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I. INRODUCTION 
 
The formulation of discourse in the public realm and 
its major institutions is the backbone of resulting 
public policy. It is indeed hugely fascinating to 
ponder, within this narrow world of privileges, what 
sorts of facts lead to what sorts of questions and vice 
versa. In plainer English, our subject is what kind of 
information, scientific, anecdotal or otherwise, is 
being used as the theoretical bedrock of government 
policy. The function of research produced by 
professionals and its influence on policy-making has 
captured the academic world since the 1970s. Carol 
H. Weiss played a key role in this debate. Her seminal 
paper on the topic, Research for Policy's Sake, was 
published in 1977. Her major conclusion was that 
research plays a role of 'enlightenment': in essence, 
policy-makers freely consume professionally-
produced research and eventually are guided, in a 
fairly indirect fashion, to an influence posture. 
Research is there used to spur the policymaker and 
create an intellectually enriching environment. Two 
years later, she expanded on this vein by describing 
several models of research utilization in the policy-
making arena.  

An understanding of the diversity of perspectives 
on research utilization may serve many purposes. 
For one, it may help to overcome the 
disenchantment with the usefulness of social 
science research that has afflicted those who 
search for use only in problem-solving contexts. 
For another, it may enable us to engage in 
empirical study of the policy uses of research with 
better awareness of its diverse and often subtle 
manifestations; if immediate impact of a specific 
study on a specific decision is only one indicator of 
use, we will have to devise more complex but more 
appropriate modes of study … Perhaps it is time 
for social scientists to pay attention to the 
imperatives of policy-making systems and to 
consider soberly what they can do, not necessarily 
to increase the use of research, but to improve the  

 
contribution that research makes to the wisdom of 
social policy. (Weiss, 1979, 430-1.) 

 
Applying this sort of critical microscope is exactly 
what one still requires today. In fact, it is perhaps 
more important because of the increasing complexity 
of national and supra-national institutions. 
My own research is to be found squarely within this 
debate. Indeed, one may still feel that the job of social 
science remains ‘enlightenment’: this applies to any 
potential audience, whether student, colleague, 
layman or elite policymaker. We cannot, however, 
afford to forget that these and articles were written 
forty years ago: many things have changed. Scholars 
have concluded that more and more analytical 
services have been outsourced. This phenomenon is 
known as the externalization of advice systems. My 
own research, which is a pilot project tackling the 
case of the European Union, is based on a hypothesis 
which takes these changes into serious consideration: 
we begin our discussion by believing that the 
enlightenment function as described by Weiss has 
been replaced by a more direct, tailored and external 
system of feeding advice or information. My findings 
confirmed this and furthermore used earlier concepts 
of multiple research utilization approaches to describe 
the EU's situation as best resembling the problem-
solving model. This particular model is a linear which 
seeks to provide empirical evidence to help solve a 
specific policy problem. My own findings suggest 
that Brussels policymakers use research professionals 
to reduce uncertainty and fill gaps in knowledge. 
Specifically, my discussion begins by first describing 
relevant literature, then the role of social science 
research in policy formulation, then describing 
research design, continuing by detailing my findings 
and then proceeding with some summarizing 
discussions and conclusions. I feel strongly that this 
topic is worth re-visiting in light of both more 
complicated contemporary policy-making bodies but 
also due to the special case of the European Union: 
most literature touching this debate is American in 
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origin. The variety of comparative national processes 
and research institutes across the continent make it an 
interesting case for pursuing the truth behind research 
utilization.  
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Public Policy Research and Foreign Policy 
The proposed study aims to contribute to the body of 
literature addressing foreign policy from a public 
policy research perspective. Although encompassing 
foreign policy in its scope, the public policy research 
tends to focus more on domestic policies. Dye (1995: 
2) notes that foreign affairs are included in the scope 
of foreign policy. Cloete (1994: 58) also lists foreign 
affairs as a possible ‘functional activity’ of an 
administrative executive institution. However, Kent-
Brown and Roux (2003: 67) make a conclusion that 
the ‘focus, though, is usually on questions about 
domestic policy’, with foreign policy analysis mainly 
left the discretion of International Relations (IR) 
science.  In this regard Lentner (2006) says that the 
tendency of IR scholars to limit the analysis by 
external concerns of the country has culminated in 
creation of neorealist paradigm: Kenneth Waltz – the 
leading theorist of this intellectual tradition – has 
been critiqued for his neglecting of domestic politics 
by drawing a distinction between the unit and the 
structural level of analysis. It should be noted that 
since foreign policy is public policy, examining the 
policymaking process could allow its deeper 
understanding and the possibility of new insights 
about foreign policy outcomes.  
 
