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Science in Policy Making Survey (Asia)
Executive Summary
The Science in Policy Making survey was launched in August 2019 as part of a study
commissioned by the International Network for Government Science Advice (INGSA) to map
the state of and capacity for science advice in Asia. Research associates led by Prof Dr Abhi
Veerakumarasivam, Chair of INGSA Asia, surveyed a total of 306 respondents consisting of
policymakers, scientists and researchers from various Asian countries including Malaysia,
Singapore, Thailand, Indonesia, Pakistan, Cambodia, Myanmar, India, Sri Lanka, China, Korea,
Bangladesh, Japan, Vietnam, Philippines, Nepal and Laos. The objective of the survey was to
understand the perspectives of policymakers and scientists or researchers on the use of
scientific knowledge, as well as the role of scientists or researchers in policy making.
The analysis of survey results shows that policymakers consider economic and financial
impacts as well as public opinion more important than scientific research or evidence when
it comes to reviewing new policies. Despite that, majority of the policymakers still agree that
research findings on economic, health, social and environmental matters are useful when
they undertake an impact assessment. According to them, scientific evidence is equally useful
for policy-decisions in understanding the issues and evaluating policy choices but not so much
in defining the policy.
Interestingly, for the question “Do policymakers (in their decision-making) consult
researchers directly?”, majority of the responses were “sometimes”. This goes out to show
that policymakers do not consult researchers for decision-making all the time. One of the
main obstacles preventing policymakers from consulting researchers is due to researchers
not having the capacity to address the concerns of policymakers. Other challenges include
the use of complex scientific jargon or ‘academic’ discourse and the lack of tradition in
collaborating. Nevertheless, when asked who usually informs policymakers on scientific
evidence, most of the respondents chose researchers followed by think-tanks. Thus, when it
is determined that scientific advice is needed, researchers become the point of reference.
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Policymakers from this study think that the most appropriate bodies to act as an
intermediary between researchers and policymakers are scientific committees followed by
chief or ministerial science advisors and think-tanks. The top three scientific subject, issues or
topic that policymakers showed most interest in are new invention or technology, education
and health issues. On the other hand, they showed the least interest in scientific topics of
politics and sports. Majority of the policymakers support scientific information, evidence and
research, and agreed that they seek scientific opinion when formulating policy. However,
there are needs for middlemen to translate scientific evidence to politicians/decision makers.

About half of the scientists and researchers who took part in this study have been
involved in the formulation of policies in their country. Two of them specified that they are
science advisors to ministries. Majority of the scientists and researchers agree that scientific
knowledge helps strengthen policy in their country. The respondents indicated that scientific
evidence, information and knowledge are used for policy making in subjects such as health,
energy and environmental issues, as well as new inventions or technology among the others.
Interestingly, the topics that were indicated to have the least use of scientific evidence,
information and knowledge were sports, welfare and social inclusion, and politics. Thus,
agreement can be seen between policymakers and scientists/researchers that scientific
evidence or knowledge are good for specific topics such as health and new invention or
technology. Policymakers and scientists/researchers also have similarities in showing the
least interest for scientific topics of politics and sports.
Scientists and researchers think that they should work closely with policymakers and
politicians to integrate scientific results in decision-making. In the process, scientists and
researchers agreed that they should report and interpret the results for those who are
involved in decision-making and be responsible for the information and advice they convey.
Adequate time should also be provided to scientists and researchers to give advice or opinion
on an issue whenever they are asked by politicians. Many scientists and researchers disagreed
that they should only report scientific results and leave others to make decision.
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Almost all scientists and researchers in this study agreed that there is a gap of
collaboration between the scientific community and policymakers which is attributed to the
usage of different jargon/discourse and lack of tradition in collaborating which were also the
one of the main reasons indicated by policymakers. Apart from that, scientists and
researchers believe that the lack of incentive recognition of researchers’ work, lack of
appropriate communication channels and the timing of communication also contributes to
the collaboration gap. Interestingly, the main obstacle for collaboration as indicated by the
policymakers in the study, which is the statement “researchers do not address concern of
policymakers” was least agreed between the scientists and researchers. Therefore, an
obvious difference in perspective can be seen between policymakers and
scientist/researchers.

