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Social sustainability is becoming more and more important in many countries around 
the globe, and especially in Latvia, due to the increase of the share of retired people and, 
in recent years, restrictions of Covid-19 limitations for work: it was discovered that a big 
part (estimated so by different sources — State Revenue Service of Republic of Latvia, State 
Social insurance Agency of Republic of Latvia, etc.) of the population in Latvia could not get 
support in case of limited work possibilities because their social contributions before the 
pandemic were very small or missing. Those aspects affect more and more the society mood, 
and influence state and municipality institutions to fulfil their obligations foreseen by the 
legislative norms, even if some of them concern only the pandemic time.

The aim of this paper is to explore the possibilities to increase the application of ev-
idence-based approach in social policy making in Latvia to maintain social sustainability. 
The research methods used are literature review, analysis of previously conducted research 
results that were published as results of several projects but not prepared as scientific pub-
lications, legislative document analysis, expert interviews and statistical analysis of expert 
evaluation results in order to identify the main issues and opportunities in the social policy-
making process and in the application of the evidence-based approach.

during the interviews, all experts were asked to give answers to three questions. First, the 
experts were asked to evaluate the significance of the main groups of stakeholders involved 
in the social policy making in Latvia in scale 1–10. Expert answers showed that some groups 
of stakeholders have more impact on decision-making policy than others (with arithmetic 
means of the evaluations from 4.14 till 9.43).

Additionally, experts were asked to evaluate the extent of application of evidence-based 
decision-making approach in different stages of social policy-making cycle in Latvia in scale 
1–10. Expert answers showed that in all stages the application of evidence-based approach 
is already significant (with arithmetic means of the evaluations from 7.43 till 7.86).

Also, experts were asked to evaluate in scale from –2 to 2 how different policy-making 
aspects of evidence-based policy development influence application of evidence-based ap-
proach in policy making currently in Latvia. The results of expert interviews showed that 
almost all policy-making aspects are more likely to benefit rather than to impede the appli-
cation of evidence-based approach to decision-making (with arithmetic means of the evalu-
ations from –0.29 to 1.57).

in conclusion, the authors determine the main possibilities for improvement of the appli-
cation of the evidence-based decision-making in the social policy-making process in Latvia.
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Literature review
The terms “sustainability” and “sustain-

able development” have been developed to 
a great extent in the scientific literature in 
the past decades due to increasing concerns 
about the world ecosystem and the capacity 
in which human-made technologies are de-
veloping in the 21st century. Lisa M. Butler 
Harrington1 has defined sustainability as a 
capacity to maintain or improve the state and 
availability of desirable materials or condi-
tions over the long term. 

United Nations (UN) World Commission 
for Environment and Development in 1987 
published the report “Our Common Future”2 
that contained a definition of sustainable de-
velopment as development that meets the 
needs of the present without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs. The UN World Commission de-
termined that the main goal of sustainability 
is to satisfy human needs. Needs are con-
sidered the basic needs to eliminate poverty 
in the world and provide the opportunity to 
satisfy inclinations for better life. 

Following the report, an important step 
into maintaining sustainability was taken dur-
ing UN Sustainable Development Summit in 
New York in 2015. During this Summit, on 
25 September 2015, the UN’s General As-
sembly adopted a Resolution “Transforming 
Our World: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development” that announced 17 Sustain-
able Development Goals (SDG) with 169 
associated targets which are integrated and 
indivisible3. It was envisaged to achieve these 
targets till 20304. The main target areas are 
poverty, health, education, equity, energy, 
infrastructure, climate change, oceanic re-
sources, peace, security, and good govern-
ance. 

Of 17 Sustainable Development Goals  
8 goals may be directly attributed to the so-
cial development. These are: (1) Reduced 
poverty; (3) Good health and well-being; (4) 
Quality education; (5) Gender equality; (8) 

Decent work and economic growth; (9) In-
dustry, innovation, and infrastructure; (10) 
Reduced inequalities; (16) Peace, justice and 
strong institutions. Others, such as, for ex-
ample, goal (6) Clean water and sanitation 
or goal (11) Sustainable cities and communi-
ties, provide for general well-being or are not 
relevant for Latvia (for example, UN SDG goal 
(2) Zero hunger).