Though less common in a wider picture, public policy 
research addressing foreign policy accounts for  a 
range of issues. Addressing foreign policymaking 
process, authors however do not always provide a full 
analysis from a policy cycle theoretical frameworks 
perspective. Neustadt (1970) examined how foreign 
policy making in the US and the UK resulted into two 
major crises in Anglo-American relations. Stern 
(1979) presents a historical study of the impact of US 
domestic politics on the adoption by the Congress of 
the Jackson-Vanig amendment that led to the 
denunciation of a US-USSR trade agreement in 1975. 
Hilsman (1987) examined the role of different actors 
in foreign policy policymaking discussing the 
bureaucratic politics model. Allison and Szanton 
(1976) explored the organizational structures of the 
US foreign policymaking arguing their inadequacy to 
the needs of time and the necessity of changes. Some 
studies do examine specific stages of policy cycle. 
George (1980) explored formulation by looking into 
the advice use by the US President, but other authors 
mainly examine later stages. For instance, Allison 
(1971) explored US decision-making during Cuban 
missile crisis.  Steinbruner (1974) proposed the 
cybernetic theory of decision-making and used it to 
analyze the issue of sharing nuclear weapons between 

the NATO allies. Destler (1972) explored issues 
related to implementation of the US President’s 
purposes by the State Department. Thus, the 
formulation stage of foreign policy-making presents 
interest for research as it is relatively understudied. 
 
2.2 Social Science Research and Policy Advice 
At the stage of policy formulation alternative courses 
of action to address a problem are explored. To put it 
another way, effort is made to match policy problems 
with policy tools. One of the categories of policy 
tools drawn by Hood (Hood, cited from Howlett et al 
2009: 117) is available information resources, 
including research. That is why the issue of social 
science research utilization is relevant to the study of 
policy formulation. 
 
With a considerable body of literature devoted to the 
topic of knowledge utilization, much is still not 
certain about the factors responsible for the research 
use by the government (Ness and Gandara 2014).  
Since research addressing the issues that of concern 
to foreign policy makers can be predominantly 
categorized as a social science research, the research 
question of the proposed study is:  
 
What is the role of the social science research in 
foreign policy formulation in the EU? 
A number of scholars made efforts to find 
explanations for the use of knowledge in the 
government (Ness 2010; Bogenschneider and Corbett 
2010; Dunn 1980; Weiss 1979). Sa and Hamlin 
(2015:471) identify three broadly defined functions of 
research use categorized by relevant studies: 
instrumental (‘the application of research in policy-
making’), conceptual (‘how research indirectly 
informs and affects policy’) and symbolic (‘the use of 
research in providing a rationale for policy initiatives 
that have already been decided’). The research of 
Nutley, Walter, and Davies (2007) has suggested that 
there are indistinct boundaries between conceptual, 
instrumental and symbolic roles of research, and that 
policy is likely to be influenced by a combination of 
them.  However, in regard to social science research 
Weiss (1977: 534) argues that its role tends to be 
conceptual, or more specifically ‘enlightenment’ as 
put by her -  ‘not deliberate, direct, and targeted, but a 
result of long-term percolation of social science 
concepts, theories, and findings into the climate of 
informed opinion’.  Evidence brought forward by 
Caplan (1977) supports this argument: illustrations of 
social science use made by officials ‘more often 
involved social science concepts and sensitivities than 
“hard”, quantitative, research-specific 
knowledge’(Weiss 1977: 536). Landry also finds out 
that engineering model of research use is worst 
predictor of uptake of university research in 
government agencies compared to other explanations, 
which indirectly supports Weiss’s argument. Finally, 
Knorr (1976) demonstrates that research use has 
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impact on preparation of decisions and comes to 
conclusion that social science research use does not 
follow technical implementation of natural or 
technical sciences research. This also goes in line 
with Weiss’s theory. Thus, the hypothesis that would 
suggest the literature on knowledge utilization is that 
the social science research plays a predominantly 
‘enlightenment’ (Weiss 1977) role. 
 
