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1 Final publishable summary report
1.1 Executive summary
The POINT project undertook a variety of studies of the use and influence of indicators in policies
dealing with aspects of sustainable development and their role in policy making processes. We
focussed on sustainability indicators as well as sector related indicators (agriculture, transport,
energy). Departing from a common analytical framework, including core concepts and associated
typologies, the studies used a range of methods to gather and interpret data. A direct comparison of
all results was not foreseen or possible, and this scientific summary thus describes the results of a
collective process by which the consortium undertook to synthesise the findings, while it does not
give credit to all the varied findings in each of the case studies. These are to some extent reported in
the second period report, but can also be found as individual deliverables on the project web-site
www.point-eufp7.info.
The synthesis presents the degree and forms of use and influence of indicators that were found
across the studies and examines a number of possible explanations for the direct and indirect forms
of influence that were identified. It concludes that the initial categories of explanatory variables all
have explanatory power, but that the complexity of ways that indicators interact with the policy
processes imply that no factor can alone be singled out for producing influence, while the
interaction of several factors may produce situations more or less conducive to indicator influence.
It then addresses the question of the demand and the supply of indicators and explores the different
relationships between suppliers and users, as well as the impact of these relationships on the use and
influence of indicators. Critical is here the ability of the indicators to transgress the inner circle of
overlapping producers and closest users – the “indicator industry”. Eventually, the synthesis
explores the methodological challenges faced in this research and the implications for similar
studies in the future, presenting in particular a group discussion approach designed to elicit
information about and to better understand the relationships amongst the users and producers of
indicators.
The recommendations for further research arising from the findings of POINT are presented in the
section 2.2 on ‘exploitable foreground and plans for exploitation, while the recommendations to the
wider society based on the POINT findings are reported in the deliverable 16: ‘Awareness and
wider societal implications’, also found at the project web-site.
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1.2 Introduction
The POINT project included twelve separate studies of the use and influence of indicators. In order
to provide the most informed synthesis of the results of the case studies, the members of the
consortium embarked upon a collective results synthesis process, which lasted 9 months, involved 3
project meetings together with a meeting with the Advisory Panel. This summary is the result of
this process, and it presents the overall conclusions of the project and the recommendations that we
find justified by our research.
POINT has looked at indicators of sustainability and sectorial indicators relating to sustainability –
such as agri-environmental indicators, energy security indicators and transport indicators. Whilst
not wanting to generalise our results to include other sectors partly because we know that other
sectors, such as education and health, use indicators to an even greater extent than we have found in
the case of sustainability indicators, we believe that the approaches, results and recommendations
coming from the POINT project could inspire research on indicator use and influence in other
sectors. This is because the multitude of roles that we have found that sustainability indicators play
in different policy processes should also be relevant to other sectors, even if pathways of access and
patterns of use and influence may be different in each sector.
The twelve separate studies of the use and influence of indicators were as follows. Four studies in
Work Package 3 examined sectorial indicators for: energy policy in UK, transport policy in
Sweden, and the agri-environment sector in Slovakia and Denmark (with specific emphasis on
biodiversity in Slovakia and the aquatic environment in Denmark). Moreover, for the transport
study, it also included a study of indicators used for the evaluation of European transport policy.
Four studies in Work Package 4 examined sustainable development indicators at the level of the
European Union and in three of its member states, namely Finland, Slovakia and Malta. In Work
Package 5 three studies were undertaken of composite indicators in use for policy purposes in the
European Union and in the media. In Work Package 6 a workshop-based method was used to gather
data from across the sectors and the countries involved in the project.
All of these studies examined the use and influence of indicators applying the broad concepts and
outlines developed in work package 2. This work package provided an extensive literature review,
as well providing a broad overall framework to guide the analysis within the individual indicator
studies (Gudmundsson et al., 2009).
The case studies used a variety of methods to collect data: documentary analysis, interviews,
questionnaires and group discussions, and as a result a great deal of data was produced of many
different types. The strong point of the resulting database was that it allowed both exploration and
triangulation to take place. It provided a number of different lenses through which the use and
influence of indicators could be viewed e.g. by country, sector, type of indicator and type of data.
However, when carrying out such exercises it was not easy to compare the results coming from the
different studies.
The collective synthesis process that the consortium undertook to arrive at an agreed, evidencebased statement of overall findings was as follows. The results of each study were summarised and
discussed by the consortium, common themes were identified, conclusions about themes were
checked against the original data and more refined themes were identified and also checked until
there was substantive agreement about the major conclusions to be drawn.
Further information about individual projects is available in the POINT project deliverables
published on the POINT web-site: www.point-eufp7.info.
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1.3 The motivation, objectives and approach of the POINT research
project
1.3.1 Motivation
Recent years have seen a significant increase of the use of indicators in most areas of public policy.
Indicators are employed to monitor policy performance and foster accountability within the
frameworks such as evidence-based policy and New Public Management on the one hand, and to
promote policy learning on the other. The interest of researchers and practitioners has so far
primarily been on the technical details of indicator design, while the role of indicators in
policymaking is a topic has been a relatively under researched. Direct, instrumental use of
indicators by policymakers seems, however, to be rather the exception than the rule, thus
confirming findings concerning the role of research and expert knowledge in policymaking more
generally. Scientific assessments, evaluations, scenarios and the like often influence policies
indirectly and through largely unforeseen pathways, e.g. by gradually shaping frameworks of
thought. Likewise, knowledge provides stakeholders “ammunition” they can use in their daily
political battles.

1.3.2 Objectives
The POINT research seeks to fill the gaps in our knowledge about the role of indicators in
policymaking. When the research project was formulated it was proposed to do this by examining
whether, how and under what circumstances indicators influence policymaking, by whom they are
used and for what purposes. More specifically, the project objectives as formulated in the project
proposal were:
!
!

To design a coherent framework of analysis and to generate hypotheses on the use and influence
of indicators, and
to test the framework in concrete cases (sectorial policies; sustainability strategies and ex ante
appraisal; composite indices) in order to
•
identify the ways in which indicators influence policy, including the unintended impacts and
‘non-use’
•
identify the factors that condition indicator use (indicator design and characteristics,
indicator type, stakeholder expectations, role of the organisations preparing and
disseminating the indicators, socio-cultural and political background factors), and
•
recommend ways to enhance the role of indicators in supporting policies

1.3.3 Approach
Based on decades of research on knowledge use for policy making, POINT aimed to make a basic
distinction between ‘use’ and ‘influence’ of indicators in policy making; ‘use’ denoting some kind
of handling of the indicators in a policy context (reception, internal and external application,
decision support), whereas ‘influence’ means that the indicators appear to have some effects on one
or more aspects of the policy making (e.g. policy debates, agendas, frameworks, objectives,
processes, or specific decisions). This distinction implies that use can be studied through document
analysis and interviews, while the study of influence is much more delicate and needs to
complement such analyses with observation and participatory research among others depending on
which forms of influence are being investigated.
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The factors which explain use and influence are not the same. Use, for example, can result from a
mere formal requirement, while influence may depend on factors like trust in an indicator or shared
belief systems. Influence is the more interesting but also more challenging outcome to explain.
Based on the literature review carried out during the first phase, it was assumed that researching the
role indicators might play in policy processes and the subsequent influence they might exert, would
need to include other than instrumental roles, e.g. conceptual and political roles, which might be as
influential, or even more influential, than the intended direct, instrumental roles:
•

Instrumental role, whereby indicators are used by policymakers directly to improve the policy
outcomes in the given policy area; the instrumental role implies an idea of a linear process from
production of indicators, through use, to influence on policy processes and outcomes;

•

Conceptual role; entailing influence from indicators on policy through processes of dialogue,
debate, and argumentation, which shape the way in which policy problems are formulated and
framed; ultimately, this conceptual role may influence ideas and worldviews;

•

Political role; implying that indicators help to legitimise existing policies or policy actors; this
role therefore includes both outright legitimisation for tactical purposes or “symbolic” use of
indicators by policy actors, but also the enhancement or erosion of the legitimacy of an actor or
a policy.

From the outset of POINT it was considered unlikely that potentially diverse patterns of use and
influence across a variety of sectors and policy types could be explained easily with a simple model.
It was assumed that the pathways through which indicators could feed into policy processes and the
roles that indicators might play in influencing policy making, policy processes and policy outcomes
would be affected by a multitude of factors. These were broadly divided into
•

‘Indicator factors’ referring to the qualities of indicators as appropriate tools for measurement
and communication to support various policy functions;

•

‘User factors’ concerning the perceptions, capacities, ‘repertoires’, and positions of individuals
and groups involved in indicator and policy application processes;

•

‘Policy factors’ which have to do with the policy context of the use of indicators, such as the
type of policy sector in question, the purpose of the indicators, and the institutional framework.

As mentioned in the introduction, the project studies the use and influence of indicators within three
main categories:
1) The first category (WP3) is studies of specific policy processes (mainly at national level, but
including an EU level transport case), where indicators are expected to be applied for
relatively specific purposes (such as evaluations of policy objectives or programmes).
2) The second category (WP4) is studies of the broad national and EU sustainable development
strategies, and the indicator sets developed mainly for monitoring progress towards
sustainable development in the context of such strategies.
3) The third category (WP5) is studies of composite indicators of sustainability, which are
produced by different institutions, but normally without specific requirements from or
connections to specific strategies or policies.
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1.4 Overall Project Conclusions
A wide range of patterns of use and influence were found across the POINT case studies. In the
sections below we begin in 4.1 by describing the different kinds of use and influence that were
identified and then in 4.2 present some explanatory concepts. Section 4.3 explores the relationships
between the demand for and supply of indicators and 4.4 presents some methodological conclusions
coming from the project. Each subsection is headed up by a proposition that represents a major
conclusion that we believe holds true for the use and influence of indicators

1.4.1 Use and Influence
Indicators play different roles in different policy contexts
Previous studies have suggested that indicators may play different roles in policy making, and that
the rational-positivist function of indicators as an instrumental tool for transferring evidence to
policy processes with possible influence on policy modification or change, is only one of the ways
in which indicators relate to policy. Disconnection of policy actors’ worldviews as well as
communication misfit may interact with the evidence and create pathways of influence which are
less easily researched and understood. In such situations information – in this case in the form of
indicators - may function as mechanisms to frame problems, identify shared values and build a
common discourse, rather than as mere representations facts. A third role would be when indicators
are agents for strategic manipulation in contexts of political opposition and conflicting interests
(Boulanger 2007). Taking into account previous research, pointing towards such additional
functions as conceptual uses of indicators, and the influence of knowledge governed by power
structures, POINT has sought to identify instances of the different roles played by indicators.
Generally this confirms the observations in existing research that seeing the role of indicators in
purely ‘instrumental’ terms as an input to rational policy making, is insufficient. Indicators are not
necessarily influential just because they are available, technically plausible, required and used in
some sense. Indicators cannot, in the words of Rydin (2002), be seen as “… exogenous factors
parachuted in, which act like a magic bullet causing decision-making to become instantly objective
and scientific.” One of the factors that seems to be of importance to the unfolding of the various
roles indicators may play is the policy context, including the policy types, the administrative
culture, the consensus among policy actors on the policy problem, and the institutionalisation of the
indicator use, among others (see also Gudmundsson et al. 2009).
Examples of the instrumental roles played by indicators have been found in several of the POINT
studies (annex 1 and annex 3). One factor which stands out when trying to explain the use and to
some extent influence of indicators in these cases is the existence and political weight of a policy
plan with binding goals or objectives that are monitored and/or evaluated, such as in studies of the
policy on the aquatic environment in Denmark and transport policy in Sweden and EU (annex 3).
This explains some of the differences between the cases from different sectors, which have studied
indicator applications in concrete policy performance evaluations, contrary to indicators applied in
“softer” policies such as the sustainable development strategies where the policy objectives may be
more diffuse, contested or not embedded in the actual decision making. In the majority of the
sectorial case studies, the use of indicators results from planned evaluations, which are conducted
either routinely to monitor policy implementation, or as a specific planned event such as mid-term
or final evaluations. This guarantees at least some degree of use of the indicators, although not
necessarily their influence (see section 4.1.2). Revisions of policy measures or targets following
such indicator-based evaluations have been identified. Some case studies showed how reporting on
the lack of fulfilment of goals can also become routine and trigger little interest, especially if