According to the scientists and researchers surveyed, the most appropriate
mechanisms for an efficient knowledge transfer are policy dialogue panels which provide a
context for sharing ideas between the scientific community and policymakers. This was
followed by participative approaches (consultations) involving researchers, policy-makers,
practitioners and representatives from civil society and a proactive approach through which
policymakers meet researchers to discuss their policy requirements among others. Similar to
the policymakers in this study, scientists and researchers indicated scientific committees,
Chief or Ministry Science Advisors and think-tanks as bodies that could build bridges between
the scientific community and policymakers. According to scientists and researchers, the
identification of potential funding and their relevance to policymakers, communication
channels as well as key groups of policymakers are elements that should be defined in their
engagement strategies for result dissemination from the start of their project.

6

Methodology

Survey planning

Finalization of the
model survey

Launch of survey
internationally

Creation of survey
questionnaire

Validation of
questionnaire draft

Collection of
responses

Identification of target
group

Identification of
region/countries

Analysing and
interpretation of data

Survey planning was carried to develop the sampling strategy and survey questionnaire
design. The questionnaire was designed based on the objectives of our survey:
To understand the perspectives of policy makers and scientists or researchers on the use of
scientific knowledge, as well as the role of scientists or researchers in policy making.
Our survey is specifically targeted at policy practitioners and scientists or researchers that
reside in Asia and are of age 18 and above. The survey was set up on SurveyMonkey, an online
survey development cloud-based software. The survey consists of 31 questions divided into
various sections. The first question is to identify whether the respondent is a policy maker or
scientist/researcher. The questions that follow are then dependent on whether one is a policy
maker or scientist/researcher. The general questions asked in the survey are aimed towards
understanding how similar or different policymakers and scientists or researchers view
science in policymaking. The survey was finalised and launched in August 2019, and responses
were gathered until March 2020. The data collected was then analysed and shared in this
report.
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Results

Figure 1 | Total percentage of survey respondents.
Throughout the survey period, we managed to gather responses from a total of 306
respondents. Of the total respondents, 47 are policymakers while 259 are scientists or
researchers (Figure 1). Responses from the survey will be shared in two different sections:
policymakers response and scientists/researchers response.

Policymakers response
Policymakers who took part in this survey are from diverse age groups of 25-44 years old
(8.1%), 35-44 years old (43.2%), 45-54 years old (27.1%), 55-64 years old (16.2%), and more
than 64 years old (5.4%). In terms of education, majority of the policymakers are master’s
degree (37.8%) or PhD holders (40.5%) while the rest are either bachelor’s degree holders
(16.2%) or have graduated in A-levels (2.7%) or other qualifications (2.7%). The primary
affiliations of these policymakers are federal government (59.5%), regional government
(5.4%), state government (10.8%) or local government (2.7%) and others (21.6%) that include
think tanks, government-linked organisation, industry, consultancy, research institution, nonstructural government and non-governmental collaboration work with state and local
government. The areas in which the policymakers are involved in are youth development
(2.7%), health (16.2%), forestry (2.7%), trade and industry (2.7%), sustainable development
(13.5%), economy (2.7%), education (24.3%) as well as science and technology (27.0%). Other
areas (8.1%) include law, public policy and science and technology policy (Appendix Section
1).
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Figure 2 | Factors considered by policymakers when reviewing new policies.
Survey results show that policymakers consider economic impacts, public opinion and
financial impacts more important than scientific research or evidence when it comes to
reviewing new policies (Figure 2). This was followed by experience and policies in other
countries, international relations, government reputation and timing constraints. Other
factors considered by the policymakers include issues and problem statement, potential
effect on (re)electability of policymakers and short-term impacts of policies rather than longer
term effects. Another respondent shared “Our country recognizes that the environment of
our S&T is losing force as compared to other countries and the government makes effort to
have more international collaborations. However, these are still results based on economic
affairs, not seeking on the basic research”. Despite the above, 97.3% of the policymakers still
agree that research findings on economic, health, social and environmental matters are
useful when they undertake an impact assessment (Appendix Section 2A).
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Figure 3 | Policymakers response to the usefulness of scientific evidence in understanding the
issues, defining the policy, evaluating policy choices and other factors.