However, changes that have been happening to the 
policy advice systems make us more inclined to argue 
that policy advice is directly applied or sourced, as 
opposed to the established 'enlightenment' suggestion. 
The 'policy advisory systems' concept was introduced 
in 1995 by Halligan: what is described is a structure 
of relationships between multiple layers or functions 
of government and the even more numerous sources 
of policy advice they may contact. Advice is 
essentially being traded between different 
participants, both within and outside their respective 
institutions. The backgrounds and relationships 
between these actors are especially interesting: they 
include think tankers, lobbyists, political theorists, 
scientists, technical experts, party staffers and 
numerous other bureaucrats. In general, the strongest 
scholarly argument of recent decades is that the 
breadth and frequency of advisory involvement 
within these systems has increased. Today's 
governments and the spaces beyond them have more 
complicated policy-making flows that source their 
information from an expanded variety of sources. 
Craft and Howlett (2013) expand on this point: 

… Much policy advice in the contemporary 
period, unlike in the past, has been 
‘externalized’ (Bevir & Rhodes, 2001; Bevir, 
Rhodes, & Weller, 2003; Howlett & Lindquist, 
2004; Mayer et al., 2004). Studies in a range of 
countries have noted the increasingly porous 
nature of governments, with a plurality of policy 
advice suppliers outside government providing 
input and advisory services. This includes not 
only ‘traditional’ professional public service and 
political advisors in government, but also non-
governmental actors in NGOs, think tanks, and 
less formal or professional forms of advice from 
colleagues, friends and relatives and members of 
the public and political parties, among others 
(Dobuzinskis, Howlett, & Laycock, 2007; 
Eichbaum & Shaw, 2007; Maley, 2000). (Craft 
and Howlett 2013: 189) 

 
In the context of our EU project and my resulting 
conclusions, fewer points are worth reiterating. The 
complexity of today's public policy problems reflects 
a more complex set of institutions with newer, more 
developed capabilities. Increasingly sophisticated 
communications systems have liberated policy 
advisory systems from previous inconvenience and 
blockages. Indeed, the scientists, technicians, experts 
and staffers that were previously mentioned are now 

able to quickly and practically deploy their services. 
This is a wholly new playing field. 
 
Craft and Howlett, with Halligan's implications in 
mind, show us that many of these services are coming 
from newer, professionalized external policy advice 
actors. With our EU project, the policy advice actor 
of interest is, of course, a research institution. 
Relevant, engaged research institutions on the 
continent were simply not a source of policy advice 
several decades ago. Furthermore, the institutions 
they served were either more linear or simply did not 
exist. With this reality firmly established, the project's 
importance becomes clearer. Some comparative work 
is also needed. Some scholars have begun arguing 
that some external policy advice may be challenging 
and superseding competing policy advice within a 
given government body. Craft and Howlett (2013) 
make a further relevant commentary on this tangent: 