8

different indicators show mutually conflicting results. In some policy contexts however
(exemplified in the UK energy and the Malta sustainable development policy studies – annex 2
WP3 and WP4 respectively), it seems that an ‘indicator culture’ is virtually absent to the extent that
the dominance of economic rationality and a perception of indicators are seen as being ‘secondbest’ information, as compared to the ‘hard data’ provided by statistics, cost-benefit analysis and the
like. In the UK, the apparent absence of an ‘indicator culture’ may stem partly from the rapid and
continuous changes in the country’s energy policy, which quickly render indicators obsolete and
inappropriate for measuring the success of the policy. In the study of sustainable development
indicators in Malta, a lack of a monitoring culture in general was found, partly due to shortage of
resources.
In spite of this indicator use through linkages of indictors to systems of policy objectives and
measures (e.g. through management-by-objectives systems) is reported – mainly in the sectorial
studies. Specifically, policies linked to EU-policies and Directives such as the Rural Development
Programme where monitoring and evaluations are mandatory, trigger the set-up and even
institutionalisation of indicator systems. Such systems may however not be directly influential at a
national level, if they are detached from the (national) policy processes, e.g. by lack of timeliness,
non correspondence to relevant geographical levels or levels of disaggregation.
Institutionalisation of the indicator production system and/or system through which indicators are
received and used for policy assessment, may take place when a policy framework is relatively
stable over time. This seems to be of vital importance for the direct use and sometimes influence of
indicators. Institutionalisation can be followed by improvements in the relevance and quality of
indicators, but provision of sufficient economic means for indicator production and dissemination/
out-reach is also a crucial issue. Recent access of a country to the EU seems to bind resources for
mandatory evaluation and indicator based reporting, which may sometimes be perceived to be of
little immediate relevance for national purposes (as e.g. the Slovakian and Maltese case studies –
annex WP3 and WP4 respectively).
It has been suggested in the literature that the complexity of a policy area and the degree to which a
policy problem is structured may have a bearing on likely types of policy processes taking place
(such as rule based regulation, learning processes or negotiations), as well as in the knowledge
forms which are likely to be developed and used in the processes taking place. Turnhout et al
(2007) characterise the degree of ‘structuredness’ through two aspects: the degree of consensus on
policy objectives, and the degree of agreement over appropriate types of policy measures.
Knowledge in the form of data or indicators is only likely to have an instrumental role in situations
where well structured policies are in place – an observation which echoes Weiss (1979, p.428), who
argued that such a role is mostly found for “….relatively low-level, narrow-gauge decisions“.
Hence, a stabilisation of the policy agenda may also imply that the potential of indicators to
influence policy making is limited to ‘first order learning’, i.e. minor readjustments of programmes
that are already on track. Indicators can contribute to such stabilising or structuring of the policy
agenda, which may, on the other hand imply certain conservatism, preventing potentially
‘disruptive’ knowledge being taken into account. Such a fear was voiced among Danish
interviewees expressing that a long lasting relatively stable policy agenda on the aquatic
environment could prevent openness towards new knowledge or best practise – exemplified by
changes to the approach being brought through the EU Water Framework Directive and not through
national political processes.
Conceptual influences of indicators are difficult to identify and the methodology applied in the case
studies was only able to reveal this sort of influence to a minor degree. Some examples were
however found where a conceptual role of indicators has been seen, typically in situations with
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openings for policy change. One example was in the UK energy policy programme where indicators
had a certain degree of influence on the policy framing and agenda. Conceptual use was, however,
also found among policy-makers in fragmented institutional frameworks, where indicator systems
served to structure the communication on policy targets and measures. One example given was in
the Danish Ministry of Environment where implementation of the Nitrate Directive and the Water
Framework Directive were located in different agencies, giving rise to a communication misfit,
which could partly be resolved using the indicator framework as a framework for communication.
Contrary to the other indicator studies, the composite indicators of sustainability were seen to
function mainly in conceptual roles, helping policy actors to adhere to the specific world visions
these different composite indicators were built upon (annex 1 WP5). In this sense, composite
indicators developed a conceptual role by helping to diffuse such visions and ideas and to support
alternative thinking and new concepts rather than leading to political action.
Indicators may also play more political roles, such as when decision-makers or stakeholders need
ammunition to legitimise a particular political or societal agenda or to paint a positive picture of the
current situation to avoid negative repercussions, or vice versa. This pertains especially to issues
that are sufficiently high on the policy agenda to warrant policy makers’ attention in cases of noncompliance. This political use of indicators can also serve to legitimise or reinforce existing
positions, as found in several studies (for example, as shown in the Swedish transport policy study
(annex 2 WP3), where indicators in one instance were used as ammunition in the debate over the
split of investments between road and rail projects in the Swedish Strategy plan). Most studies
revealed that indicators were to some extent used in such a political role. Broadly, the political role
includes situations in which indicators influence the legitimacy of a policy or a policy actor. Such
influence on the legitimacy can result from the various forms of use of indicators, but also from the
processes of indicator preparation, where an actor’s behaviour may be perceived as more or less
legitimate by the other participants in the process.
Based on the UK energy policy study (annex 2 WP3) it was suggested that in an adversarial policy
context, in which the legitimacy of policy arguments depends on the ability of policy actors to
present persuasive analytic evidence, indicators and statistics are probably more prone to be used
strategically and politically than in less adversarial or less analytic contexts.
Looking across the different case studies we believe that we see a change in the role of indicators,
which follows the different phases of policy-making – the conceptual role being more prominent in
the policy preparation phase where indicators are proposed and selected, while instrumental and
political roles dominate the policy implementation phases. The phase of indicator selection may
also get a political touch if all dimensions of a framework are not populated with indicators. Such a
situation has been identified in the study of sustainable development indicators in Malta, as only a
partial picture of sustainability was found to be reflected in the indicator set (annex 2 WP4).
Use of indicators does not guarantee their influence on policy
In the POINT studies the following distinction between use and influence of indicators has been
made: use denotes the handling of the indicators (e.g. receiving, processing, communicating,
reporting) in a variety of policy contexts, whereas influence refers to some effect on policy
processes by the indicators or indicator sets themselves, or the processes through which they are
designed or applied. The influence can occur at an individual level or in interpersonal relations
among policy makers, but mostly POINT has aimed to uncover influence at a collective, or policy,
level. This influence may concern functional policy components such as objectives, measures or
specific decisions, or it may imply influence in the softer aspects of policy making such as debates,
agendas, processes, or dominant frameworks of thought. Influence can mean modification, but also
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reinforcement or weakening of existing frameworks of thought, perspectives and hierarchies of
priorities. Thus the effects do not have to be direct and transformative to constitute influence. A
political role can for example entail a process whereby indicators help to get a certain policy
accepted, as it seems to have been the case of Slovakia adapting to EU agricultural policy
frameworks. In this section we do not focus on the issue of non-use as such, but on non-influence.
In POINT case studies, however, it was often difficult to clearly distinguish use and influence from
each other.
Many examples of use and some cases of influence were reported in the POINT studies. However,
in many cases use did not seem to lead to much influence on policy. The interpretation of this result
would be somewhat different between the use of general informative indicators and the use of
indicators as part of more specific objective-led policy evaluations.
In the former case indicators are not necessarily intended for direct use in decision making, but are
produced to inform the public, to stir up interest, debate and concern, or to make available key
information for monitoring, reporting, illustration, or explanations of policies. It is not to be
expected that such indicators are directly influential at the level of political or administrative
decisions. Some of the indicators studied are of this kind, especially indicators of sustainable
development. The studies demonstrate some use of such indicators in the sense that they are
referred to in policy plans or underlying reports and documents, while several civil servants,
politicians and stakeholders interviewed also reported that they had at least observed, read or heard
of the indicators, and occasionally used some of them in a discussion, speech or document.
However, interviewees who mentioned such use rarely point to a particular kind of influence the use
of the indicators has or could have had. Some referred to indicators being mixed with other
information sources to generally stimulate interest in a particular issue, while others suggested that
particular indicators are most likely to have no influence at all or that it would be limited to only the
narrow community involved in indicator production and use. Analysis of policy documents has also
not been able to identify influence of this type by indicators outside this ‘indicator industry’. The
explanations for limited use include factors such as limited or discontinued resources to produce
and update the indicators, low relevance of EU indicators to national level policy, a low degree of
institutionalisation, and the connections being too weak between indicator producers and users. In
the case of SDIs it is concluded that the influence that has occurred has been mostly limited to
monitoring and reporting systems, whereas they have been used less as communication tools to
engage a wider audience in policy making for sustainability (Lyytimäki et al., 2010, Deliverable 8 p
2). In the area of composite sustainable development indicators some indirect policy influence was
expected in the form of adjustments to the governance frameworks in order to accommodate the
worldviews embodied in these indicator sets. However, no such influence could be confirmed, as
the indicators seem to have been absorbed into existing frameworks. While these observations do
not of course prove that the use of general informative indicators has no influence on policy, use
does not necessarily seem to produce much verifiable influence on policy or policy making in these
cases, in accordance with what could be expected.
The expectations would be somewhat different for the second type, i.e. indicators produced for
specific policy evaluations or monitoring programmes. Those indicators are usually established with
a clear type of use in mind, and also with expected influence on a very specific policy. These can
include, for example, efforts to align sectorial trends or strategies with objectives, or to make
decisions about continuing or revising certain programmes. This was the case for some of the sets
of indicators used in the transport sector, aquatic environment policy, energy sector, and agri-
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environmental policy. However, even here it is not always evident that use leads to influence. The
following are examples of some apparent disconnects between use and influence.
In the case of the Swedish national transport policy (annex 1 WP3), it was not possible to verify
direct policy influence that could be attributed to the indicator-based reporting, even though both
the interviews and document analysis revealed that the reports were widely known and used: for
example, policy documents referred to specific indicator variables, values and evaluations of
indicators. First of all the reporting was perceived by some politicians as providing a not
sufficiently clear and unambiguous basis for policy decisions. The parliamentary minority made
selective use of the indicators, but had obviously more limited ability than the government to
directly influence policy. Swedish civil servants noted that the reports were taken into account when
policies were prepared, but that there was a need to develop more specific indictors to make them
useful. Some influence at a conceptual level probably occurred from the repeated reporting of gaps
between political objectives and achievements particularly in two areas, CO2-emissions and traffic
safety; but this effect could also be ascribed to the high awareness among different policy actors of
the objectives themselves. In Slovakia (annex 1 WP3) influence of some environmental indicators
was limited because they were not available at a sufficiently detailed level of disaggregation to
support decisions. Factors such as the short time for implementing the agri-environmental policy, a
mandatory (rather than policy-needs driven) application of indicators and insufficient economic
resources to supply data all contributed to explaining the limited connection between use and
influence. In the UK energy sector study no direct influence was found from the use of the specific
set of national energy sector indicators, notably because little use appears to have taken place at all.
The limited use is explained by a range of indicator, user and policy factors, including a low degree
of acceptance of the indicators within the professional community. A significant proportion of the
indirect influence in the UK case occurred not through use but, for example, through the process of
indicator production. In this respect, the activities within the so-called Joint Energy and Security of
Supply Working Group were significant in framing the issues, defining the concept of energy
security, and to some extent influencing the energy policy agenda. In both the UK energy and
Swedish transport policy, the policy objectives themselves were very influential in policy debates
but the indicators introduced for the follow up of such policy objectives were less influential.
Summing up, even when clear goals and objectives have been established for policies, and
indicators are used for reporting and monitoring performance, there is still no guarantee of direct
policy influence from the indicators. Such influence can be limited by factors such as indicators of
low quality, low acceptance among users, limited resources, poor institutional frameworks, and not
least disconnects between those who define indicators and those who can influence policy.
Assumptions that sustainable development indicators or composites might be influential by
provoking discussion and debate on development agendas or worldviews were only confirmed to a
small extent. It should however be noted that other research methods might have uncovered more
subtle influences of this type.
Conflict and consensus: synergies and trade-offs between indicator roles?
In section 4.1.1 we concluded that the role of indicators in policymaking cannot be reduced to one
type of use or one form of influence. A distinction can be made between the instrumental role of the
indicators as direct inputs into policy (re)formulation, and two roles characterised by indirect
influence of indicators, i.e. the conceptual and political roles. Given this multiplicity of indicator
roles – the instrumental use being only one among many – we should not simply assume that
different types of influence are synergistic and mutually reinforcing, but must address the
possibility of trade-offs between the roles and functions of the indicators.
12