The Triple Bottom Line concept of three 
sustainability elements (economy, environ-
ment, social well-being) was developed 
based on the 1987 UN declaration on devel-
opment by John Elkington5, which changed 
the way organisations measure development 
and efficiency from measuring only profit to 
measuring the profit, social responsibility and 
the environmental footprint. The most recent 
scientific research shows that strong sustain-
ability is possible only when the economy’s 
dependence from society is clearly defined.6 
In case all three elements are not balanced, a 
threat may appear of one element developing 
disproportionally and impacting the overall 
development negatively.

In the scientific literature there is no com-
mon agreed definition for social sustainability 
because of the many different approaches 
used by the scientists7. The available defini-
tions tend to analyse the social sustainabil-
ity as long-term development of society and 
necessary requirements to maintain the posi-
tive changes focused on solving social chal-
lenges8. Researcher Konstantinos Alexander 
Polomarkakis9 defined social sustainability 
in the European Union “as a set of policies, 
rules and principles laid down in the EU legal 
order, and which aim to reinforce the social 
dimension of the EU as a long-term solution, 
ring-fencing it from any relapse into a posi-
tion of hierarchical subordination to the mar-
kets […]”. In recent scientific publications 
social sustainability is analysed for all fields 
of national economy and in most of the coun-
tries around the globe, on environment10, on 
health care11 and other fields. 
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In order to achieve sustainable develop-
ment on a national level, government must 
make evidence-based decisions to ensure 
that policies are implemented effectively. On 
the governmental level, decision-making can 
be impacted by political ideology, emotions12, 
values and/or biases13. In the management 
science there are two main approaches to 
decision-making — systematic and intui-
tive14. Already since the 1950s when Herbert 
Simon15 with his theory of bounded ration-
ality set the foundation for development of 
the theory of rational decision-making, it has 
been one of the leading systematic decision-
making approaches. Rational decision-mak-
ing includes such critical aspects16 as defin-
ing the issue — identification of stakeholder’s 
needs; determining specific and measurable 
criteria for success; analysis of alternatives 
— identification of all possible alternatives, 
analysis and evaluation; effective collection 
of information and quality check; comparison 
of the alternatives according to the criteria; 
receipt of feedback and necessary modifica-
tions; making the decision on the best solu-
tion for the problem. There are different ap-
proaches to the comparison of alternatives, 
for example, the most commonly used one in 
public management is cost–benefit analysis17 
where all the values must be expressed as 
financial values, which is not often suitable 
especially when decision-making contains 
complex social and economic considerations. 

Evidence-based approach in policy mak-
ing is being used more and more in the mod-
ern management theory. This approach is 
part of knowledge management theory18, and 
is being analysed according to the rational 
decision-making process where the basis 
for decision-making is determined by infor-
mation, facts and data that are obtained by 
scientific methods19. Evidence is considered 
to be a result of scientifically substantiated 
methodology and statistical data analysis20. 
The process of evidence-based policy plan-
ning and implementation is a decision-mak-

ing cycle in which collection and evaluation 
of evidence to support the solution to a prob-
lem, as well as communication of these op-
portunities between stakeholders is an inte-
gral part21.

This approach in public management is 
criticised mainly because of the following 
restrictions22: political commitments of the 
government; decision-makers’ lack of sci-
entific communication and understanding 
of research; researchers’ distance from the 
political context and needs. Knowledge man-
agement requires certain skills23 like scientif-
ic research synthesis, management of expert 
communities, understanding of policy and 
science, intercommunication skills, coopera-
tion with society and stakeholders, scientific 
evidence communication, monitoring and 
evaluation and advising to policy makers. 