The emergence of a more pluralized advice giving 
landscape than had previously existed has 
challenged any traditional monopoly of policy 
advice once held by the public service (Page, 2007, 
2010; Radin, 2000; Weller & Rhodes, 2001). That 
is, as authors such asRadin (2000), Prince 
(2007) and Parsons (2004) among others have 
argued, the well known ‘speaking truth to power’ 
model of policy advice developed in the 1970s 
(Wildavsky, 1979) has given way in many policy-
making circumstances to a more fluid, pluralized, 
and polycentric advice-giving reality (Parsons, 
2004; Prince, 2007). (Craft and Howlett 2013) 

 
It seems likely that some external policy advice actors  
staffed by relevant experts could produce this result: 
better communications and a more complicated set of 
problems have paved the way for a practice of hiring 
outside experts. In particular, the increased fluidity, 
variety and multiple centers of advisory authority 
speak to the European reality. A large group of 
advice-giving bodies can now exist and debate freely: 
among the champions are those that might be picked 
by the policy-making community to remedy a 
specific problem. The creation of such an ecosystem, 
not only by a new source of demand from the 
administrative center but also the structural reality of 
a fluid and competitive grouping is worth noting. 
Indeed, academics, scientists and their counterparts 
can now be part of the policy-making process as 
advisers. This is a major step forward.  
 
Recent research has shown that experts inside the 
government tend to be process experts (Page and 
Jenkins 2005, cited from Howlett and Migone 2013). 
They tend to distinctly lack the scientific or technical 
expertise that may be required in solving today's 
more complicated issues (Page 2010, cited from 
Howlett and Migone 2013). This gap has not only 
created opportunities for external experts but can 
allow them to wield a great deal of influence when 
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contacted. Howlett and Migone (2013) make an 
interesting note here: 

For example, for-hire consultants play an 
increasingly significant role in contemporary 
policy- making (Dent, 2002; Guttman & Willner, 
1976; Howlett & Migone, 2013a, 2013b; Kipping 
& Engwall, 2003; Martin, 1998; Wagner & 
Wollman, 1986). European studies, for example, 
have noted the explosive, though unevenly 
distributed, growth of contract consultants in all 
areas of government over the last several decades 
(FEACO, 2002). (Howlett and Migone 2013) 

 
Our project’s main assumption is that a similar 
change has undergone the usage of social science 
material. The expertise that such researchers may 
provide is difficult to source or produce within 
bureaucracies. Ultimately, the hypothesis of our study 
is that research utilization is of direct nature instead 
of previously discussed notion of an enlightenment 
effect within the context European foreign 
policymaking. 
 
With that in mind, the present study has also 
examined what subtype/types of direct utilization it 
is. Apart from the enlightenment model of indirect, 
abstract use, Weiss (1979) distinguished five models 
of use. The knowledge-driven model assumes that 
new policies result from fruits of basic research and 
the development of their application. In the problem-
solving model research ‘provides empirical evidence 
and conclusions that help to solve a policy problem’ 
by clarifying the situation to policymakers and 
reducing uncertainty for them (Weiss 1979: 227). In 
the interactive model research enters policymaking 
process through the interactive search for knowledge 
by policymakers: they look for information engaging 
in a ‘disorderly set of interconnections’ (Weiss 1979: 
228) and social scientists are involved in these 
consultations as one sort of many participants. 
Political and tactical models of research use have 
little to do with the substance and purposes of the 
research: in both models policymakers use them for 
their own interests, either more long-term or 
immediate. Our study has also questioned under what 
category the research use falls within the EU foreign 
policymaking. 
 
