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The paper explores the uses of scientific evidence in public policy-making. It explores, what is been 

regarded as good evidence in the public policy-setting work. Moreover, it attempts point out some 

typical problems that are present when policymakers make a claim that their views are based on 

scientific evidence. This topic of study is related to increasingly common view in public administration 

that public policies should be set in a way that they in line with scientific research and evidence. In the 

recent decade, this kind of discussion has been conducted especially under evidence-based policy (EBP) 

movement.  

The paper examines the types of evidence that are being referred to in the literature concerning 

public policy making. In this examination, the target is to find typical sources for evidence and to 

outline challenges that are usually present when discussing the role of evidence in public policy setting 

processes. This analysis is conducted by taking examples from the literature written on New Public 

Management (NPM) by OECD in the 1990s. This use of evidence is then contrasted to the way that 

policy-relevant evidence has been understood under evidence-based policy (EBP) movement. 

It is claimed that even though these two movements have shared a distinct will to view themselves 

as “scientific” approach to public management, the types of evidence they use in order to back up their 

claims, is a very contrasting one. Furthermore, especially in the reports examined from NPM, it is quite 

striking that this evidence does not follow any consistent criteria, and the question on the reliability of 

evidence seems does not seem to depend on the theoretical backing of such claims. Instead, the claims 

for scientific content are established merely as authoritative basis. Even though EBP makes stricter 

limitations concerning what forms of evidence should be used in policy evaluations, and it also gives an 

assessment on how different types of evidences should be weighed against each other, this approach 

carries also its own set of limitations. By using the examples from NPM and EBP literature, it is 

highlighted one of the major problems lies in the question of how professional expertise and expert 

testimonies should be included into the assessment of different kinds of policy evidence. It is argued 

that the even if they are not always officially included into the list of evidence, they have, however, a 

major impact on how policies that make claims for scientific credibility are finally set. 