Legislative document analysis
After the financial crisis in 2008 and es-

pecially after the establishment of the United 
Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals24 
(UN SDG) in 2015, the European Commis-
sion began focusing on the well-being of so-
ciety and the need to strengthen the social 
sustainability aspect in European Commis-
sion policy. Certain efforts to balance out the 
social sustainability pillar in the policy plan-
ning are visible in the European Pillar of So-
cial Rights (SRP)25 established in 2015 and 
being implemented since 2017. The policy 
contains three main objectives: (1) Equal op-
portunities and access to the labour market; 
(2) Fair working conditions; (3) Social pro-
tection and inclusion. These three objectives 
contain 20 principles which are established 
based on the above mentioned UN SDG26. 

Until now already a few SRP related di-
rectives have been implemented — EU Work-
life Balance Directive for Parents and Carers 
No. 2019/115827, Directive on Transparent 
and Predictable Working Conditions in the 
European Union No. 2019/115228, Coun-
cil Recommendations on Access to Social  
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Protection for Workers and the Self-employed 
No. 2019/C 387/0129; and European Labour 
Authority has been established in 201930. 
The European Union member countries must 
implement these directives by 2022. 

Gender Equality Strategy31 is an impor-
tant document in the European Pillar of So-
cial Rights and the central value of the EU. 
The gender perspective is being built in the 
EU policy design internally and externally. 
This strategy is also linked to the UN SDG 
fifth goal — gender equality. 

In order to assess the results from imple-
mentation of the Pillar of Social Rights, a So-
cial Scoreboard32 is used. These results are 
the main evidence for the decision-making 
for the next implementation period (calen-
dar year). Social Scoreboard contains three 
dimensions: (1) Equal opportunities and ac-
cess to labour market — UN SDG 4, 5, 10; 
(2) Dynamic labour market and fair working 
conditions — UN SDG 8; (3) Public support/ 
social security and inclusion — UN SDG 1, 
3. In the 2020 Social Scoreboard assess-
ment for Latvia33 is critically low on the in-
come level, poverty level and social inclu-
sion risk (SD goal  1), poverty reduction with 
transfers, unsatisfactory health care and level 
of digital skills (SD goal 3).

The European SRP is an important tool 
to maintain sustainable development where 
economy is a tool for developing social sus-
tainability in combination with the European 
Green Deal (GD)34. The Green Deal is social 
sustainability policy that determines that cli-
mate neutrality can be reached only when 
social policy is maintained effectively. Society 
and people are in the centre of the policy, and 
by preserving and maintaining the environ-
mental capital it is possible to protect health 
and well-being of society members. The GD 
is the first visible attempt to implement all 
three pillars of sustainability with an integrat-
ed approach. 

In Latvia policy making is regulated by 
several legal regulations including the De-

velopment Planning System Law35 in force 
since 2009. The main goal of the law is to 
promote sustainable and stable development 
of the country, as well as improvement of the 
quality of life of the population. The policy-
making cycle36 is consistent with the cycle 
of European Commission (EC) and both are 
based on the rational decision-making model. 
The main elements of the cycle are prepa-
ration (defining problem, identification of al-
ternative solutions, collection of information 
and analysis and comparison based on cri-
teria, feedback from stakeholders); decision-
making on solution; implementation of the 
policy; impact analysis and modifications. 
Since 2000, every year on average 41 new 
laws, 200 changes in law, 351 Cabinet of 
Ministers regulations and 547 changes in the 
regulations37 are issued in Latvia. (The con-
crete numbers mentioned here were obtained 
by the authors of this paper by summarising 
the available data from the sources.)

In order to determine the quality of the 
regulation, the World Bank has established 
Worldwide Governance Indicators38 (WGI) 
where results are read from –2.5 to 2.539, 
where 2.5 is very high quality. Latvia in 2019 
was assessed with 1.19 points which is the 
same as average EU-28.