The EU seems an interesting research case with a 
view to contributing to the literature on research use 
functions. From theoretical perspective examining the 
EU could possibly allow for the examination and 
identification of cross-national differences, as theory 
on research use has been developed predominantly 
based on the US public policy (Sa and Hamlin 2015: 
472). The study will also contribute to the literature 
on EU foreign policy-making, which has 
predominantly focused on the role of specific EU 
institutions and policy dynamics between national 
and supra-national levels (Hill and Smith 2011; 

Nugent 2010; Vanhoonacker, Dijkstra and Maurer 
2010; Wallace Pollack and Young 2010; Malici 2008; 
Thomas 2011; Zanon 2010; Balfour Carta and Raik 
2015; Chang and Monar 2013; Helwig Ivan and 
Kostanyan 2013; Müller-Brandeck-Bocquet and 
Rüger 2012; Grevi 2007; Emerson et al 2011; 
Adebahr 2009; Wisniewski 2013; Raube 2012; 
Wouters and Raube 2012; Crum 2006; Thym 2006; 
Thomas 2009; Thurner and Urban Pappi 2009). Being 
relatively narrower and of less immediate policy 
relevance, the issue of research utilization has been 
left unattended.  From practical perspective it is 
important that researchers are allowed access to a 
range of data on policy-making process: the EU has a 
relatively transparent policy making process, unlike 
non-democratic regimes.  
 
III. RESEARCH DESIGN 
 
To carry out the proposed research it is suggested to 
pick the EU’s Common Defense and Security Policy 
(CSDP), which is a major element of the European 
foreign policy, as a case study. The websites of the 
European Parliament and the Council of the EU offer 
an open access data base of documents including 
minutes, agendas, reports and in-house research 
papers. To collect the data I will use the websites by 
utilizing their search engines and limiting my search 
to ‘CSDP’ or ‘security and defense’ in subject matter 
and to the time range of the last three months. The 
choice of the time range is completely arbitrary and 
was made based on considerations of feasibility of the 
study limited by certain time constraints. 
 
Among the documents generated were 20 research 
papers from the EU Parliamentary Research Service, 
which included Studies, In-Depth Analyses, Briefings 
and 'At a Glance' discussions. A further 41 documents 
from the Council of European Union, which included 
cover notes, communications and guidelines, were 
discovered. 
 
To test the hypothesis I have done qualitative data 
analysis. Since our hypothesis is of direct research 
use, I have looked for such manifestations of it as 
references to names of research institutions, 
researchers, and research papers. 
 
Our study did have a number of limitations. Firstly, it 
was conducted over a fairly short period of time. 
Secondly, data was chosen arbitrarily based on 
considerations of feasibility of intended project, not 
on some internal logic of the policy studied. A further 
complication is that some of the documents collected 
may be of limited usability because of an overly 
technical nature. Finally, the documents used are 
exclusively from the website of the European 
Parliament and aforementioned Council. Other bodies 
participating in EU foreign policy construction are 
not represented. 
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IV. FINDINGS 
 
Our findings confirm our primary thrust: social 
science is research is used to address policymakers’ 
concerns in a direct fashion. Furthermore, since the 
reports either citing research papers or written by 
researchers is tailored for specific needs of specific 
policymakers, the function of the research mostly 
falls best under the category of problem-solving 
research use. As put by Weiss, in the problem-solving 
model ‘research provides empirical evidence and 
conclusions that help to solve a policy problem’; it 
‘clarifies the situation and reduces uncertainty, and 
therefore influences the decision that the 
policymakers make’. Evidence suggests that this is 
mostly the case of the documents analyzed in the 
present paper.  
 
In practice the found research use varies from 
engaging directly social science scholars at the 
request of policymakers to using social science 
research by in-house advice service. When it comes 
to using secondary sources, in-house papers tend to 
rely predominantly on scholarly literature. 
 
