in which represevea from the policy and practitioners’
sector are well represented could help prevent this

Third, embedding a DPRN-style structure in thergidie community requires specific
attention to be paid to ways of channelling scfeninformation to policy and practice in
order to make it operationally useful to these @mctAs mentioned before, knowledge
relevant to policy and practice brought togetheDPRN-like processes requires repackaging
in a form and language that is ‘digestible’ for ippinakers and practitioners. Specific
incentives and expertise are needed to this ende sesearchers are valued on the basis of
academic excellence and do not always have thedimdecapacity to get the results of their
work to the end users in development cooperatidre Broker (a Dutch journal which is
intended to contribute to evidence-based policy inggkand specialised freelance science
writers could play a role here.

Fourth, research is not the only relevant followagqtivity to DPRN-like processes.
Sometimes more time is needed for awareness rasidglobbying to get or maintain an
important issue on the policy agenda — not onlyhim Netherlands but also at EU level. In
such cases the mobilisation of multisectoral platfo is a more logical follow up than a
research proposal. It would mean that additionanaels need to be created and it also
requires a flexible attitude on the part of theafining organisation with regard to predefined
outcomes and follow-up plans.
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Finally, effective research-policy links requireora ‘commitment to knowledge’ in
policy than is actually the case (WRR, 2010: 2@8spite considerable improvements in the
past five years, knowledge management within theidthy of Foreign Affairs needs further
improvement based on increased openness towardsigdrom other ministries and sectors,
a more critical attitude, and more investmentherinistry’s institutional memory.

Conclusions

In order to assess the hurdles faced when fostenorg effective research-policy linkages in
the field of Dutch Development Cooperation, thipgraanalysed the functioning of DPRN
and the context within which it operates employihg RAPID CEL framework. Within this
framework, research uptake is seen as a functiaimeofinteraction of the political context
(actors and institutions involved in policy makingyidence (actors and institutions involved
in research), links between researchers and po#kgns (such as policy networks), and
external forces (such as international policy agshdCourt et al., 2005). This paper did not
pay a lot of attention to the external context &éoxlised instead on the factors that help or
hinder effective research-policy links in the Netaeds.

With regard to the political context, the focus e@mbedded knowledge and
partnerships within current Dutch development-dedmresearch policy paved the way for the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to formally address tiggowing gap between research and policy
and to foster the interaction with and between Wedge holders from different sectors. In
terms of the CEL framework the ministry focusediagan the evidence and links domains
and this resulted in a revaluation at the ministiryesearch produced by Dutch institutions
and to financial support to DPRN and related itiites like the IS Academies and The
Broker aimed at bridging the science-policy gap.t#¢ same time, the ministry’s internal
knowledge management is having a negative effedhenengagement of policymakers in
knowledge activities and policy-science interacsiohhe ministry’s personnel strategy lacks
incentives for learning and does not account fetractured spread of knowledge throughout
the organisation. The ministry’s political cultused lack of openness are neither conducive
to learning from other sectors, or other ministries that matter. The appointment of the
Ambassador in General Service of Development Caiper AMAD-OS), whose task it is
to address these aspects, might improve the situati

As far as the evidence domain is concerned, thgrfeated knowledge infrastructure
and the knowledge divides between the differentosechinder effective research-policy
linkages. The knowledge generated by scientifigciitioner and corporate organisations
does not flow between them and the Ministry of kgpreAffairs in a very structured manner.
All too often, stereotypes hamper knowledge exchabgtween the sectors and effective
research-policy links. Another hindrance is thesprgation of research results in a form that
is not useful nor ‘digestible’ for policymakers.

A key factor identified as being crucial for thesfering of effective research-policy
linkages in the links domain, is the capacity ajaoisers to align with policy narratives or
discourses and identify specific policy opportwesti Second, the ministry must regard the
organisations involved as legitimate partners. ost DPRN processes this was the case,
with the exception of the GM Soy debate in whick Ministry of Foreign Affairs abstained
from participating as a result. Third, a sensergkuacy might help. For example, the need to
propose sustainability criteria for the admissidnGiM crops to the European Parliament
stimulated the Ministries of VROM and LNV to becomgolved in the ‘GM Soy debate’.
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Finally, the processes show the importance of onaptis communication and
feedback with policymakers. While the commitmenpoficymakers to contribute in most of
the processes is quite high, policymakers wereinfotrmed continuously throughout some
processes, especially those which initially focagpaper writing or around one event. Letting
policymakers participate in a steering committe¢hefprocess, as in the case of the ‘Gender
mainstreaming’ process, is one possible solution.ti® other hand, space must also be
created for processes in which contacts with polaiers still have to be sought. DPRN
provided this space for three processes (‘Phosghdepletion’, ‘GM soy debate’ and
‘Agrofuels’), which succeeded in putting new issuas the policy agenda. Improving
communication in the sense of making DPRN repomtsenaccessible for policymakers by
translating scientific information into concrete lipp recommendations and operational
knowledge, is also a point of concern.

Interestingly, the fact that staff from other miniss (VROM, LNV, Economic Affairs,
Finance and Defence), also become involved in DipRidesses shows that DPRN processes
potentially contribute to interdepartmental coopiera Four processes specifically helped
policy coherency issues to be addressed. Thisrigplarly important with regard to the trend
to consider Development Cooperation as part obader International Cooperation strategy.
It also helps overcome the difficulties related kimowledge exchange between different
ministries involved in International Cooperation.

At least 1,300 participants were involved in DPRMdgesses between January 2008
and August 2010. Although practitioners and redesas are still the main target groups,
considerable progress has been made as regardasmg the involvement of the policy and
business sectors. Policymakers are involved inD&RN processes and they generally
collaborate quite well. Once successful in raidimg interest of its target groups, the DPRN
processes often act as a catalyst by enhancingrtfeisation of parallel and follow-up
activities. When this is translated to the CEL feamork, DPRN can be seen to be increasing
the importance of the links domain and bringing plodtical context and evidence domains
closer together.
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