One of the clearest areas of conflict is between instrumental and conceptual roles. Sustainable
development indicators especially, but also the sectorial ‘headline’ indicators (e.g. the UK energy
policy case, annex 2 WP3), are used mainly for providing information needed in general level
strategy (re) formulation rather than being aimed at use by policymakers in their day-to-day policy
decisions. In practice this means communication with broader publics and monitoring of overarching Sustainable Development strategies. Indeed, the SDIs and headline indicators were often
considered too simplistic and too aggregated, for such direct use. The trade-off between conceptual
and instrumental roles in this case translates into choices concerning indicator design: conceptual
use by broader publics is seen to require simplification and aggregation, whereas more
disaggregated information would be needed for the indicators to fulfil an instrumental role with the
possibility for a narrower and sometimes conservative effect on the policy.
A perhaps even more evident case of tension between the conceptual and instrumental role concerns
the delicate balance between conflict and consensus. Findings from the POINT case studies suggest,
on the one hand, that consensus over the definitions and interpretation of specific indicators as well
as problem definitions and desirable policy solutions tends to enhance the likelihood of indicators
being used instrumentally (this was found in e.g. the Danish study of aquatic environmental policy).
Once technical details have been agreed upon, discussion can then focus on policy targets and
instruments rather than on the validity of data. While indicators indeed seem to be more likely to
play an instrumental role in such situations of consensus when participants are accustomed to
‘rational’ and ‘deliberative’ action, the situation is more complex from the perspective of conceptual
and political roles. Firstly, while government officials, for instance, may make great efforts to
ensure that the data is incontestable and of high quality, this by no means prevents the quality of the
data – let alone interpretations concerning that data – from being challenged by policy actors with
more political objectives. Second, and most importantly, the disagreements, arguments and
discussion on the quality and interpretation of data are precisely the types of processes within which
indicators can have conceptual and political impacts. The evidence from the POINT case studies
suggest that the trade-offs between the instrumental, strategic and conceptual roles of indicators
may reflect a “paradox of conservatism”: the greater the instrumental role of indicators, the lesser
the likelihood of fundamental policy changes. Some of our informants, for example, feared that
long-standing consensus on goals, measures, and indicator sets for policy evaluation could
constitute a barrier to the adoption of new “best practice”, new evidence, and new paradigms.
Likewise, indicators, whose quality was repeatedly called into question, were sometimes used
nevertheless for political purposes (e.g. UK fuel poverty indicator, annex 2 WP3).
In a parallel manner, times of paradigm change may open up space for a more political role for
indicators – this is a reverse-direction operation compared to the above, demonstrating that stable
paradigms may mean an enhanced instrumental role for indicators but at the cost of reduced
conceptual learning. An example of this was found in the Danish study of the aquatic environment
policy. Here, the paradigm change resulting from the Water Framework Directive required that
targets be set for aquatic quality for individual water bodies; i.e. it set about a change in both type of
target and spatial detail. This created an opening for new evidence on water quality criteria to enter
the policy process, but also for stakeholders to embrace or reject this evidence and present
alternatives. In Denmark this was illustrated by a recent argument between the different
stakeholders over the validity of eel grass as indicator.
Further evidence for the possible productive role of conflict was highlighted in the sectorial case
studies (annex 1 WP3), as a “shared economic framework of thought” was deemed conducive to
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indicator influence in the EU transport case study, but operated rather as a barrier in energy policy
cases. In the transport study, “a shared conceptual framework among the producers and users of the
indicators (‘mainstream economics’) helped to form consensus about which kinds of indicators
would be feasible to look at. In the UK Energy case study, by contrast, a similar kind of economics
framework may have contributed to a general feeling that more indicators were not needed, as the
all-important economic calculations would in any case be based on specific ‘hard’ data and forwardlooking information, rather than on backward-looking indicators. While this finding remains mainly
a hypothesis, it was clear that disagreements concerning the appropriate energy security and fuel
poverty indicators, in turn, triggered discussions and debate in which the role of indicators was in
fostering conceptual learning.
The importance of conflict, debate and argumentation in generating social learning also appeared in
the context of the discussion on the role of targets in enhancing – or indeed compromising – the
influence of indicators. We found evidence that indicators linked to clear (quantitative) targets
become more influential, but may on the other hand reduce the influence of indicators for which
such targets have not been defined. However, once more, the evidence was ambiguous, since in
some cases the indicators for which no quantitative targets existed (such as gender mainstreaming
and regional development in Sweden) were still able to stimulate debate on the needs to improve
policies.
A number of examples of trade-offs between instrumental and political roles of indicators can be
evoked. One such example is when indicators lose their credibility among certain actors, simply
because they are used strategically by another group of actors. This can involve situations in which
the government is accused, for example, of using indicators selectively to merely legitimise its
decisions and policies (e.g. UK energy case study, annex 2 WP3) or, alternatively, governmental
policymakers criticise stakeholders for ‘misusing’ and ‘misinterpreting’ the official indicators or
creating their own, allegedly poor-quality indicators. To the extent that the indicators thereby
become discredited as “political”, they may also lose their usability and credibility as tools of direct
policy influence – a point also evident in the Maltese case study (annex 2 WP4).
The political role of indicators seemed to be quite dominant in the POINT case studies. This took
the form, for instance, of policymakers using indicators to “rationalise” and legitimise the decisions
that had already been taken. However, political use – sometimes dubbed “policy-based evidence
making” – was also despised by several interviewees, especially within the government (e.g. UK
energy case study). Sometimes political use was directly portrayed as ‘abuse’ or ‘misuse’, while at
other times interviewees made considerable efforts to assure the interviewer that indicators were
maximally objective and independent – which was presumably seen as preventing any strategic
‘abuse’. There may indeed be conflicts between the objectives of different actors: for instance some
civil servants wishing to ensure the independence and quality of indicators so as to avoid political
use, while the politicians and other more politically-oriented actors often primarily seek information
that is useful in political battles. While ensuring the high quality and independence of indicator data
may well be conducive to more ‘credible’ political use, it can also act as a hindrance, especially
when the indicator data is out of date, for instance because the latest data has not yet gone through
the required quality control procedures. The efforts made by the indicator designers to minimise
what they see as 'abusive' political use may thereby actually compromise the possibility of the
indicators being influential.
The varying roles of the indicators can be associated with the different types of indicator users, each
with their distinctive expectations concerning indicators, some of whom are more prone than others
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to use indicators instrumentally, while others operate in a more political and strategic register. An
obvious example is the distinction between some civil servants, whose mandate and even
professional ethics requires a more analytical approach to indicator use (hence implying an
instrumental role for indicators), and the NGOs, politicians and interest groups who have greater
strategic interests.
Another manifestation of the trade-offs between different roles of indicators consists of the rather
obvious observation that different indicators are suitable for different purposes. The UK energy
sector competitiveness index, for instance, was clearly aimed at, and usable for, political purposes
both within the UK and in the EU, while its instrumental role in policymaking was very limited.
More generally, the composite indices, headline indicators, monitoring indicators, etc. each have
their specific area of utilisation, and increasing one type of use would often tend to limit the
potential of another. For example, our research confirmed that the composite indicators are of only
limited value as guidance to policy action. However, it is precisely the ample room for
interpretation – together with the easy-to-grasp presentation – that enhance the potential of indices
being used politically.

