Executive Summary: Science Policy Dialogue Workshop, Berlin June 2010

Part I: Reflections from different perspectives on the Science-Policy-Dialogue
The Policy-Maker (Karen Fabbri):
· There is a clear need on the side of EU policy-makers for useful summaries of the state of scientific knowledge relevant to particular policy issues, reflecting a scientific consensus or a range of scientific opinions.
· Policy-oriented research must deliver quite fast to be “used” (ca. 1-2 years).
· Scientific uncertainties need to be explained in a way that is accessible to policy-makers.
· Sometimes it can be helpful to have scientific advice which integrates knowledge from the natural and social sciences but in many instances policy communities prefer to make the synthesis themselves.
· Overall, to be more effective in science and policy dialogue, science communities need to match their dissemination and explanation of research results more closely to the requirements of policy communities.
The Academic (Jason Chilvers):

· Three possible modes of interaction between science and policy comunities emerged from studies of current practice covering the range of degrees of integation between the two communities. At one end of the spectrum, there is the model of completely separate communities with one-way communication (scientific advice given to policy-makers); at the other end is the model of communities that closely interact, partly overlap with inclusion of wider stakeholder communities and research questions being strongly shaped by the demands of policy for clearly targetted advice.
· A third partner in this dialogue is the wider society in whose interest science-based policies should be developed; the role of the media is also very important in the exchange between science and policy (and society).

· Some fundamentally important characteristics for a successful dialogue are: high frequency and interactive character of contact, presence of appropriately skilled communicators on both sides, transparency about assumptions in science, clear communication about uncertainties and inclusion of different scientific viewpoints.
The Scientific Advisor (John Schellnhuber):

· Scientific excellence and competence are the most important requirement for a successful dialogue with policy-makers. Therefore science advisors must have mechanisms to guarantee the highest quality of their advice.
· It is important to seek to create “protected deliberation space” where science advisors can meet policy-makers to talk freely and frankly.
· Other crucial characteristics for good and successful scientific advisors are: clear communication, discretion, diligence (to repeat messages, so they can sink in) and independence (advisors must in no way be perceived as having vested interests).
· The roles / jobs of scientist and politician have to remain completely separate.
· National Academies are the natural science advisors for policy-makers, as they represent the finest scientific minds of a nation. In order to retain that status, the quality of their appointments of members is essential.
· Many political issues are now globalised, and there is a great advantage in science already working internationally and in there being international coalitions of scientific bodies such as EASAC.
Part II: Main (additional) points of discussion in the breakout and plenary sessions
· EASAC’s capacity to give science-based policy advice at an EU level depends on its member academies’ interest in science and policy dialogue and is enhanced by their capacity to give advice to their governments.
· From the workshop survey it has become clear that all EASAC member academies have the desire to engage in a dialogue with their policy-making communities.
· However, there is a great diversity of circumstances in which academies operate; particularly in respect of the specific situations of science communities in the different countries of the EU, and the connection between academies and their governments (and other groups).

· Consequently, there is not ONE best practice of giving science advice to policy makers, which is the same for all EASAC member academies, but there are a number of good practices, depending on academies’ particular situations.
· The privileged position of Academies is based on the perceived quality of their advice. But it will often also be derived from the trust placed in academicians, or from a confidence in academy processes for producing high-quality advice.

· Independence was recognised by all as a crucial feature of giving credible policy advice, but for some academies it could be more of a challenge than for others (dependence on government funding; responsibility for research institutes)

· Appropriate processes within academies to produce high-quality advice are of paramount importance. Care should be taken that members of working groups who produce advice capture a range of keyperspectives on the topic. Important differences of scientific opinion on a topic should be reflected where they occur.
· Most academies would greatly benefit from focussing on the needs of their policy communities. This would also help to establish an “early warning system” for emerging policy issues and to get the crucial timing of their advice right.
· More dialogue with policy-makers would serve to make the policy community more aware about the academies’ capabilities to provide high-quality independent advice.
· Aspects of scientific reasoning that are less familiar in policy-making circles should be explained better, especially the treatment of (degrees of) uncertainty.

· Academies should also engage with the public on topics that are relevant for political debate, e.g. through public lectures and the media.

· Some elements of best practices: appropriate choice and briefing of academicians for their role and task of producing policy advice; a better tailoring of the advice to the needs of the policy-makers (e.g. more seminars as ‘protected deliberation space’); feedback from recipients of advice and objective measuring of impact. 
· There is much scope for improving the networking on science-policy-dialogue which would help academies develop their capacities for work in the policy area.
· EASAC is a good network for academies to share experience on their ‘national’ dialogue between science and policy. In specific situations, it can also provide a good way to increase the influence of an academy with its own government.
· EASAC can help to increase the capacity of an academy to give policy advice nationally, such as when studies are “re-imported” into the national context.

· To maximise the impact of the advice produced by its members, EASAC has to communicate both nationally (through its academies) as well as on an EU level and foster “an ecosystem of actively engaged academies” across Europe.
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