Figure 4 | Obstacles preventing policymakers from consulting researchers.
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According to the policymakers, scientific evidence is very useful for policy decisions in
understanding the issue and evaluating policy choices but lesser in defining the policy
(Figure 3). Some policymakers also mentioned that scientific evidence can be useful for
government investment on scientific research, evaluating policy performance and avoiding
making mistakes. One policymaker said that scientific evidence is only useful when shared by
researchers who are close to the Cabinet Office. Interestingly, for the question “Do
policymakers (in their decision-making) consult researchers directly?”, 81.1% of the
responses were “sometimes” while 10.8% chose “yes” and 8.11% chose “no” (Appendix
Section 2B). According to the survey, one of the main obstacles preventing policymakers from
consulting researchers (Figure 4) is due to researchers not addressing the concerns of
policymakers. Other obstacles include the use of different jargons or discourse, lack of
tradition in collaborating, timing on communication: time scale of policymakers faster than
that of the scientific community, lack of communication channels, and legal barriers. A
respondent also shared that scientists have weak understanding of the policy process and
ability to effectively communicate with policymakers. Another stated that most policymakers
have predetermination with the influence of political entity.

Figure 5 | Bodies that inform policymakers on scientific evidence
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When asked who informs policymakers on scientific evidence (Figure 5), most of the
respondents chose researchers followed by think-tanks, academic journals, lobby
organizations, intermediaries, general press and other media. Other responses include
appointed specialist by the ministry, technical staff of policymakers and officials of
government agencies concerned, results of interviews, industry, and once again researchers
who are close to the cabinet office.

Figure 6 | Bodies to act as an intermediary between researchers and policymakers
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Policymakers from this study think that the most appropriate bodies to act as an intermediary
between researchers and policymakers are scientific committees, chief or ministry science
advisors, think-tanks, professional associations, specialists in knowledge transfer, NGOs and
other civil society organizations, media and foundations. Other responses are universities,
institution’s director of research or DVC of research as well as government servant. One
policymaker said that none of these bodies act as an intermediary between researchers and
policymakers (Figure 6).

Figure 7 | Interest of policymakers in the various scientific subjects, issues or topics
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We asked policymakers on their interest in the following scientific subjects, issues or topics:
(1) New invention or technology, (2) Education, (3) Health issues, (4) Environmental issues,
(5) Welfare and social inclusion, (6) International affairs/policies, (7) Energy issues, (8)
Economics, (9) Politics, and (10) Sports.
The top three scientific subject, issues or topic that policymakers were “very interested” in
from most to least are new invention or technology (73.0%), education (67.6%), and health
issues (62.2%), environmental issues (59.5%), welfare and social inclusion (59.5%),
international affairs/policies (54.1%), energy issues (48.6%), economics (43.2%), politics
(27.0%) and sports (8.1%). The scientific subject, issues or topic involving politics and sports
had the highest percentage of “moderately interested” and “not interested” policymakers.
There were no policymakers who were “not interested” for education and environmental
issues.
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Figure 8A | Policymakers response to “How is scientific knowledge and evidence used in your
country? In your opinion, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements.
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Figure 8B | Policymakers response to “How is scientific knowledge and evidence used in your
country? In your opinion, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the
following statements.”
To determine how scientific knowledge and evidence is used in the countries of policymakers,
respondents were asked to give their opinion on various statements (Figure 8A & 8B). Overall,
majority (>60%) of the policymakers strongly agreed or agreed with the statements:
1) Science and technology make our life better,
2) You support the discovery of new scientific information/evidence,
3) Even if it brings no immediate benefits, scientific research should be
supported by the Government,
4) The benefits of science are greater than the harmful effects,
5) It is important to know about scientific advancements on a daily basis,
6) You seek scientific opinion when formulating policy,
7) Scientist should listen more to what ordinary people think and want them to solve,
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8) Scientific knowledge/evidence provides solutions to problems faced by the country,
9) There are needs for middlemen to translate scientific evidence to
politicians/decisionmakers,
10) You trust scientists when they present you with a fact,
11) You work out your own research on issues that you are unsure about
(e.g. Internet search, reading paper journals),
12) There is so much conflicting information about scientific information/evidence,
it is difficult to know which is true
13) Finding out about new scientific developments is easy these days,
14) Scientific information/evidence is insufficient to provide solutions to every issue,
15) Scientist sometimes hide evidence that have no value towards their research,
16) Science and technology are too specialized for normal people to understand.
Most disagreed or was neutral (>50%) with the statements:
17) The achievements of science are overrated,
18) Scientists present evidence that is unnecessary, or a solution that is impractical,
19) The internet is more trustworthy than scientists,
20) Scientists provide inadequate facts on issues,
21) We depend too much on scientific information/evidence and less on faith,
22) I am not interested in science.