1.4.2 Explaining influence
In this section we explore the factors that help to explain how and why indicators both do or do not
influence policy processes. Section 4.2.1 offers an overall proposition about causal factors and is
followed by two sections offering propositions about particular settings which foster or hinder
specific types of influence.
Interactions between factors may amplify or attenuate the indicator use and/or influence
The POINT project started out with the general hypothesis that different types of factors condition
the ways in which indicators influence policy processes together with the extent of such influence.
For analytical purposes these were divided into indicator, user and policy factors (Gudmundsson et
al., 2009).
The heterogeneity of the studies in POINT prevents us from drawing easily generalisable
conclusions on all the factors that condition indicator influence, particularly in a simple way. Often
the more interesting explanations are found in how various factors combine to generate influence.
In situations where the instrumental role of indicators prevails, such as was seen in policy
performance evaluations (annex 2 WP3 and WP4), the institutional conditions seem to be important
for determining what kind of influence this use may lead to. If, for example policies are backed up
by monitoring, reporting and dissemination systems, paradigms and procedures, this may enhance,
although not guarantee, the instrumental influence of the indicators in policy processes (annex 3).
Trust in the indicators is vital for them to play and instrumental role. Trust is enhanced by data
availability and indicator relevance and timeliness (annex 2 WP3), and a longer duration of policy
agendas, which may provide the needed time for gaps in knowledge to be filled, models behind
indicator production to be developed and validated, and for policy to be structured into agreed
frameworks.
By contrast, interaction between factors creating an unproductive environment for indicator
influence and leading to a diminished use and influence has also been identified. This concerns for
instance the interrelated factors affecting the use of indicators across geographical and temporal
scales. While an indicator culture to a considerable extent seems to be imposed by the EU system in
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policy areas in which EU plays a strong (economic) role (such as the Common Agricultural Policy)
a lack of national relevance of EU mandated indicators, for example, may create a vicious circle.
Harmonisation of indicator systems and technical norms, intended for comparison across member
states or for provision of transparency in policy performance assessment, may require the
investment of considerable national resources. National priorities may not correspond to such
resource use, partly because they are not sufficiently relevant from a national or regional point-ofview. This may result in a lack of data resulting in poor quality of the indicators – again reducing
the national and regional relevance (annex 2 WP4). Moreover, the timing of indicator release is
crucial for supply of indicators to meet the demand. It was for instance acknowledged that the SDIs
of the EU would be more useful if the Eurostat monitoring report was published before the
Secretariat-General prepared its progress report. This was not the case in 2009 (annex 2 WP4),
when only the preliminary data of SDIs was available for the evaluation.
The distance between the supra-national and the national level is one instance of the reinforcing
circles of proximate vs. distant users (for details on this subject see section 4.3.1 and annex 2 WP5),
where users can be geographically proximate or distant, but equally proximate/distant in terms of
distance to the ‘indicator industry’, or in terms of the conceptual basis of the indicators. Proximate
users are exponents of a reinforcing circle in building an indicator culture of transparency of
indicators and stakeholder engagement and participation in the indicator conception and selection.
Inclusive processes where stakeholders engage in the policy preparation process may create
common conceptual understandings of the policy areas, on which common indicator frameworks
may be created. To some extent the development of an indicator culture seems to be a function of
the engagement of the stakeholder in the origination, development, use and interpretation of
indicators, i.e. taking part in the ‘indicator industry’ (see section 4.2.3 below). Such a case was
found in a policy revision phase of the policy on the aquatic environment in Denmark (annex 2
WP3).
Thus, we find that there are interactions between indicator factors, user factors, and policy factors,
which affect the use and influence of indicators. For example there may be linkages between ‘hard’
(e.g. binding) and ‘soft’ (e.g. mutual trust) objectives; substantive (e.g. relevant) indicators and
procedural (e.g. user inclusive) processes; technical (e.g. accurate) data and cultural capacity (e.g. to
respond to negotiated evidence). Such factors can combine to create an indicator culture where
indicator conception is debated, interpretations of policy assessments shared and transparent, and together with other components in policy deliberation and assessment – where indicators have
various kinds of influence on policy processes and outcomes. On the other hand, the factors can
combine to create situations of mandatory reporting, opaque policy processes, low stakeholder
engagement, lack of resources and large data gaps, which are less conducive to indicator influence.
Attaching indicators to forward-looking policy analyses/assessments/tools can enhance their
instrumental influence
The timeliness of indicators – or rather the lack of it – was identified as among the main criticisms
against the indicators looked at in the various POINT case studies. Most of the indicators studied in
POINT seek to represent and describe a current situation, or a trend up to the present. Usually they
in fact describe the past, since the data for the actual values populating the indicators have to be
collected, processed, quality assured, etc, which takes time. To be instrumentally used in policy
making indicators must adequately represent the situation that the policy will intervene in;
otherwise the action may be misdirected. It can be expected that the usefulness and credibility to,
and acceptance of, indicators to diverse stakeholders is lower if indicator values are perceived to
describe a situation that has changed since reporting or could be different than what the indicator
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reports. These issues are connected to the problem of timeliness of indicators. One of the ways to
address the problem of lack of timeliness was to use models or other methods to forecast or ‘nowcast’ values of selected indicators whether or not policy interventions were implemented.
In the EU transport policy a set of indicators was defined in order to help undertake a mid-term
review of the common transport policy document (‘Time to decide’). During the preparations the
European Commission realised that data would not be available to actually evaluate the trends since
the start of the policy. It was therefore decided to develop a European level transport model that
could be used to forecast values for the selected indicators connected to policy objectives and other
critical variables. Assumptions were made about the future level of adoption of existing and
proposed new policies in order to forecast the policy outcomes. In this way the indicators could be
used to directly compare policy alternatives and objectives. This allowed recommendations to be
made not only about future policies, but also with regard to revising the objectives and the
indicators of relevance for assessing the policy alternatives (Gudmundsson et al., Deliverable 12, p
30 ff). This approach was attractive to the indicator users because it allowed direct policy
conclusions to be drawn in accordance with the purpose of the assessment. In this way the
indicators played an instrumental role and have probably had some influence in the process.
Important factors that fostered such effects were the credibility and legitimacy of the indicators to
the intended users, and not least the model’s ability to produce trusted outcomes for them. Such
conditions were facilitated by the substantial resources invested in the analysis and the very limited
circle of indicator producers and indicator users (in this case: policy makers) involved in the
process.
In the case of the aquatic environment policy in Denmark (annex 2 WP3) a broad consensus on
cause-effect relationships had been building up over a long period with subsequent aquatic action
plans and associated monitoring programmes. Over this period gaps in knowledge were filled and
models to predict outcomes of potential interventions were gradually improved. Cost efficiency
calculations were introduced for the various measures suggested, and these greatly influenced the
selection of measures in subsequent policy agreements. The instrumental role of indicators on the
aquatic environment seems to have increased over time. This has resulted from the maturation of
policy agendas, allowing the development and refinement of supporting models to predict and
forecast indicators values associated with policy objectives, as well as choice of measures and
regulations.
In the study of the UK Energy Sector Indicators (annex 2 WP3) very limited use and associated
influence of indicators was found, and in general the notion of ‘indicators’ was not part of the
vocabulary of most interviewees. Many interviewees contrasted the very minor role that indicators
that measure past performance play as part of the evidence-base for energy sector policymaking,
with the major role played by forward-looking information such as cost-benefit analyses, and
scenarios. In response to the perceived lack of influence from backward-looking indicators, a set of
‘forward looking indicators’ were suggested in the recent report by the UK Climate Change
Committee.
In conclusion it may be that indicators in some cases, especially where there is a mandate to
evaluate a policy, can become influential in an instrumental sense by being connected to predictive
models and used to assess future policy alternatives.
The process of designing indicators can be an important source of influence on policy
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The POINT studies suggest that the process of designing indicators can be an important source of
influence regardless of whether the indicators resulting from such processes are actually used or
influence decision-making. The influences deriving from the indicator design process can easily go
unnoticed because of its indirect nature. They may occur gradually and long after the actual process
of designing indicators has been completed.
The influence arising from the indicator design process can take various forms. Indicator design
processes may act as a starting point for debate or the indicator itself can be seen as a boundary
object tying different perspectives or issues together. One of the benefits of indicators is their ability
to provide focus and to enhance shared understanding (annex 1 WP5). This is particularly true in
policy areas, which are not well structured. For example, sustainable development indicators play
an important role in the continuous process of redefining sustainable development, by providing a
means of concretely representing different dimensions of sustainability, both nationally and at the
EU-level (annex 1 WP4).
The process of indicator development may act as an arena for learning and cross-sectorial
communication, especially when the process brings together people from different backgrounds and
institutions. One recognized indirect influence of sustainable development indicators in the EU is
that civil servants from different sectors come together to talk about things that had been dealt
separately before. The indicator development, which takes place in different working groups, may
leave its mark on later policies and practices. In the UK, the work on energy security indicators
within the JESS (Joint Energy Security of Supply) Working Group has indirectly influenced policy,
through its framing, consensus-building and networking functions (annex 2 WP3).
The involvement of stakeholders is a crucial factor for the use and influence of indicators. The
possibility to participate in the development of an indicator framework or an index helps to enhance
its relevance and legitimacy. The process of designing indicators may serve as a platform on which
to build trust between different stakeholders. A broad based participatory approach can ensure that
an indicator or an indicator set is widely known, but it cannot guarantee its use or influence.
Furthermore, a consensus-seeking indicator development process may lead to a consensus around
the lowest common denominator, i.e. "safe" indicators that are acceptable by a wide variety of
stakeholders, but which do not provide critical assessment or open up novel perspectives. A more
limited involvement of stakeholders may make it easier to reach operational policy conclusions as
seen in the EU transport case, but could also compromise full inclusion of the various dimensions of
policy issues. This may lead to the development of indicators that are not considered as relevant or
legitimate by those parties who are not directly involved in the development process (annex 1
WP4).
We observed that the producers and the users of indicators may in some cases be the same
individuals, or represent the same institution (annexes 1 WP4, 2 WP4 and 3 theme 2). The
individuals or organisations closely involved in designing, producing and using the indicators can
be referred to as an 'indicator industry' or 'indicator circuit'. The practices of the indicator industry
can provide a streamlined and efficient production cycle of indicators but they can also serve to
forestall the inclusion of participation by outside actors. At worst, the narrow group may be
detached from the actual policy making or from other policy domains or sectors. The ability of
indicators to transcend this 'indicator circuit' may increase indicator influence (annex 3 theme 3).
We observed that indicator experts who participate in the indicator working groups often provide
information about indicators to their colleagues working in their own agencies. For example, some
members of the ESTAT Working Group on Sustainable Development Indicators informed their
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colleagues in their own Commission Directorates General about indicators. A similar flow of
information about SD indicators was observed in the Finnish case (annex 2 WP4). It appears that
the role of intermediating indicator experts – the civil servants familiar with both indicators and
policy processes – is not fully recognised.
Interestingly politicians and other decision makers – the key groups in many ways – seem to be
distant from the indicator design process (annex 3 theme 2). Based on our observations, the
instrumental or direct use of indicators by these groups is rare. If actual policy actors and decisionmakers were better involved in defining the indicators they need, and the indicator producers were
involved in retranslating the policy objectives so as to ensure that they are operational in technical
indicator terms, this could increase the relevance of the indicators to these groups.
The production of indicators is typically based on the ideal of one-way delivery of information from
producers to consumers of information instead of a participatory approach aiming at two-way
interaction. As a result, the 'indicator factors' – such as relevance, robustness and reliability –
receive the major attention in the indicator development. And hence, the value of the process of
indicator design is easily underestimated whilst the value of the end-product overestimated. Also
legal and other obligations to produce indicators tend to emphasize the end-product. Recognizing
the various types of influence arising from the process of indicator design could lead to practices
which enhance both direct and indirect influences of indicators.

1.4.3 Demand and supply of indicators
The use and influence of indicators is dependent on the attitudes and actions of the many different
actors or stakeholders in the process of creating and using indicators. Stakeholders can be broadly
classified into those concerned with supplying indicators and those on the demand side who will
potentially make use of them. In this section we frame the debate in terms of the demand and supply
of indicators and first, in section 4.3.1 examine where the main driving forces lie in this process and
secondly, in section 4.3.2 we explore the relation between supply and demand and the many kinds
of mismatches that occur between them.
The role of “middle” actors is significant in indicator development and diffusion
POINT results show that in the diverse actor community existing around indicators, some actors
appear as proximate and others as distant from the indicator issues (annex 3 theme 2). By proximate
we mean those close to the indicator industry; they may be indicator developers or diffusers. By
distant we mean actors who can not be considered to be part of what was called elsewhere the
indicator industry (i.e. conception, production and primary use of indicators). In a linear, general
understanding of how indicators are developed, used and how they influence decision-making, the
proximate actors are developing, disseminating, advocating… indicators for/towards the distant
actors. The distant actors are hence often identified as the target audience.
Following this line of reasoning, the final decision makers (e.g. in the EU-institutions these might
be high-level civil servants or political actors), as well as on the other hand citizens, typically seem
to have more distant roles in relation to indicators whereas indicator developers, academic or NGObased experts or even specific think tanks appear in more proximate positions on the indicator
landscape. From our analyses, it appears that indicator influence is greater when connections
between targeted users (i.e. distant actors) and indicator developers (i.e. proximate actors) are
deliberatively strengthened (annex 2 WP4).
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Another way of translating the stakeholder dynamics around indicators can be found in Figure 1.
Distant actors, i.e. decision makers and civil society, are typically characterised as being at the top
or at the bottom of institutional processes, and indicators are assumed to have a potential to bridge
the information gaps between the top and the bottom, either by top-down or bottom-up processes. In
this understanding, proximate actors become what could be labelled middle actors; i.e. middle
actors are those who are part of the indicator industry (civil servants, NGOs, think tanks, scientists,
desk officers in statistical institutes…) (annex 1 WP5 and annex 2 WP5); they are neither part of
the top, nor of the bottom.