For example, all the Studies written for specific 
European policymakers were associated with the 
following academic institutions: 
Maastricht University, Netherlands 
University of Amsterdam, Netherlands 
University of Liège, Belgium 
University of Leuven, Belgium 
London School of Economics, United Kingdom 
Free University of Brussels, Belgium 
European Centre for Development Policy 
Management, Netherlands 
University of Dundee, United Kingdom 
University of Nottingham, United Kingdom 
University of Coimbra, Portugal 
KU Leuven, Belgium 
Vrije Universiteit Brussel (VUB), Belgium 
RAND Europe, Belgium; United Kingdom 
Transnational Institute, Netherlands 
Centre d’Études sur les Conflits, Liberté et Sécurité, 
France 
Leiden University, Netherlands 
Queen Mary University of London, United Kingdom 
The Centre for European Policy Studies (CEPS), 
Belgium 
Sciences Po Paris, France 
King’s College London, United Kingdom 
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(SIPRI), Sweden 
 
Studies were written in academic style and 
themselves referred to other academic papers. 
Although not written by university and think tank 
researchers, but by the European Parliament’s 
Members’ Research Service, another type of report - 
In-depth Analyses - directly reference social science 

research. ‘At a glance’ papers are written in a similar 
fashion but addressed to the parliament at large for 
policy-making purposes. Briefings are furthermore 
compiled with similar standards and audiences and 
directly reference established publishers (e.g. Sage, 
Cambridge University Press, Penguin Books) and 
ISSN journals. A particular illustration of 
policymakers’ interest in what social science 
researchers have to say is an ‘At a glance’ report 
which itself is a compendium of references to policy 
briefs and research papers of 31 European research 
institutions regarding the role of NATO and EU in 
maintaining security in Europe. The fact that all the 
reports were written to address specific needs of 
policymakers supports the hypothesis of direct use. In 
some cases, as in cases of Studies, it was said 
explicitly for whom it had been written: the person or 
party who requested the paper is explicitly 
mentioned. In-depth Analyses were also written by 
the European Parliament's Members’ Research 
Service on request by a specific parliamentary unit. In 
other cases, it is stated that a paper was for 
parliamentary work or tailored for parliamentarian’s 
needs. 
 
However, some evidence also suggests a possibility 
of interactive model. In the interactive model ‘all 
kinds of people involved in the issue area pool their 
talents, beliefs and understandings in an effort to 
make sense of a problem. Social science participants 
are one set of participants among any’ (Weiss 1979: 
428). This kind of use might be taking place in the 
EU parliament and Council. As stated by one of 
Council communications, experts from Chatham 
House and European Institute of Strategic Studies 
were invited for an informal briefing with two 
working groups of the Council. The communication 
gave no explicit evidence of policymakers seeking for 
interaction like in previously mentioned reports. 
However, both the Council Working groups and the 
two scholars all specialize on Middle East. Not only 
were the experts going to share their ideas on the 
topics of professional interest to the Working Groups, 
but hypothetically policymakers could ask the experts 
questions that specifically interest them, thereby 
engaging into an ‘interactive search for knowledge’. 
In a similar fashion parliamentary public hearings 
involve the invitation of experts, including scholars, 
when considered essential to work on a particular 
subject.  
 
V. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBILITIES FOR 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
 
Why might problem-solving model prevail in our 
findings?  This seems likely to the case because the 
Weiss’s assumptions why problem-solving model 
was not wide-spread are no longer true. In one of her 
seminal works on knowledge utilization models it is 
said that an important factor inhibiting more frequent 
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problem-solving use of research is not strong enough 
communication links between policymakers and 
researchers: 

There is an element of chance in this route from 
problem to research to decision. … Whether or not 
the best and most relevant research reaches the 
person with the problem depends on the efficiency 
of the communication links. (Weiss 1979: 428) 

 
With unprecedentedly fast development of 
communication technology in the last forty years 
sophisticated means of information storage, 
management and communication emerged. That is 
why weak communication links are no longer likely 
to be a limiting factor for problem-solving model. For 
example, one of the Studies written for the EU 
Parliament was conducted by ten scholars from 
different universities and four countries. 
 