Scientists/Researchers response
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The age distribution of the scientists/researchers who are 18-24 years old (2.0%), 25-44 years
old (23.3%), 35-44 years old (43.7%), 45-54 years old (18.8%), 55-64 years old (7.1%), and
more than 64 years (5.1%). As for education level, majority are PhD holders (65.5%) while the
rest are bachelor’s degree (6.6%) or master’s degree holders (24.9%) or held other
qualifications (3.0%). The primary affiliations of respondents are education institutes (64.0%),
followed by government institutes (23.3%), the private sector (5.6%), nongovernmental/non-profit organizations (NGOs) (4.6%), and others (2.5%) (Appendix Section
3). Most of the scientists/researchers who took part in this survey stated that up to 70% or
100% of their job duties involves science. A smaller proportion of them stated that up to 50%
and 25% of their job duties involves science respectively (Appendix Section 4A). More than
half (57.0%) of the scientists/researchers who took part in this survey stated that they have
been involved in the formulation of policies in their country. Many of them mentioned that
they are members of expert groups, advisory councils/committees, and national academies.
Two of them specified that they are science advisors to ministries. On the other hand, almost
half (43.2%) of the scientists/researchers also stated that they have not been involved in the
formulation of policies in their country (Appendix Section 4B).

Figure 9 | Scientists/researchers response to “How is scientific knowledge and evidence used
in your country? In your opinion, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree
with the following statements” (n=221).
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To determine how scientific knowledge and evidence is used in their countries, the
scientists/researchers were asked to give their opinion on several statements, namely: 1)
Scientific information given is impractical to implement in policy, 2) Scientific information
given by scientists is rarely used in formulating policy, 3) Scientific knowledge and evidence
from research is widely used in formulating policy, 4) Scientific knowledge had been utilized
in formulating past policy, 5) Scientific knowledge helps strengthen policy (Figure 9). More
than 70% of the scientists and researchers agree that scientific knowledge helps strengthen
policy in their country. Overall, most scientists/researchers agree or were neutral with all
statements except for the statement “scientific information given is impractical to implement
in policy”.

Figure 10 | Scientists/researchers response to “In your opinion, please indicate the extent to
which science evidence, information and knowledge are used for policy making in this
subject/topic/matter” (n=221).
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The scientists and researchers were then asked to indicate the extent to which scientific
evidence, information and knowledge are used for policy making in various subjects or topics,
namely 1) Politics, 2) Welfare and social inclusion, 3) Sports, 4) International affairs/policies,
5) Economics, 6) Education, 7) Energy issues, 8) Environmental issues, 9) New invention or
technology, and 10) Health Issues (Figure 10). The respondents indicated that scientific
evidence, information and knowledge are used for policy making in subjects such as health,
environmental and energy issues, as well as new inventions or technology. This was followed
by education, economics, and international affairs/policies. Interestingly, the topics that were
indicated to have the least use of scientific evidence, information and knowledge were sports,
welfare and social inclusion, and politics.