According to another evaluation, the 
OECD 2017 assessment of Better Regula-
tion Practice40, results are read 0–4 where 
4 is completely implemented in a country. 
In 2017, in Latvia the result in the category 
Regulatory Governance was low for regula-
tory impact assessment practice for primary 
regulation (0.45 points or 11% of maximum) 
and regulatory impact assessment for subor-
dinate regulation (0.20 points or 5% of maxi-
mum), the last being much lower than the 
average of all OECD countries (2.04 points) 
and European Commission (3.33 points). 
The main reason why the result is so low is 
that the impact analysis in Latvia is done only 
by determining the impact of the regulation 
on financial, budget and administrative cost 
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aspect. Much better result is for the stake-
holder’s engagement practice for primary 
laws (2.23 points or 56% of maximum) and 
subordinate legislation (2.17 points or 54% 
of maximum) that levels with OECD countries 
average (2.20 and 2.11 points, respectively, 
but is lower than EU countries average (3.41 
and 3.56 points, respectively). 

EU has also contributed to the imple-
mentation of a better regulation principle by 
establishing the Better Regulation agenda41. 
Objectives of the Better Regulation agenda 
are: EU actions based on evidence; mak-
ing simpler and better EU laws; involving 
citizens, businesses and stakeholders in the 
decision-making process. The main goal for 
the Better Regulation Agenda is to ensure 
that policy allows to maintain maximum ben-
efit for citizens at minimum cost whilst the 
economic growth and job creation supports 
social and environmental sustainability42.

Empirical research design
In order to understand the main chal-

lenges and opportunities in the process of 
policy making that promote social sustain-
ability in Latvia, the authors conducted ex-
pert interviews in March and April, 2021. 
During the research designing stage, the 
authors determined seven qualified experts 
mostly involved in the policy planning and 
decision-making — representatives from Lat-
vian ministries and Cross-Sectoral Coordina-
tion Centre: Senior Expert in Gender Equality 
in Social Policy Planning and Development 
Department, Ministry of Welfare; Senior Ex-
pert in Social Inclusion Policy Department, 
Ministry of Welfare; Consultant in Develop-
ment Supervision and Assessment Division, 
Cross-Sectoral Coordination Centre; Deputy 
Director of Labour Market Policy Department, 
Ministry of Welfare; Senior Expert in Policy 
Initiatives and Development Department, 
Ministry of Education and Science; Head of 
Policy Coordination Department, Ministry of 
Health; Senior Expert in Social Policy Plan-

ning and Development Department, Ministry 
of Welfare. Although there could be experts 
also from the Ministry of Economics and the 
Ministry of Finance, it was assumed that 
their views are taken into consideration when 
documents are developed in the Ministry of 
Welfare.  

Such a composition of experts was cho-
sen in order to obtain information on how the 
evidence-based approach is used precisely 
in the stages of preparation and decision-
making. 

During the interview, policy planning and 
implementing experts provided assessment 
and opinion on the current situation in the ev-
idence-based decision-making process in so-
cial policy making in Latvia. All of the experts 
filled a questionnaire with three questions. 
These questions addressed the challenges of 
evidence-based policy-making and looked for 
ways to strengthen this approach to decision-
making. Experts were asked to express their 
attitude to each of the given answers by giv-
ing evaluation within a determined scale.    

In the first question, the experts evaluated 
the significance of the ten groups of stake-
holders involved in the formation of social 
policy in a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is not 
significant, 10 — very significant. 

The second question focused on the ex-
tent of the application of evidence-based ap-
proach in the policy-making process in 2021. 
The experts evaluated the application of evi-
dence-based approach in four stages of pol-
icy cycle: defining the problem; planning of 
policy objectives, results and actions; policy 
implementation; and policy impact analysis 
and assessed application of evidence-based 
approach on each stage in a scale from 1 to 
10, where 1 — not used, 10 — used exten-
sively.

In the third question experts were asked 
to evaluate how different policy-making as-
pects influence application of evidence-based 
approach in social policy making currently in 
Latvia in scale from –2 to 2, where –2 means 
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that an aspect clearly impedes more frequent 
application, –1 — that an aspect rather im-
pedes more frequent application, 0 — that 
an aspect is neutral in influencing applica-
tion, 1 — that an aspect rather benefits more 
frequent application, and 2 means that an 
aspect clearly benefits more frequent appli-
cation of the evidence-based approach.

Statistical analysis was conducted in or-
der to analyse and summarise the gathered 
data and make conclusions.