Another important development is the emergence of 
sophisticated advice systems. Weiss assumed that the 
feasibility of problem-solving model is limited by 
policymaker’s relatively small capacity to 
accommodate research findings to their immediate 
needs: ‘Available research may not directly fit the 
problem … The located information may appear to be 
out-of date or not generalisable to the immediate 
context’ (Weiss 1979: 428). Today’s EU foreign-
policymaking is supported by a complex advice 
system. One of its functions is tailoring research for 
policymakers’ needs. For example, in-house 
parliamentary research and publishing departments 
edit the Studies written by researchers while the 
Members’ Research Service prepares reports based 
on scholarly findings. The peak of the nexus between 
the pursuit for scholarly rigorousness and desire to 
accommodate research findings to policymakers’ 
needs seems to have been realized in the form of 
European Institute for Strategic Studies (EUISS). The 
institution has been established as both a European an 
‘autonomous agency’ and as an institution ‘under 
the Common Foreign and Security Policy’ of the EU 
(Website of EUISS). Thus, it is seems likely that new 
features of policy advice systems  - stronger 
communication links and more advanced policy 
advice system - have made problem-solving model of 
social science research use more possible.  
It must be acknowledged that this was a pilot project. 
The time range was chosen arbitrarily. To overcome 
this limitation in a full-fledged project we would 
suggest collecting and analyzing data relevant to a 
number of foreign policy issues instead of choosing a 
certain arbitrary time range. 
 
Although the study confirms that problem-solving 
model is in place, it does not tell us what are all 
functions of research utilization in EU foreign 
policymaking. Weiss’s two assumptions seem no 
longer true, but the research design does not allow to 
say for sure that the enlightenment model is not in 

place. Secondly, if it is in place, is it different from 
Weiss’s definition of enlightenment? Thus, there is an 
area of research to address these questions. Due to the 
nature of knowledge utilization in the enlightenment 
model, it is hard to trace its manifestations, however. 

‘Because the process is so indirect, it is not easily 
discernible … Bits of information seep in to his 
[policymaker’s] mind, uncatalogued, without 
citation. He finds it very difficult to retrieve the 
reference to any single bit of knowledge. If we ask 
him about the effect of social research on his 
decisions, he usually will not be able to give an 
accurate account- or even be aware that he derived 
his ideas from the social sciences’ (Weiss 1977: 
534). 

 
Caplan (1977, cited from Weiss 1977: 536) 
identifies ‘social science concepts and sensitivities’ as 
manifestations of enlightenment role. However, 
analyzing text for social science concepts and 
sensitivities would lead to the following issues. 
Firstly, enlightenment model of research use assumes 
that impact of social science research is much more 
complex than just promoting use of social science 
concepts. ‘The imagery is that of social science 
generalizations and orientations percolating through 
informed publics and coming to shape the way in 
which people think about social issues’ (Weiss 1979: 
429). Secondly, even if we choose to analyze text for 
social science concepts and sensitivities, the decision 
what to assess as a concept or sensitivity would be 
highly arbitrary. That is why, we suggest that 
research on enlightenment model should be done 
using a methods different from the ones used in the 
present study – textual analysis.  
 
Furthermore, the findings arose a number of 
questions for further investigation. Firstly, most 
evidence was found in the data from the 
Parliamentary website while the sources from the 
website of the Council provided almost no evidence. 
How can one explain this? Is it some difference in the 
characteristics of the formulation process of the 
Council of the EU and the European Parliament? The 
difference might come from the nature of documents 
from the two websites. Sources from the website of 
the Parliament were research papers while the ones 
from the website of the Council were Council 
conclusions, guidelines, Committee decisions, Cover 
notes, Communications – in other words, more 
technical documents. Given the short time range 
covered by this study, technical documents might be 
less likely to present any workable evidence, and a 
bigger-scale full-fledged study could help investigate 
this. 
 