Figure 11 | Scientists/researchers response to ten statements regarding
science and policy making (n=211).
Based on their opinion on ten statements, it was found that majority of the scientists/
researchers agreed that 1) scientists should work closely with policy makers and politician to
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integrate scientific results in decision making. They also agreed that scientists should 2) be
responsible for information and advice they convey, 3) report scientific results and then
interpret the results for others involved in decision making, 4) communicate their research
with media and the general public, 5) be given adequate time to give advice or opinion on an
issue whenever they are asked by politicians and that 6) science provides objective knowledge
about the world. Up to 70% of them also agreed that 7) policy makers and politician seek
advice from scientists to solve issues in the country and 8) scientists should actively advocate
for specific policies they prefer. Only about 50% of them agree that the 9) use of the scientific
method is the only certain way to determine solution for every issue, whereas many (>50%)
disagreed that 10) scientists should only report scientific results and leave others to make
decisions.

Figure 12 | Scientists/researchers response to “Considering collaboration between the
scientific community and policy-makers in your country, are the following statements True or
False?” (n=198).
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Almost all respondents (96%) agreed that there is a gap of collaboration between the
scientific community and policymakers (Appendix Section 4C). Majority of the respondents
(>75%) think that it is true that collaboration between the scientific community and
policymakers are affected by different jargon/discourse, lack of tradition, lack of incentive
recognition of researchers’ work, lack of appropriate communication channels and the timing
of communication i.e. time scale of policymakers faster than that of the scientific community.
To a lesser extent, scientists and researchers attributed the gap in collaboration to legal
barriers (58.6%), as well as the statement that researchers do not address concern of
policymakers (54.5%) (Figure 12).
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Figure 13 | Appropriate mechanisms for efficient knowledge transfer (n=198).
Scientists and researchers indicated that policy dialogue panels which provide a context for
sharing ideas between the scientific community and policymakers are the most appropriate
mechanisms for an efficient knowledge transfer. This was followed by participative
approaches (consultations) involving researchers, policy-makers, practitioners and
representatives from civil society, a proactive approach through which policymakers meet
researchers to discuss their policy requirements, small scale seminars with researchers and
policymakers, policy briefings, conferences and other large public meetings, newspapers and

23

other media, and co-production of research. Interestingly, physical and web-based
publications i.e. professional and trade publications, academic journals and websites ranked
the lowest. Other responses include social media, mobile apps, as well as the deployment of
science personnel to governments.

Figure 14 | Bodies that can build bridges between researchers and policymakers (n=198).
Scientists and researchers indicated scientific committees, professional associations, and
Chief or Ministry Science Advisors as bodies that could build bridges between the scientific
community and policymakers. This was followed by think-tanks, knowledge transfer
organizations, media, civil society NGOs and foundations. Other responses include students,
academies, research organizations and universities, entrepreneurs, as well as users or
consumers.
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According to most respondents, the identification of 1) potential funding and their relevance
to policymakers, 2) communication channels (including activities, events), as well as 3) key
groups of policymakers are elements that should be defined in their engagement strategies
for result dissemination from the start of their project. Interestingly, two of the respondents
thought that none of the elements had to be defined (Appendix Section 4D). Respondents
also gave various suggestions on how researchers can be assisted in communicating and
disseminating the results of their research, such as providing proper platforms or channels
for communication and collaboration, project outreach programmes with appropriate
stakeholders, as well as through collaboration with media platforms and journalists.