Results of empirical research
As far as by definition evidence is an ap-

proach to a rational decision-making process 
that builds on a database of information, data 
or facts derived from scientific research, there 
is a need to involve researchers and qualified 
industry experts in this process. 

The first question was: “Please evalu-
ate the significance of stakeholders involved 
in the social policy making based in Latvia 
in scale 1–10, where 1 — not significant;  
10 — very significant”. Seven responses were 

received from seven experts on all ten posi-
tions, except for small business associations 
where reply from one expert was missing.

According to experts (Table 1), education-
al and scientific institutions are very impor-
tant in the policy-making process, as their im-
portance is assessed by an arithmetic mean  
(  = 8.29) with a range 4, which indicates 
that the expert evaluation was in consensus. 
However, it should be noted that the mode 
(Mo) or the most frequent values for this 
group of stakeholders are in fact three differ-
ent values:   6, 9 and 10. The expert opinion 
was positive, and five out of seven experts 
considered that educational and scientific in-
stitutions play a very important role in policy 
making in Latvia, however, according to two 
experts, these groups of stakeholders play only 
a minor role in the policy-making process. The 
main indicators of descriptive statistics on 
expert evaluations are included in Table 1. 

The same value of arithmetic mean as 
for educational and scientific institutions  
(  = 8.29) is also for policy implementation  

Table 1. Evaluation of the significance of the groups of stakeholders involved in the social 
development policy making in Latvia

Groups of stakeholders
Arithme-
tic mean

Mode Median Range
Standard 
deviation

1 Decision-makers 9.43 9 9 1 0.535

2
Educational and scientific 
institutions

8.29 6 9 4 1.704

3 Policy implementation agents 8.29 8 8 4 1.496

4
Large and medium-size 
enterprises

7.71 7 8 2 0.756

5 Other not mentioned organisations 7.29 8 8 5 1.976

6 Trade unions 7.14 6 7 4 1.574

7 Individuals 7 5 7 4 1.528

8 Youth organisations 6.71 4 7 5 1.976

9 Small business associations 6.67 7 7 3 1.033

10 Religious organisations 4.14 3 4 6 2.035

Source: Authors’ calculations based on expert interviews conducted by D. Indriksone in 2021, n = 7
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agents, so they also are considered as an 
important group of stakeholders. Accord-
ing to experts in the policy-making process 
the most significant group of stakeholders  
(  = 9.43) is decision-makers. Experts think 
that decision-makers have the highest impact 
on the policy choices, however as already dis-
cussed in the literature review, these choices 
can be easily impacted by biases, stereotypes 
and other influences. The range or R calculat-
ed in this respect is 1, which indicates similar 
expert opinion.

According to experts, large and medium-
sized enterprises (  = 7.71), trade unions  
(  = 7.14) and individuals (  = 7) also play 
an important role in the policy-making pro-
cess. Youth organisations (  = 6.71), small 
business associations (  = 6.67) and the 
least — religious organisations (  = 4.14) 
are assessed with medium importance, how-
ever, one must take into account that the 
calculated range for religious organisations 
was 6, which indicates disagreement among 
experts in this aspect. Experts have assessed 
“Other not mentioned organisations” as rela-
tively significant (  = 7.29).

As already discussed in the theoreti-
cal part, in policy-making cooperation with 
stakeholders is extremely important. The 
results from document analysis prove that 
policy-makers should strengthen cooperation 

and communication with all stakeholders, es-
pecially to explain notions such as evidence 
and decision-making.

The second question was: “Please evalu-
ate the extent of application of evidence-
based decision-making approach in the dif-
ferent stages of social policy-making cycle in 
Latvia in 2021 in scale 1–10, where 1 — not 
applied; 10 — applied extensively”.

Seven responses were received from sev-
en experts in all four positions.

Answering to the second question, experts 
assessed that in 2021 in Latvia evidence-
based approach in policy-making cycle was 
used extensively, especially during the plan-
ning of policy objectives, results and actions 
(  = 7.86, Mo = 8, Me = 8) and policy 
impact analysis (  = 7.86, Mo = 6, Me = 8) 
stages of the policy cycle (Table 2).