Figure 1: Diffusion of indicators by “middle-actors” to top and bottom actors
Even historically, a number of traditional and successful indicators (not the least of which being
GDP) were elaborated by (academic) experts and developed and produced by (institutional) experts
within administrations (i.e. the middle actors) at specific demand by decision makers. This situation
has somewhat been exacerbated lately, maybe partly with the emergence of sustainability issues.
Indicators are now very systematically and rather spontaneously proposed, developed or even
disseminated by a variety of middle actors to decision makers, journalists or civil society.
Composite indicators in particular have the ingredients to allow a renewed, more active,
understanding of the indicator tool in advocating world visions (for instance, on the carrying
capacity of the Earth) from the level of the middle actors (proximate actors) towards the top or the
bottom target audience (distant actors).
In parallel, and despite repeated calls, most existing indicators are not at all bottom-up indicators;
they are rarely produced on the basis of thorough participatory processes.
In summary, many indicators could be labelled “middle-up” and “middle-down” indicators; they are
in the majority produced – or at least conceptualized - by stakeholders such as NGOs or think tanks
or the scientists concerned. While indicators can initially be created by independent academics, they
are often subsequently developed and communicated through NGOs or think tanks. The Ecological
Footprint is both a very good and well-known example to this dynamic; after being elaborated and
conceptualised in a PhD thesis, this indicator was rapidly taken up by WWF (i.e. an NGO), and
gave rise to an organisation (i.e. the Footprint Network) which has as main mission to advocate the
use and dissemination of the indicator (but in reality, of the view that the world is finite). Material
flow indicators present a similar pattern of institutionalisation; developed by academics as a way to
forward their worldview of resource depletion, their use has been advocated by independent policy
agencies (such as the EEA) before them being finally taken up by the statistical 'system'. These
“middle actors” (in our examples, the WWF or the EEA) are the ones who constructed or
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disseminated the indicators in order to support their various visions for society, e.g. who tried to
communicate their visions towards both ‘top’ and ‘bottom’. Our analyses of the composite
indicators appear to highlight the fact that recently the role of these middle actors has been
strengthened.
These middle level actors appear to have often been ignored in existing indicator analyses, or have
not been characterised as a specific actor group. A wide and diverse community navigates around
the indicator industry, with new roles emerging for middle level actors, such as NGO and think
tanks. This modification of the stakeholder dynamics around indicators could lead to new forms of
governance regarding indicator choice, use and dissemination.
Specifically at the EU-level, we identified a gap within the policy actors’ discourses which
repetitively call for bottom-up indicators (e.g. indicators sitting on a wider acceptance of what the
civil society values), and the apparent absence of initiatives to develop such bottom-up indicators in
practice. The implications of this debate on top-down and bottom-up indicators are not to be
underestimated; in the case of composite indicators, it reveals the question of who should elaborate
visions for the future of our societies.
Dislocations and mismatches exist between types of demands for and the supplies of indicators
The handling of information has often been described – even represented graphically – in terms of
supply and demand. The relative ignorance we have when it comes to understanding the
complexities of how humans - or collectives – react to information, may be grounded in as much
lack of knowledge as the laws of supply and demand which are assumed to operate in market
situations. Undeniably the metaphor of supply and demand is supported by the existence of an
indicator industry, which produces – i.e. supplies – indicators as a reaction to calls – i.e. demands for more, different or better indicators. Contemporary discourses on the cost-effectiveness of
administrations and institutions strongly support the drive towards providing effectively and
efficiently what is needed to govern, i.e. the ideal situation is assumed to be one of equilibrium
between demand and supply of the means of governance, and this is equally true in the particular
case of information provision via indicators. Following this line of reasoning, if indicators do not
meet “their” demand, indicators are supposedly not effective in fulfilling their mission of providing
the expected information and should therefore be reconfigured, redirected or eventually abandoned.
In this section we adopt the metaphor of the supply of and the demand for indicators, and re-visit the
set of results obtained in POINT accordingly. The idea is to investigate the case studies in order to
detect where demand was not in line with supply, and vice-versa, and reflect on the reasons for, and
consequences of, such a mismatch. However, the dislocation(s) of the sought-for equilibrium
between demand and supply is not assumed here to be counter-productive in nature; demand being
met by supply is thus not taken as a fundamental prerequisite for the eventual use and influence of
indicators in policy-making situations. On the contrary in fact disequilibrium in information
provision and handling might well be a source of major inspiration and energy for institutional and
political actors to investigate more seriously the solution of a policy problem.
In the POINT case studies we have identified five reasons for dislocation between demand for and
supply of indicators
a. Misunderstanding the nature(s) of the demand and supply
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When investigating indicators in policy-making, it rapidly becomes apparent that there are several
types of demand and supply, as there might well be different types of indicator industries and
indicator markets, as well as different types of expectations concerning indicators emanating from
different actors in the policy process. Supply is therefore diverse in nature; there are different ways
to conceive indicators and different assumptions as to their links to policy-making. In parallel, we
observe also a series of different demands, e.g. demands grounded in the monitoring and reporting
obligations of administrations, demands emanating from civil society to evaluate policy
achievements, demands from policy makers to extrapolate future evolutions of policy sectors.
A first dislocation, which was observed in POINT, is grounded in the fact that the nature of a
particular demand was not mirrored by a given supply; i.e. indicator production is not
corresponding to what has been asked for, implicitly or explicitly. This mechanic was most obvious
in cases where the demand called for framework indicators (e.g. to frame a wider policy vision), but
the suppliers saw their mission as that of providing direct evidence for policy-making.
In the case study on composite indicators (CIS) at EU-level (annex 1 WP5), a quite extensive
confusion appeared around the core role such composite indicators could play in policy-making
processes. When confronted directly, the European decision makers interviewed affirmed that CIS
could be both evidence for policy making, and conveying a world vision. There is thus a demand in
terms of CIS emerging from high-level decision makers both for evidence and for visions. From our
analysis of their discourses – as well as through the qualitative analysis of the role CIS play in
media – it occurred that such composite indicators are advocated as reflecting the future visions of
society much more than as evidence for policy making. The provision of CIS by the above
mentioned middle actors might be grounded in their motivation to provide framework indicators in
order to stimulate vision framing. Confusion emerges because the language and the justification
used by CIS-developers (i.e. the middle actors) are enshrined in the more contemporary and
presumably attractive language of providing evidence-for-policy-making, i.e. aiming at the more
instrumental uses of the indicators.
A mismatch between the nature of supply and demand was furthermore observed in the case study
on energy indicators in the UK (annex 2 WP3), and occurred in the analysis of national sustainable
development indicator sets. In the UK case study, the indicator demand – while grounded deeply in
wording which refers to evidence-based-policy-making - was implicitly also a call to structurally
insert the four themes of the UK White paper into policy processes and discourses. In the SDindicator processes at national and EU-level, a similar thematic solidification of the SD-agendas
was implicitly searched for. The streamlining effect on the general SD-discourses - implied by
repeating identical indicator-related processes at different institutional levels – generated in this
latter context a well-identified indicator tradition at the different institutional levels involved. As
“country level analyses conducted demonstrate that there is always a need to tailor indicator sets to
fit the local need and circumstances”, these specific national “needs” (i.e. demands) were found to
be not well-covered by the process of supply chosen and which drifted towards a unified
“European” list of SD-indicators. The streamlining effect of the supply of SD-indicators was found
to be potentially counter-productive, as different national analyses show that the national SDagendas are not identical in the different countries. Thus in some national contexts, SD-indicators
seemed to have played a role in generating vision framing on the signification of SD, whereas the
initial EU-process of producing SD indicators was configured to provide evidence for decisionmaking and for monitoring of the SD strategy.
b. Confusing suppliers and demanders
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Dislocation between supply and demand might also originate at the actor level. The development of
the national SD indicators in Finland (annex 2 WP4), which is acknowledged to be among the bestpractice countries in this domain, shows that there can be some confusion between suppliers and
demanders, i.e. as to whom the developers are and who the users of indicators are in institutional
processes. It is not possible to clearly distinguish institutions which are producing the indicators
from those that are assumed to be using the indicators for policy assessment. For instance in the
Finnish case, the main demand for the SD indicators emerged from parallel institutional processes
of monitoring and reporting. The production of indicators in the case of the Finish SD indicators
was foremost motivated by the desire to nourish intra-institutional processes. The blurred frontiers
between suppliers and demanders led in the Finnish case to quite a strong interaction between the
needs for and the possibilities of producing the indicators. The proximity between needs and
production in this case helped to attribute importance to questions of usability of indicators; in the
end, the SD-indicators had an impact on policy via a series of iterative reconfigurations of the
indicator framework, which in turn influenced the SD-policy framework.
The analysis of the Slovak SD indicator case study (annex 2 WP4) showed an identical confluence
of roles; the Slovak environmental agency being the producer and provider of data and indicators,
as well as the main receiver of the indicators.
c. Under-specifying the demand
A third reason for dislocation might occur when the demand for indicators is not clearly identified
and specified prior to the production of indicators. This includes situations where there is simply
no demand at all, but suppliers seemed to assume there should “naturally” be a demand. A general
assumption prevailing among many suppliers is that up to a certain extent supply is creating
demand. It was observed that this is partially linked, in the case of composite indicators at least, to
the fact that “outside” suppliers (e.g. NGOs, international institutions, academia) are using the
creation of indicators as a way to promote their world vision in policy arenas. The importance of
investigating the nature of the demand – and calibrating indicators according to that investigation was tentatively confirmed by the stakeholder processes in WP6 (Morse and Bell, deliverable 9,
2010). This finding is in line with the message that demands are prone to change over time; as soon
as indicator demands migrates towards another object of public (or institutional, or political)
interest, the indicator supply needs to be re-specified and adapted.
In line with the recurrent absence of an identified target user, our investigations observed another
phenomenon: the same indicator process can be consciously targeted towards fundamentally
different users. Identical indicators are supposed to be able to cover very divergent demands for
information. This ambivalence occurred specifically in the case of composite indicators, which
appeared to be assumed to be useful for high-level policy actors as well as for the wider public. The
busy politician and the 'ignorant' public were therefore assumed to have the same capacity and
depth of analysis. In the case of SD indicators, the indicator set is often expected to serve many
different purposes simultaneously: monitoring of SD strategies, supporting day-to-day policy
making and delivering a comprehensive picture of sustainability to the wider public. As the
monitoring function is considered to be the priority, it is not surprising that the use and usefulness
for other functions receives less attention in the indicator development process.
d. Coping with institutional processes
Another conclusion is that supply-demand coupling can be configured by a number of institutional
pressures, perhaps most notably in the area of the highly structured institutional processes of the
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EU-level SD indicators issued by ESTAT to help the monitoring of the EU-SD strategy. It occurred
that the configuration of the indicator set developed by ESTAT – i.e. the supply - was extensively
influenced by the availability and quality of the statistical offices' data. Indicators that would
potentially be better in line with redundantly formulated demands from stakeholders (notably for
indicators which helped to grasp an overall image of the sustainability of Europe) were discarded by
ESTAT due to lack of data, or non-robustness of the potential indicators. Specifically, the recurrent
demand to include in the monitoring scheme of the EU-SDS some aggregated indexes, such as the
Ecological Footprint or the Water- and Carbon-footprints, was not met by the indicator process, nor
supported by the EU-SDS Indicator Working Group, because of an almost ideological opposition to
composite indicators. In this processes, the (institutional) pressure emanating from the statistical
offices' preference and tradition of favouring certain statistical, technical criteria over others, when
deciding on the configuration of the indicator set, took precedence over the more political and
societal criteria advocated by stakeholders.
b
An identical phenomenon was identified in the case study on energy indicators in the UK (annex 2
WP3), where the supply of indicators was determined by the institutional obligation to produce
indicators in the context of the policy process. The obligation itself was supported by the prevailing
(national) policy style which seeks to back policy action by evidence, notably to assure an adequate
level of accountability to policy makers. Hence there seemed to be no clear prior demand for the
indicators on the part of the potential users. The missing identification of the precise demand – even
in very quantitative policy domains – was reflected in the fact that many policy actors were not
aware of the existence of the indicator set, and were clearly unfamiliar with the indicator
terminology. Disinterest in the indicators also prevailed outside of administrations, as invitations by
the administration to stakeholders to comment on the indicators and suggest improvements were
met with no response.
At the other extreme, the Swedish and European Transport policy domains (annex 2 WP3) are a
good case to show that it is possible to reach a satisfying level of adequacy between an
institutionally motivated process of indicator development which over time pairs well with the
political and administrative demand at the level of the policy evaluation. In both transport cases, but
as a result of different mechanisms, the relative impossibility of providing the indicators initially
demanded for the policy processes, led to a partial redefinition not of the indicators, but of the
policy targets; the impossibility to satisfy the procedural demand for indicators led to a further
refinement of the policy goals and targets. It could be speculated whether this adaptation of demand
has to do with the specific nature of the policy exercises which were analyzed, and which were
related to the assessment of strategic policy targets. In any case, the transport policy arenas show
well that in relatively mature policy environments, it is possible to observe some form of dynamic
between supply of and demand for indicators. An identical iterative process between indicator
supply and the redefinition of strategic policy targets occurred within the realm of the SD-indicators
at EU-level, where interviewees emphasized that the discussion over ESTAT’s indicator framework
fed into the reformulation of the conceptual underpinnings of the 2nd EU SD-strategy.
e. Ignoring the timeframes
At a complementary level to the non-identification - or vague identification - of the demand for
indicators, case studies in POINT repeatedly found that timeliness of the demand-supply coupling
was a major parameter in defining use and impact of indicators. Alignment of the two processes, the
indicator development and communication processes and the policy formulation processes, was
often mentioned to be vital to an effective uptake of indicators. But timing was also an issue at a
different level. In some of the case studies (most notably in the UK energy indicators case study –
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annex 2 WP3), the inherent backward looking – i.e. evaluative – function of indicators was
questioned as to its relevance to the policy process, which were more of a strategic than an
evaluative nature. In these cases, indicators might just not be the adequate policy tool to deploy, and
investment into more forward-looking tools (e.g. scenarios, modelling…) could have been of
potentially more benefit to the policy arenas' need for information.