Key takeaways from survey
From the survey results, we analysed the perspectives of policymakers and scientists or
researchers on the use of scientific knowledge, as well as the role of scientists or researchers
in policy making. It was no surprise when we found that policymakers, scientists and
researchers have both similarities and differences in their way of perceiving science in policy
making. Just like everyone else, we must take into consideration that these individuals may
hold different values, experiences and possess a different set or range of knowledge.
In many countries, science advice plays an important role in developing policies on
particular issues. However, societies face many challenges and issues that are often complex
in nature and policymakers have to consider many other factors when it comes to decisionmaking. Across Asia, the science advice structures are highly heterogeneous in nature. What
we found from this survey is that when it comes to reviewing new policies, policymakers
consider economic and financial impacts as well as public opinion more important than
scientific research or evidence. This shows that while scientific evidence is not disregarded, it
is also not as important as the other factors prioritised by policymakers. While scientists and
researchers want to work closely with policymakers and politicians to integrate scientific
results into decision-making, they often find themselves in an arena of policy where there is
a need to balance the interests of various stakeholders: policymakers, lawmakers, regulators,
industry, NGOs, the public and themselves. The general expectation of science advice is that
it can provide clear and unambiguous options or solutions. However, that is not the case
because scientific evidence or research is often heavily contested, either within the research
community itself and/or by other stakeholders (OECD, 2015).
Despite the above, the majority of the policymakers still agree that research findings on
economic, health, social and environmental matters are useful when they undertake an…
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impact assessment. According to them, scientific evidence is equally useful for policydecisions in understanding the issues and evaluating policy choices but not so much in
defining the policy. However, most scientists and researchers in this study do not agree that
they should only report scientific results and leave others to make decisions. In fact, they
believe they should actively advocate for specific policies that they prefer. This dilemma has
been brought up before, does science advice seek to compel a particular decision or seeks to
enable the freedom of choice by decision-maker? One works to reduce the choices while the
other works to expand the options (Pielke Jr, 2007).
Can policymakers work with scientists or researchers? Interestingly, for the question
“Do policymakers in their decision-making consult research directly?”, most policymakers
responded “sometimes”. This shows that policymakers do not directly consult researchers for
decision-making in a consistent fashion. According to the survey, one of the main obstacles
preventing policymakers from consulting researchers is due to researchers not addressing the
concerns of policymakers. However, many scientists and researchers from this study
disagreed with that statement. The differences in opinions is because policymakers, scientists
and researchers may have different views, what concerns policymakers may not be of a
concern to scientists and researchers. Other obstacles preventing collaboration as agreed by
both parties include the use of different jargon or discourse, lack of tradition in collaborating,
timing on communication i.e. time scale of policymakers faster than that of the scientific
community, lack of appropriate communication channels, and legal barriers. Scientists and
researchers are also discouraged to collaborate with policymakers when there is a lack of
incentive recognition of the researchers’ work. Other studies have also mentioned that
collaboration between policymakers and scientists or researchers are affected by the lack of
mutual trust and respect, contrasting views on the formation and use of evidence, differences
in accountabilities, and questioning the link between science and policy (Choi et al., 2005).
Scientists and researchers think that they should work closely with policymakers and
politicians to integrate scientific results in decision-making. In the process, scientists and
researchers agreed that they should report and interpret the results for those who are
involved in decision-making and be responsible for the information and advice they convey.
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Adequate time should also be provided to scientists and researchers to give advice or opinion
on an issue whenever they are asked by politicians. However, a policymaker from this survey
shared that researchers have a weak understanding of policy process and ability to effectively
communicate well with policymakers. Therefore, while majority of the policymakers in this
study support scientific information, evidence and research, and agreed that they seek
scientific opinion when formulating policy, there is a need for middlemen to translate
scientific evidence to politicians/decision makers. This is where bodies such as think-tanks,
scientific committees, Chief or Ministry science advisors, professional associations, academic
journals, lobby organizations, intermediaries, general press, civil society NGOs, foundations
and other media may act as intermediaries between researchers and policymakers. For
efficient knowledge transfer, the most appropriate mechanisms indicated by scientists and
researchers in this study are policy dialogue panels which provide a context for sharing ideas
between the scientific community and policymakers. This was followed by participative
approaches (consultations) involving researchers, policymakers, practitioners and
representatives from civil society, a proactive approach through which policymakers meet
researchers to discuss their policy requirements, small scale seminars with researchers and
policymakers, policy briefings, conferences and other large public meetings, newspapers and
other media as well as co-production of research.
Policymakers in this study were very interested in the scientific subjects, issues or topics
of new invention or technology, education and health issues. Apart from that, they were
interested in environmental issues, welfare and social inclusion, international affairs/policies,
energy issues and economics. They were least interested in politics and sports. As for
scientists and researchers in this study, they indicated that scientific evidence, information
and knowledge are always used for policymaking in subjects such as health, energy and
environmental issues, as well as new inventions or technology among the others.
Interestingly, the topics that were identified to have the least use of scientific evidence,
information and knowledge are sports, welfare and social inclusion, and politics. Thus, certain
scientific interests of policymakers are aligned with what scientists/researchers found
scientific evidence, information and knowledge to be useful for. Once again, a channel for
efficient communication is therefore important because experts in the area that the
politicians show interest in can provide proper science advice.
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Conclusion
The conclusion that follows is that policymakers as well as scientists and researchers
find the use of scientific knowledge to be important in many areas of policymaking.
Respondents also agreed that scientists and researchers play an important role in
policymaking. However, the perspectives of policymakers and scientists or researchers differ
in certain degrees as they are influenced by various factors. The science-policy interface is
complex and requires mutual understanding of both perspectives. It is critical because there
is not a single issue impacting the social, environmental or economic wellbeing where science
cannot play an important role in informing policy development, application and evaluation.
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Appendix
Section 1: Demographics of Policymakers
Figure 1A | Age groups of policymakers.
Age groups