Some other points remain for our consideration: to 
what extent is research utilization in EU foreign 
policy-making is idiosyncratic? Firstly, do the 
findings hold relevant for national policies? Common 
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foreign policy, including security and defence, is a 
supranational goal, but in fact much foreign policy 
making is still done on national level. That is why the 
answer to the question would be interesting not only 
to Public Policy scholars, but also from the foreign 
policy and IR analysis perspective with a view of 
prediction of foreign policy outcomes. Secondly, do 
the findings hold for other policies? Based on the 
assumption of externalization of advice systems, this 
seems likely, but a further cross-policy empirical 
study is needed to suggest an answer to this question. 
Finally, Parliamentary Studies were written by 
scholars from universities predominantly from 
Belgium, Netherlands, and UK (17 universities out of 
21 in total). Is this just a coincidence resulting from a 
small data sample analyzed or is there some dynamics 
behind it? If so, the exact dynamics of these various 
interactions are worth studying further. 
 
CONCLUSION  
 
Much like we began our discussion, we must return to 
the core issue at hand: what exactly is public-policy 
when one looks at its complex origins? We have 
followed a long path to return to this fundamental 
problem. Our discussion began by producing an 
overview of related literature, then the function of 
research in this policy-making realm and followed by 
a description of my particular design and strategy. 
After this point, my findings were detailed and 
discussed in some depth. One must return to the basic 
problem: what sorts of factual evidence will bring 
forth relevant questions and, indeed, what sorts of 
piercing questions will lead the search for more 
helpful facts? Above all, we must remain curious 
about who is producing the analysis and where, in the 
institutional sense, these conclusions are being pieced 
together. This is the basis of public policy. Weiss best 
summarizes these feelings:  

If we are to gain a better understanding of the 
extent to which social science research has affected 
public policy in the past, and learn how to make its 
contribution more effective in the future, we need to 
clarify the concept. Upon examination, the use of 
public policy is an extraordinarily complex 
phenomenon. Authors who have addressed the 
subject have evoked diverse images of the 
processes and purposes of utilization (Weiss, 1979, 
427). 

 
Since Weiss's major contributions forty years ago, 
academic discourse has remains along her described 
patterns of enlightenment and related models: newer 
scholars have traced the progressively more removed 
position of sources of such 'enlightenment.' In a 
different sense, in-house analytical capacities, in the 
strictly institutional sense, are less today than some 
decades before. My findings strike at these questions 
within an under-studied and deeply relevant context: 
the institutions of the European Union and the 

research institutions that serve them. Europe's 
example is certainly in the shadow of the conclusions 
reached by a deeply American-flavored debate. It is 
however the preeminent supra-national structure of 
our times and its policy-making behavior therefore 
unique.  
 
My findings show a direct, problem-solving system 
existing between advice-makers and policy-makers. 
Research is supposed to provide empirical evidence 
and conclusions that help remedy a specific policy 
problem. The role of the knowledge-producer to his 
client is that of clarifying a situation and reducing 
uncertainty: this is how influence is exercised and 
decisions are indirectly steered. The reasons for this 
development might probably be narrowed to 
questions of better communications between and 
inside institutions, as well as the emergence of 
significantly more sophisticated systems of decision-
making. Beyond the important task of furthering the 
question of which models prevail and how they do so 
exactly, we should conclude by pondering on the 
importance of Europe and its new decision-making 
structures. The complexity of interests between the 
various levels of government and the different 
research cultures that intermingle make the European 
Union a unique case study. In the heart of this new 
these very young institutions and the serious 
multiplicity of approaches and research application 
models we find a dynamic approach that requires 
much more study beyond the scope of this project. 
Several ideas for proceeding projects spring to mind. 
Firstly, since this paper is a pilot project, a full-
fledged research is desirable. Secondly, research on 
enlightenment function of research is needed for a 
comprehensive picture of research utilization. 
Thirdly, it is interesting to what extent the findings of 
this paper hold for the national level foreign 
policymaking in the EU and other policies. All of 
these questions would allow us to both build upon 
Weiss's basic conclusions but account for the serious 
technological and societal changes that ground the 
practice of public policy. It is with this inclination 
that we best improve and pursue its most crucial 
requirements of constant engagement with society 
towards the engineering of some better outcome and 
joint future.  
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