1.4.4 On methodology
In POINT a mixture of methods was used to capture the use and influence of indicators. Many of
them, for example, documentary analysis, questionnaires and structured interviews were effective in
eliciting information on forms and degrees of direct use and influence. However, the more
unstructured and qualitative methods used, including semi-structured interviews and group
discussion methods were necessary to capture the many indirect ways in which indicators seem to
have influence. It is our belief that a major methodological task is to create methods that can be
used to deliberately capture the many and various indirect ways in which indicators may have their
influence. In POINT we developed a group discussion approach – the Triple Task Methodologydescribed in section 4.4.1 below, that enabled unstructured debate between stakeholders and
revealed many of the more subtle ways by which indicators could have influence and the barriers to
indicator usage.
Indicator groups can be better understood and their use of indicators planned more reliably
using the Triple Task Methodology.
In POINT a methodology for assessing group thinking in terms of a specific task (e.g. indicator use)
and how the group reaches its understanding has been developed. The methodology is called Triple
Task and the underlying methodology behind the findings is explained in Morse & Bell (deliverable
9, 2010) and annex 2, WP6. Triple Task (TT) is a unique form of systemic participatory action
research. It is:
• Systemic in that it applies focus to relationships between and within groups
•

Participatory in the sense that not only does it attempt to arrive at answers to research
questions but also tries to understand what stakeholder held factors may have been at play in
arriving at those answers.

•

Action Research (AR; a research process that catalyses action) by involving work with and
within groups of stakeholders.

The synergistic combination of these three attributes makes TT an advance on many other
participatory techniques. Participatory research takes many forms but the underlying philosophy is
that all those present - be they 'researcher' or 'researched' - are involved in the design of a research
process as well as the interpretation of findings. In this vision power is shared rather than being
concentrated in the hands of a researcher, and participants can learn from each others’ experiences
and use that to derive a shared understanding. As a result the very process of doing the research can
provide many insights and help bring about positive change. But many participatory action research
methods stop at the point where outputs have been achieved, with no structured attempt to
appreciate the dynamics that may have been at play within the group to arrive at those outputs. This
could be seen as being a waste as understanding group process as well as group outcomes can be
key to also understanding ‘replicability’ of results, resilience of outcomes and rational for change
(among other things). Therefore, while it is likely that within each group there will be some
variation in perspective, as well as the meaning of terms such as ‘effectiveness’, participatory
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techniques have a tendency to hide this and provide (an often incorrect) appearance of apparent
consensus.
Unlike many other approaches to action research, TT begins with an assumption that it is not only
what groups achieve while working together that matters but also the factors at play which have
allowed them to get to where they have arrived at. The latter may be multi-faceted, of course, and
include the context within which members of the group work and their profession. In addition to
these factors is the group dynamic; the way in which the group functioned. TT assumes that an
understanding of this maelstrom of influence can help with an understanding as to why insights
were arrived at and thus help with an appreciation of variation that may be seen between groups.
Until now this association has often emerged only in an anecdotal form. Experienced workshop
facilitators can often ‘tell’ when a workshop has worked “well”, whether some groups have been
more insightful than others, whether the dynamics within some groups or the background of the
individuals within those groups have hindered or helped their process of discovery and so on, and
instinctively they draw an association between outputs and process. TT starts from that point and
attempts to formally elucidate what the learning opportunities and associations may be. Eventually,
and in a generalised sense, it may be possible for such research to provide a typography of groups
with ‘outputs’ and ‘process’ as axes and this may perhaps allow the identification of clusters which
link these two variables (taking into account changes over time and group makeup).
In the POINT project, for example, we have addressed the following questions:
Do purposeful groups always produce the Not necessarily so. Groups on fixed
purpose often produce results which are
most insightful outcomes?
dependable but pedestrian. They find
what they expect to find and report the
same.
Do conflictual groups produce incoherent No. Conflicted groups have a very good
chance of producing insight and step
results?
change vision … so long as their internal
conflict can be harnessed.
What makes a ‘good’ group?
Contained
conflict/
dis-function
dissymmetry and distributed leadership.
These qualities will tend to produce
conflict and at the same time, insight.
Thus some of the most interesting and ‘rich’ insights came from groups where there was conflict,
but why should this be so? After all, it does appear at first glance to be counter-factual. Surely the
best insights should come from groups where there is little if any conflict? It is likely that much of
this perceived ‘conflict’ was a reflection of experience, with all the positives and frustrations that
are a part of that experience. Hence for example in Finland and Denmark where groups tended to
regard themselves as more conflictual these are also the countries with long and established
experience with indicators. Thus group members had something to say – they had a story to tell
based upon what they had witnessed – and were willing to share that knowledge. Understandably
this experience can result in different perspectives as to what may help and hinder indicator use and
as to the strength of position from which to make that case.
TT provides a powerful means by which to begin to chart some of the factors that influence the
outputs arrived at by a group. It also excitingly offers the potential for group dynamic diagnosis and
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prediction. To our knowledge this is the first time that anyone has tried to do this within a
participatory method.
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1.5. Potential impact
While all POINT partners have been into contact with politicians and policy-makers, the POINT
results had the most direct avenue into society in Finland, due to the close relations between the
POINT partner SYKE, and the work in the Ministry of the Environment on sustainability and wellbeing indicators. This was realised in following texts:
o Revision of Finnish sustainable development indicators. Viewpoints and suggestions
from national indicator network. [In Finnish] Available from:
http://www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?contentid=124784&lan=fi
o Lyytimäki, Jari (2011). Frameworks for the ex-ante impact assessment of sustainable
development. Suggestion for the assessment tool. Reports of the Ministry of the
Environment, Helsinki. [In print]
o Expert group on new dimensions for the measurement of well-being (HYMYworking group). Prime Minister's Office, 2010-2011. (Jari Lyytimäki).
POINT results have also been introduced to the ‘indicator industry’ at European level through
participation and presentations at the OECD workshop, titled ‘Agri-environmental indicators:
Lessons learned and future directions’ (Switzerland 2010), The Eurostat workshop on New
techniques and Technologies for Statisticians (NTTS 2011, Brussels, February 2011) and the
Eurostat conference ‘Statistics for Policy-makers’ (Brussels, March 2011)
The European Commission and policy-makers call for evidence based policies (EC, 2008). In
support of such a policy-making approach, the European Environmental Agency, EUROSTAT,
OECD as well as many other organisations are producing increasing numbers of indicators, notably
in the areas of the environment and sustainable development. Moreover, calls for indicators are
voiced across several recent EC initiatives.
This implies that it is also increasingly important to recognise the broad variety of aims and uses
that can be attributed to indicators, and the need to ensure that these aims correspond to the policy
situation in question. Generally spoken, it is important that indicator producers better collaborate
with indicators users – even the more ‘distant’ users. Moreover, it is also crucial to know what
makes indicators influential in different contexts and processes – and not least to clarify what
influence implies in a given context – for example in spreading knowledge, in producing ideas, in
framing or advancing dialogue or in measuring policy performance. These are some of the issues
explored in the POINT project, and a final synthesis process resulted in a list of recommendations,
for the ‘indicator industry’ as well as for the wider society.
Research agendas aiming to support the Europe 2020 strategy are emerging, which also deals
directly or in minor part with indicator issues. We have looked into a few reports from the EU in
order to get an idea of the extent to which the issues that have been central in POINT are reflected
in these discussions.
Reviewing emergent policy and research agendas (CEC 2009a, EC 2009b, Eurostat 2011), it is
obvious that new indicators are and will be required, not least in the environmental and resourceefficiency area, aiming to support the Europe 2020 strategy, and that there is a considerable focus
on gaps in indicator sets and missing indicators for purposes of policy monitoring and evaluation.
While not downplaying these requirements, we also find it important to keep drawing attention to
the many other roles that indicators may play in policy processes, including how they can foster
dialogue and conceptualisation of complex issues.
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These aspects also exist to some extent in the reports addressed, where issues that relate to the
POINT research questions surface here and there. At the conference “Statistics for policy-making”
organised by Eurostat in March 2011, one of the questions to the conference was: ‘How can the
statisticians ensure that statistics influence policy-making rather than being contaminated by it?
(Eurostat 2011). The question of influence is at the heart of the POINT project, and the relationship
between data, statistics and indicators as evidence in policy-making and as knowledge agents
between ‘uncontaminated’ statistics and policy-makers’ questions and requirements might be one of
the future research avenues.
As an input to the upcoming research agendas on indicators, POINT partners have suggested some
research topics, which could supplement, broaden and deepen the insights produced in the project.
These are listed in section 2.2.
The recommendations resulting from POINT as well as more extensive discussions underpinning
the issues raised here, are available in the synthesis deliverable (nb 15) and the deliverable on
awareness and wider societal implications (nb 16) to be found at the POINT website.
References
Commission of the European Community (2009a). Sustainable Development Indicators. Overview
of relevant FP-funded research and identification of further needs. Bruxelles.
European Communities (2009b). Beyond GDP. Measuring progress, true wealth, and the well-being
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2. Use and dissemination of foreground
2.1 Dissemination measures relating to foreground (Section A, public)
POINT activities and results have been disseminated in a variety of ways, both traditional, scientific
such as publication in international journals and presentations at relevant conferences, but also in
more untraditional such as thorugh the production of a podcast and during interactive stakeholder
workshops.
During the final half year, the POINT project was invited to participate in the Eurostat workshop on
New Techniques and Technologies for Statistics, February 2011, where a project session was
organised with four presentations from the POINT project. Moreover, the POINT synthesis was
available at the Eurostat conference: Statistics for Policy Making: Europe 2020, March 2011.
Following is a summary of main dissemination activities:
• Designing, maintaining and monitoring a project website, which was also improved
during the was set up, to make it more accessible, informative and “professionallooking” http://www.point-eufp7.info/. The responsibility for setting up and running the
website was transferred from UoS to BI, and a corresponding shift of resources from
UoS to BI was made
• three policy briefings were produced; the first describing the results from the first three
stakeholder workshops, the second describing the first results from a media analysis of
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•
•
•

the use of aggregated indicators under WP5, and the third reporting experiences from the
OECD World Forum and the POINT transport indicator workshop in Denmark.
POINT members gave presentations at numerous academic conferences, seminars and
training courses
Articles based on POINT were published in newspapers
A Podcast was produced and published at iTunes. It can be downloaded from the POINT
website. The introducing text is as follows: We live with a paradox. We need to measure our
world to make sense of it, but important things are really hard to measure. And, when we do
measure important things, how do we tell people what we have found out? Dr Simon Bell from
the Open University and the Bayswater Institute investigates the world of indicators (or
measurements). Who decides what we measure – from ash cloud particles, to calories consumed,
to GDP – how do we measure things and do these indicators have an influence on the policies
within the EU that affect us all?
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nfo

www.p
ointeufp7.i
nfo
www.p
ointeufp7.i
nfo

www.p
ointeufp7.i
nfo

2011

2011

2011

2011

2011

2010

2010
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www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

www.point yes
eufp7.info

8

7

6

Trends and Future of
Sustainable Development

Trends and Future of
Sustainable Development

Nordic Environmental
Social Science Conference

European Society for
Ecological Economics
(ESEE) conference
Frederiksen, P. Nordic Environmental
Social Science Conference

Lehtonen, M.

Presentation
Conference Sørensen, C.
H. &
Gudmundsson,
H.
Conference Rinne J.,
Lyytimäki J.,
Kautto P.
(2011).
Conference Lehtonen, M.

4

5

Conference

3

08-jun-11

9 June 2011

June 14 – 16, 2011

June 14 – 16, 2011

17-jun-11

Bauler, Tom & European society for
Sébastien, Léa ecological economics, 2011 2011
Lehtonen, M. IPA 2011, 6th Interpretive
24-jun-11
Policy Analysis Conference

Tampere, Finland

Tampere, Finland

Stockholm

Stockholm

Istanbul

Istanbul, Bosphorus university
Cardiff, UK

Aarhus

Place

template A2: list of dissemination activities

Type of
Title
Date
activities[1] Main leader
Poster
Frederiksen, P. International Environmental Accepted for
Conference: Science for the presentation October
6th 2011
Environment

Conference
Conference

2

1

NO.

Scientific
community

Scientific
community

Scientific
community

Scientific
community

Scientific
community

Scientific
community
Scientific
community

Type of
audience[2]
Scientific
community,
policy makers

15

17

17

15

40
15

?