Number of responses

Percentage (%)

18-24

0

0.00

25-34
35-44

3
16

8.11
43.24

45-54

10

27.03

55-64
More than 64

6
2

16.22
5.41

37

100

Table 1B | Education level of policymakers.
Education level
A-levels

Number of responses
1

Percentage (%)
2.70

Bachelor’s Degree

6

16.22

Master’s Degree
PhD

14
15

37.84
40.54

Others

1

2.70

37

100%

Table 1C | Primary affiliation of policymakers. Others include think tanks, government-linked
organisation, industry, consultancy, research institution, non-structural government and nongovernmental collaboration work with state and local government.
Government or organisation
Federal government

Number of responses
22

Percentage (%)
59.46

Regional government

2

5.41

State government
Local government

4
1

10.81
2.70

Others

8

21.62

37

100%

30

Figure 1D | Areas in which policymakers are involved in. Others include law, public policy
and science and technology policy (n=37).
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Section 2: Policymakers responses

Figure 2A | Policymakers response to “Do you think that research findings on economic,
health, social and environmental matters are useful to policymakers when they undertake an
impact assessment?” (n=37).

Figure 2B | Policymakers response to “Do policy-makers (in their decision-making) consult
researchers directly?” (n=37).
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Section 3: Demographics of Scientists/Researchers
Table 3A | Age groups of scientists/researchers.
Age groups

Number of responses

Percentage (%)

18-24
25-34

4
46

2.03
23.35

35-44

86

43.65

45-54
55-64

37
14

18.78
7.11

More than 64

10

5.08

197

100

Table 3B | Education level of scientists/researchers.
Education level

Number of responses

Percentage (%)

Bachelor’s Degree

13

6.60

Master’s Degree
PhD

49
129

24.87
65.48

Others

6

3.05

197

100

Table 3C | Primary affiliation of scientists/researchers. Others include independent research
institute, healthcare institution, university as well as public and academic.
Primary affiliation

Number of responses

Percentage (%)

Education Institute
Government Institute

126
46

63.96
23.35

Private Sector

11

5.58

Non-governmental/Non-profit Organization
Others

9
5

4.57
2.54

197

100
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Section 4: Scientist/Researcher’s Responses

Figure 4A | Percentage of scientist/researchers’ job duties involving science (n=221). (Note:
Scientific work may include, but is not limited to, basic research, laboratory testing, data
collection, risk assessment, veterinary medicine, economic analysis, science policy and other
topics)

Figure 4B | Percentage of scientist/researchers’ who have been involved in the formulation
of policies in their country (n=221).
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Figure 4C | Scientist/researchers’ opinion on whether there is a gap of collaboration between
the scientific community and policy-makers (n=198).

Figure 4D | Scientists and researchers response on whether the identification of potential
funding and their relevance to policy-makers, communication channels (including activities,
events) to be used, as well as key groups of policy-makers are elements that should be defined
in their engagement strategies for result dissemination from the start of their project (n=198).