International

International

International

International

International

international

International

Size of Countries
audienc addresse
e
d
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8th to 10th May 2011

24 February 2011

24 February 2011

24 February 2011

17

Conference

Bauler, Tom

Berlin forum on innovation
in governance

2010

15 Presentation Sørensen, C. Transportforum
12. January 2011
H. &
Gudmundsson,
H.
16 Conference Lehtonen, M. Colloque International: "Les 07-jan-11
Instruments d'Action
Publique - mise en
discussion Theorique"

Conference
14 Conference

Sébastien, L. &
Bauler T.
NTTS, 2011
Rinne J.
New Techniques and
Technologies for Statistics,
NTTS 2011 conference

12 Conference, Frederiksen, P. EUROSTAT EPROS
publication
Working Group meeting
13

ESTAT: Conference on
10-11-03-2011
"Statistics for policymaking:
Europe 2020"

Bell, Eason
and
Frederiksen

International Sustainable
Development Research
Conference

11 Draft
synthesis

Bell, S. &
Morse S.

Frederiksen, P. ESTAT: Conference on
10-11-03-2011
"Statistics for policymaking:
Europe 2020"

Conference

10 Poster,

9

Berlin, Humboldt Universität

Paris

Linköping, Sweden

Brussels, Charlemagne building
Brussels, Charlemagne building

Bruxelles

Bruxelles

Bruxelles

Columbia University, New York, USA

Scientific
community

Scientific
community
and policy
makers
Scientific
community

Sceintific
community,
policy makers
Scientific
community,
Policy makers

Statisticians

policy makers

45

25

50

50

50

200

International

International

european
International

International

International

International

350 to 400
higher
education,
Research),
International
Industry, Civil
Society,
Policy
makers,
policy-makers
200

39

Conference

Bauler, Tom
Lyytimäki Jari
& Mattila
Tuomas

Berlin conference on
Human dimensions of
global environmental
change
Suomi vai Islanti?
Ympäristön mallimaa.

Lectures

26 Conference

25

Bell, S. &
Morse S.

Sebastien, L.

Operational Research
Society conference (OR52)

University of Toulouse II

VIII. národná konferencia o
biosférických rezerváciách
Slovenska / VIII. National
Conference on Biosphere
reserves of Slovakia

7th to 9th September
2010

October 2010

19.10.2010

Royal Holloway, University of London
(Egham UK)

Toulouse, France

Zvolen, Slovakia

Potsdam

Smolenice, Slovakia

4. – 5. october 2010

14. – 15. October
Gudmundsson, 1st External Stakeholder
H.
Workshop, UIC Declaration 2010
and Reporting

24 Presentation Baránková;
Šatalová

23 Workshop

Gothenburg

Berlin, Freie Universität
Ympäristö 24(4): 8-9

Oldenburg, Germany

11-17 July, 2010

2010
2010

Bauler, Tom & International society for
Sébastien, Léa ecological economics, 2010 2010

Gudmundsson ISA World Congress of
H.
Sociology
22 Presentation Izakovičová
Workshop. Typysation of
the Slovak landscape,

Conference
20 Article
published in
popular
press
21 Presentation

19

18

Master
students
higher
education,
Research),
Industry, Civil
Society,
Policy

Scientific
community

Scientific
community

Scientific
community
Scientific
community

Scientific
community
Civil society

Scientific
community

500

50

45

83

65

45

International

France

International

International

international
Finland

international

40

Bell, S. &
Morse S.

30 Conference

23.-26.3.2010

OECD Workshop: Agrienvironmental indicators:
lessons learned and future
directions

33 Presentation Baránková

20.-23.5.2010

30th May to 1st June
2010

26-04-2010

Conference Venkovská
krajina 2010 / Rural
landscape 2010

International Sustainable
Development Research
Conference

Oldenburg, Germany

Leysin, Švajčiarsko

Denmark

Hostětín (Česká republika) /Czech Republic

Hong Kong

I Tunes

18th to 23rd July 2010 Wilfrid Laurier University, Waterloo. Canada

August 2010

International Systems
Science Society conference
Measuring the
July 2010
Immeasurable

International Society for
Ecological Economics
(ISEE)

32 Presentation Frederiksen, P. Administrative in-service
training for university
employees

31 Presentation Baránková

Bell, S.

29 Podcast

Sebastien, L.

Bell, S. &
Morse S.

Conference

28 Conference

27

Scientific
community

5
0

Administrators
of EU projects

higher
edcuation,
research, civil
society
higher
education,
Research),
Industry, Civil
Society,
Policy
makers,
higher
education,
Research),
Industry, Civil
Society,
Policy
makers,
Scientific
community

Scientific
community

makers,

International

20

65

350 to 400

1000s

500

100

Denmark

International

International

International

International

41

2009

06-11-2009

Comunal workshop

5th to 8th July 2009

International Sustainable
Development Research
Conference

42 Conference

Bell, S. &
Morse S.

15th international
29. 9. – 2. 10. 2009
Symposium on Problems of
Landscape Ecological
Research

14-16 October 2009

41 Presentation Válkovcová,
Izakovičová

40 Presentation Gudmundsson “Transport Knowledge and
H.
Planning Practice: Linking
Academia and Practice”,
seminar

Utrecht

Bratislava, Slovakia

higher
education,
Research),
Industry, Civil
Society,
Policy
makers,

Scientific
community

Scientific
community
and policy
makers

Scientific
community

London

Amsterdam

Scientific
community
and policy
makers
PEER
directors

Master
students
Civil society

policy makers,
media

Zvončín, Slovakia

Ympäristö 23(6)

Brussels, Belgium

Februray 2010

Vaikuttavatko indikaattorit
päätöksiin?

UK

spring 2010

38 Presentation Borgen
PEER directors meeting
01-11-2009
Sørensen, Kjer
and
Frederiksen
39 Presentation Gudmundsson 9th Nordic Environmental
10-12 June, 2009
H.
Social Sciences conference
(NESS)

36 Article
Tiainen Arto
published in (2009).
popular
press
37 Presentation Izakovičová

34 Article
Frederiksen, P. SCOOP Newsletter
published in
popular
press
35
Lectures
Sebastien, L.
University of Brussels

350 to 400

125

2o

10

70

50

?

International

International

International

International

International

Slovakia

Finland

Belgium

International

42

Tiainen, Arto

Indikaattorit kestävän
kehityksen strategian
arvioinnin välineenä. [In
Finnish] Working report.

44 Presentation Frederiksen, P. EUROSTAT EPROS
Working Group meeting
45 Newsletter Frederiksen, P. FØNIX, November 2008
DMU newsletter

43 Publication
Finnish Environment Institute, Helsinki.
http://www.ymparisto.fi/download.asp?conte
ntid=110852&lan=fi
Luxembourg
Denmark

04-06-2008
13-11-2008

2009

Scientific and
administrative
staff

Statisticians

Scientific
community,
Policy makers

400

100

Denmark

International

Finland
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2.2 Exploitable Foreground and plans for exploitation (Section B)
Part B1: Not relevant
Part B2: Not relevant
•

Purpose of further exploitation of foreground
o The purpose is foremost to disseminate the project results, and by doing this,
seeking ways to improve research and practise in indicator use.
•
How the foreground might be exploited, when and by whom
o The ESTATS have continuously shown interest in the project and results will be
presented for indicator users and policy makers when feasible
•
IPR exploitable measures taken or intended
•
Contact was taken to a number of journals for publication of a special issue based
on POINT research. An agreement was made with ‘Ecological Indicators’ and a
time schedule to finalise the review process by the end of 2011 was agreed. 9
titles have been proposed by partners, listed in the table A1 above.
•
A number of papers that have been submitted are awaiting publication, as
illustrated in tables.
•
The project coordinator have been invited to present POINT results at a planned
Seminar on 'Evidence and decision-making for policy purposes', arranged by
EIPA-Eurostat, January 2012.
•
It is intended to seek ways to continue collaboration within the consortium.
Activities suggested have concerned educational activities at a European level
(such as through Marie Curie), as well as issue development, maybe through
COST or ESF opportunities.
•
Further research necessary, if any
We wish to highlight some topics for further research beyond POINT that we find particularly
pertinent to pursue. The topics are listed below in a short form, but are based on the insights and
discussions reported in the project deliverables:
1.

Many indicator programs are designed as if policy governance always proceeds along a
predictable, rational sequence with a clear role for structured information. The role of
indicators in different types of governance processes would deserve much more attention.
Relevant research questions include the following: what roles do indicators play in a multiactor governance context, and how do inclusive processes of indicator selection and
interpretation affect policy processes? How are indicators used by different actors at
different levels of governance and which roles do indicators and indicator frameworks play
in multi-level governance?

2.

Policy assessments often seek to provide unitary and prescriptive policy advice, aiming to
justify a clear, authoritative, and prescriptive recommendation to inform decisions. In such
an approach, only one or a small sub-set of possible courses of action or technology choices
is highlighted – options which appear as preferable under the prevailing framing conditions
– and the underlying assumptions and sensitivities are often not explored in any detail.
Indicators are typically expected to help ‘close down’ policy situations by providing
incontestable evidence and thereby facilitate decision-making. An alternative approach to
assessment is to ‘open up’ existing policy discourses to alternative knowledge claims and
discursive constructions of policy problems and solutions. Such ‘opening up’ could involve,
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for example, the use of indicators to illustrate and describe diverging scenarios of future
policies and societal pathways, thereby generating social learning through the confrontation
of diverse equally justifiable perspectives.
3.

The influence of indicators seems to depend much on what kind of policy need they are
expected to serve, and which other tools and mechanisms they are combined with. It seems
particularly pertinent to ask to what extent the influence of indicators is enhanced by their
use in forward-looking processes of evaluation and foresight (e.g. ex ante evaluations and
impact assessments, scenario-building exercises), as compared to backward-looking
reporting. It will also be useful to seek further verify observations from some POINT case
studies, that indicators may become more influential when being used to compare the
outcomes of alternative policy options, rather than merely for illustrating overall trends.
Opportunities to foster social learning and understanding through collaborative analysis by
various groups of actors involved in indicator use/influence should be further explored. This
would allow multiple perspectives to be included in the analysis of indicator use and would
bring to discussion, for example, the trade-offs between technical rigour and organisational
applicability. Participatory methods provide an essential complement to other, less
interactive, methods of collecting insights such as the use of questionnaire-based surveys
and interviews. However, the nature of the analytical outputs of any participatory-based
analysis will be influenced by a wide range of factors including the mix of those engaged,
their technical expertise, access to arenas of decision-making, experience, national/sectorial
context as well as the group dynamics. These factors need particular attention when
participatory processes are designed.

4.

In order to better understand the causes for limited use and influence of indicators and to
advance the possibilities to transfer indicator-use lessons form one context to another, case
studies with more similarities than the ones used in POINT should be conducted: for
example if and how exiting common sets of indicators are applied differently across
different countries; (e.g. EU cases where then ’open method of coordination’ is applied); or
how different sets of indicators used are across sectors or organisations within one country
with a more uniform institutional system, as compared to looking across national
boundaries.

5.

In addition to the attempt to increase the comparability of indicator use and influence across
different contexts through a “harmonisation” of the case study settings as proposed above in
point 5, a complementary avenue would be to conduct more in-depth analysis of the actual
processes through which indicators are being used and exert their influence in the various
organisational setting in which the indicators are being used. This type of research could
involve more intensive use than was possible within the POINT project of approaches
involving various forms of participant observation and ethnographic research. Apart from
helping to better understand the particular mechanisms through which indicators exert their
influence in day-to-day practices of policymakers and stakeholders, this type of analysis
would also be more suitable for exploring the various unintended and indirect effects of
indicators.

6.

The production of indicators for EU programmes is not always prioritised in national
settings, which can be caused by a lack of understanding of the conceptual underpinnings of
the indicator production (such as lack of clarity on what is understood by sustainable
development) or indicators not making sense at local or regional levels. It should be
investigated how indicators can be developed which are more adapted to the user needs at
various geographical levels, from local to global. A related question concerns the
conceptualisation of such indicators in integrated frameworks, which would embrace the
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social, economic and environmental and development dimensions, while also being
understood and relevant to national and local policy actors.
•
Potential/expected impact (quantify where possible)
Bringing the research agenda on the use of evidence in policy making one step further.
Increased concern for the use of indicators in various contexts and phases of policy making among
policy makers and stakeholders with which interactions have been carried out in the project period.
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3. Report on societal implications
Replies to the following questions will assist the Commission to obtain statistics and
indicators on societal and socio-economic issues addressed by projects. The questions are
arranged in a number of key themes. As well as producing certain statistics, the replies will
also help identify those projects that have shown a real engagement with wider societal issues,
and thereby identify interesting approaches to these issues and best practices. The replies for
individual projects will not be made public.

A

General Information (completed automatically when Grant Agreement number is
entered.

Grant Agreement Number:
Title of Project:
Name and Title of Coordinator:

B

217207
Policy Influence of Indicators (POINT)
Pia Frederiksen

Ethics

1. Did your project undergo an Ethics Review (and/or Screening)?
•

If Yes: have you described the progress of compliance with the relevant Ethics
Review/Screening Requirements in the frame of the periodic/final project reports?

NO

Special Reminder: the progress of compliance with the Ethics Review/Screening Requirements should be
described in the Period/Final Project Reports under the Section 3.2.2 'Work Progress and Achievements'
NO

2. Please indicate whether your project involved any of the following issues (tick
box) :
RESEARCH ON HUMANS
• Did the project involve children?
• Did the project involve patients?
• Did the project involve persons not able to give consent?
• Did the project involve adult healthy volunteers?
• Did the project involve Human genetic material?
• Did the project involve Human biological samples?
• Did the project involve Human data collection?
RESEARCH ON HUMAN EMBRYO/FOETUS
• Did the project involve Human Embryos?
• Did the project involve Human Foetal Tissue / Cells?
• Did the project involve Human Embryonic Stem Cells (hESCs)?
• Did the project on human Embryonic Stem Cells involve cells in culture?
• Did the project on human Embryonic Stem Cells involve the derivation of cells from Embryos?
PRIVACY
• Did the project involve processing of genetic information or personal data (eg. health, sexual
lifestyle, ethnicity, political opinion, religious or philosophical conviction)?
• Did the project involve tracking the location or observation of people?
RESEARCH ON ANIMALS
• Did the project involve research on animals?
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•
•
•
•

Were those animals transgenic small laboratory animals?
Were those animals transgenic farm animals?
Were those animals cloned farm animals?
Were those animals non-human primates?
RESEARCH INVOLVING DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
• Did the project involve the use of local resources (genetic, animal, plant etc)?
• Was the project of benefit to local community (capacity building, access to healthcare, education
etc)?
DUAL USE
• Research having direct military use
• Research having the potential for terrorist abuse

No

No

C

Workforce Statistics

3.

Workforce statistics for the project: Please indicate in the table below the number of
people who worked on the project (on a headcount basis).

Type of Position

Number of Women

Number of Men

Scientific Coordinator
Work package leaders
Experienced researchers (i.e. PhD holders)
PhD Students
Other

1
2
7
0
2

5
12
0
4

4.

How many additional researchers (in companies and universities) were
recruited specifically for this project?

0

Of which, indicate the number of men:
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D Gender Aspects
5.

"
x

Did you carry out specific Gender Equality Actions under the project?

6.

Yes
No

Which of the following actions did you carry out and how effective were they?
Not at all
effective

#
#
#
#
"
7.

Design and implement an equal opportunity policy
Set targets to achieve a gender balance in the workforce
Organise conferences and workshops on gender
Actions to improve work-life balance

""""
""""
""""
""""

Very
effective

"
"
"
"

Other:

Was there a gender dimension associated with the research content – i.e. wherever people were
the focus of the research as, for example, consumers, users, patients or in trials, was the issue of gender
considered and addressed?
" Yes- please specify

x

No

E

Synergies with Science Education

8.

Did your project involve working with students and/or school pupils (e.g. open days,
participation in science festivals and events, prizes/competitions or joint projects)?
Yes- please specify
x
Using point material in lectures
"

9.

No

Did the project generate any science education material (e.g. kits, websites, explanatory
booklets, DVDs)?
Yes- please specify
Pod-cast
x
"

No

F

Interdisciplinarity

10.

Which disciplines (see list below) are involved in your project?
Main discipline2: 5.4
x
x

G

Associated discipline2: 1.4

x

Associated discipline2: 5.3

Engaging with Civil society and policy makers

11a

Did your project engage with societal actors beyond the research
community? (if 'No', go to Question 14)

X

Yes
No

11b If yes, did you engage with citizens (citizens' panels / juries) or organised civil society
(NGOs, patients' groups etc.)?
" No
2

Insert number from list below (Frascati Manual).
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"
x
"

Yes- in determining what research should be performed
Yes - in implementing the research
Yes, in communicating /disseminating / using the results of the project
"

Yes

11c In doing so, did your project involve actors whose role is mainly to
x
No
organise the dialogue with citizens and organised civil society (e.g.
professional mediator; communication company, science museums)?
12. Did you engage with government / public bodies or policy makers (including international
organisations)
"
x

No
Yes- in framing the research agenda: EEA, ESTAT and Finnish Environmental Councillor to the
Environmental Minister participated in advisory panel

x

Yes - in implementing the research agenda, during interviews and stakeholder conferences, as well as
during WP6 workshops
Yes, in communicating /disseminating / using the results of the project – e.g Podcast, and SCOOP article

x

13a Will the project generate outputs (expertise or scientific advice) which could be used by
policy makers?
" Yes – as a primary objective (please indicate areas below- multiple answers possible)
Yes – as a secondary objective (please indicate areas below - multiple answer possible)
x
"

No

13b If Yes, in which fields? In all fields as many policy areas are monitored and evaluated using
indicators
Agriculture
Audiovisual and Media
Budget
Competition
Consumers
Culture
Customs
Development Economic and
Monetary Affairs
Education, Training, Youth
Employment and Social Affairs

Energy
Enlargement
Enterprise
Environment
External Relations
External Trade
Fisheries and Maritime Affairs
Food Safety
Foreign and Security Policy
Fraud
Humanitarian aid

Human rights
Information Society
Institutional affairs
Internal Market
Justice, freedom and security
Public Health
Regional Policy
Research and Innovation
Space
Taxation
Transport
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13c If Yes, at which level?
X Local / regional levels

H

X

National level

X

European level

X

International level

Use and dissemination

14. How many Articles were published/accepted for publication in
peer-reviewed journals?

15

To how many of these is open access3 provided?

1

How many of these are published in open access journals?

0

How many of these are published in open repositories?

1

To how many of these is open access not provided?

12

Please check all applicable reasons for not providing open access:
x publisher's licensing agreement would not permit publishing in a repository
# no suitable repository available
# no suitable open access journal available
# no funds available to publish in an open access journal
x lack of time and resources
# lack of information on open access
# other4: ……………

15.

How many new patent applications (‘priority filings’) have been made?

Not relevant

("Technologically unique": multiple applications for the same invention in different
jurisdictions should be counted as just one application of grant).

16.

Indicate how many of the following Intellectual
Property Rights were applied for (give number in
each box).

Trademark

Not relevant

Registered design

Not relevant

Other

Not relevant

17. How many spin-off companies were created / are planned as a direct
result of the project?

None

Indicate the approximate number of additional jobs in these companies:

18. Please indicate whether your project has a potential impact on employment, in comparison
with the situation before your project:
#
In small & medium-sized enterprises
# Increase in employment, or
#
Safeguard
employment,
or
In large companies
#
3

Open Access is defined as free of charge access for anyone via Internet.

4

For instance: classification for security project.
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X
None of the above / not relevant to the project
# Decrease in employment,
# Difficult to estimate / not possible to quantify
Indicate figure:
19. For your project partnership please estimate the employment effect
resulting directly from your participation in Full Time Equivalent (FTE =
one person working fulltime for a year) jobs:
#

Difficult to estimate / not possible to quantify

I

Media and Communication to the general public

20.

As part of the project, were any of the beneficiaries professionals in communication or
media relations?
X Yes, one
" No

21.

As part of the project, have any beneficiaries received professional media / communication
training / advice to improve communication with the general public?
" Yes
X No

22

Which of the following have been used to communicate information about your project to
the general public, or have resulted from your project?
x
Coverage in specialist press
# Press Release
#
Coverage
in general (non-specialist) press
Media
briefing
#
#
Coverage in national press
# TV coverage / report
#
Radio
coverage
/
report
Coverage in international press
#
#
Website for the general public / internet
Brochures
/posters
/
flyers
x
#
Event targeting general public (festival, conference,
DVD /Film /Multimedia podcast
x
exhibition, science café)

23

In which languages are the information products for the general public produced?
#
#

Language of the coordinator
Other language(s)

X

English

Question F-10: Classification of Scientific Disciplines according to the Frascati Manual 2002 (Proposed
Standard Practice for Surveys on Research and Experimental Development, OECD 2002):

FIELDS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
1.
1.1

1.2
1.3
1.4

1.5

NATURAL SCIENCES
Mathematics and computer sciences [mathematics and other allied fields: computer sciences and other
allied subjects (software development only; hardware development should be classified in the
engineering fields)]
Physical sciences (astronomy and space sciences, physics and other allied subjects)
Chemical sciences (chemistry, other allied subjects)
Earth and related environmental sciences (geology, geophysics, mineralogy, physical geography and
other geosciences, meteorology and other atmospheric sciences including climatic research,
oceanography, vulcanology, palaeoecology, other allied sciences)
Biological sciences (biology, botany, bacteriology, microbiology, zoology, entomology, genetics,
biochemistry, biophysics, other allied sciences, excluding clinical and veterinary sciences)
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2
2.1
2.2
2.3.

3.
3.1
3.2
3.3
4.
4.1
4.2

ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY
Civil engineering (architecture engineering, building science and engineering, construction engineering,
municipal and structural engineering and other allied subjects)
Electrical engineering, electronics [electrical engineering, electronics, communication engineering and
systems, computer engineering (hardware only) and other allied subjects]
Other engineering sciences (such as chemical, aeronautical and space, mechanical, metallurgical and
materials engineering, and their specialised subdivisions; forest products; applied sciences such as
geodesy, industrial chemistry, etc.; the science and technology of food production; specialised
technologies of interdisciplinary fields, e.g. systems analysis, metallurgy, mining, textile technology
and other applied subjects)
MEDICAL SCIENCES
Basic medicine (anatomy, cytology, physiology, genetics, pharmacy, pharmacology, toxicology,
immunology and immunohaematology, clinical chemistry, clinical microbiology, pathology)
Clinical medicine (anaesthesiology, paediatrics, obstetrics and gynaecology, internal medicine, surgery,
dentistry, neurology, psychiatry, radiology, therapeutics, otorhinolaryngology, ophthalmology)
Health sciences (public health services, social medicine, hygiene, nursing, epidemiology)
AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES
Agriculture, forestry, fisheries and allied sciences (agronomy, animal husbandry, fisheries, forestry,
horticulture, other allied subjects)
Veterinary medicine

5.
5.1
5.2
5.3
5.4

SOCIAL SCIENCES
Psychology
Economics
Educational sciences (education and training and other allied subjects)
Other social sciences [anthropology (social and cultural) and ethnology, demography, geography
(human, economic and social), town and country planning, management, law, linguistics, political
sciences, sociology, organisation and methods, miscellaneous social sciences and interdisciplinary ,
methodological and historical S1T activities relating to subjects in this group. Physical anthropology,
physical geography and psychophysiology should normally be classified with the natural sciences].

6.
6.1

HUMANITIES
History (history, prehistory and history, together with auxiliary historical disciplines such as
archaeology, numismatics, palaeography, genealogy, etc.)
Languages and literature (ancient and modern)
Other humanities [philosophy (including the history of science and technology) arts, history of art, art
criticism, painting, sculpture, musicology, dramatic art excluding artistic "research" of any kind,
religion, theology, other fields and subjects pertaining to the humanities, methodological, historical and
other S1T activities relating to the subjects in this group]

6.2
6.3
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