 Analysing the results of expert evalua-
tions, the authors concluded that evaluations 
are relatively close in almost all stages and 
the range is small (in the problem identifica-
tion stage R = 1; in the objectives, results 
and action planning stage, as well as in the 
policy implementation stage R = 2); and the 
opinion of experts is unambiguous, however, 
it should be noted that in the policy impact 
analysis stage the range of the expert evalu-
ation is R = 4, which indicates a consensus 
among experts.

Table 2. Evaluation of the extent of application of evidence-based approach on stages of 
policy making in Latvia

Policy-making cycle Arithme-
tic mean Mode Median Range Standard 

deviation

1 Defining problem 7.57 8 8 1 0.535

2
Planning of policy objectives, 
results and actions 7.86 8 8 2 0.690

3 Policy implementation 7.43 8 8 2 0.976

4 Policy impact analysis 7.86 6.9 8 4 1.574

Source: Authors’ calculations based on  expert interviews conducted by D. Indriksone in 2021, n = 7
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In authors’ opinion, it is necessary to take 
into account the OECD 2017 evaluation of 
Better Regulation practices, which clearly 
pointed out shortcomings in the policy im-
pact analysis stage of the policy cycle and 
was valued as extremely low in Latvia. The 
Better Regulation Practice Guidelines state 
that regulatory impact analysis should have 
a rationale linked to the problem (consistent 
with the theory of a rational decision-making 
method), to the cause of the problem and the 
objectives and respective alternatives to the 
solutions expressed in the policy options. 

As already concluded during the analysis 
of secondary data, the OECD assessment of 
the implementation of Latvia's Better Regu-
lation practice is extremely low. However, as 
the latest data is only available for 2017, it is 
possible that the situation has changed over 
the last four years and Better Regulation prac-
tice in 2021 is already being implemented 
according to EC recommendations, as a re-
sult of which it would be in line with expert 
evaluations. The fact that the mode values are 
very close to the arithmetic means of assess-
ment (except for the impact analysis stage) 
also indicates that the opinion of the experts 
is unambiguous. However, the authors rec-
ommend in depth analysis of the results of 
the next available evaluation of OECD Better 
Regulation practices, when it is available.

In scientific literature evidence-based 
policy making is criticised, and several limi-
tations are pointed out such as governments 
political commitments, legislator's ability to 
communicate research and low understand-
ing of research, and scientist’s distance from 
the political context and management needs. 
Therefore, in the third question the authors 
included 20 policy-making aspects such as 
the ability of policy makers to apply data and 
research, communication between research-
ers and policy makers, researchers' active 
involvement in policy making, and others se-
lected after the authors analysis of the theory 
and analysis of the previous research. 

The third question was: “Please evaluate 
frequency of application of evidence-based 
approach in policy making currently in Latvia 
based on different policy-making aspects in 
scale from –2 to 2, where –2 – impedes to 
apply more frequently; 2 – benefits to apply 
more frequently”.

Seven responses were received from sev-
en experts regarding all 20 aspects.

Policy making is influenced by many as-
pects, not only the integration of evidence, 
therefore the authors asked the experts to 
evaluate whether the 20 different aspects 
could impede or, on the contrary, benefit 
decision-makers to apply evidence-based ap-
proach more frequently in the social policy-
making in the Latvian context (Table 3). 

The availability of data for policy mak-
ers is more often assessed as an aspect that 
almost unequivocally benefits more frequent 
application of the evidence-based approach  
(  = 1.57, Mo = 2, Me = 2). There is a 
consensus among specialists in this respect, 
as the calculated range R = 1. 

Aspects such as policy makers’ under-
standing of the impact analysis process and 
knowledge transfer between policy makers in 
different sectors have been assessed as ben-
efiting to application of the evidence-based 
approach more frequently (  = 1.14), and 
there is also expert consensus on these as-
pects, as the calculated range R = 2. 

Data, as one of the main types of evi-
dence, is very important in the policy-making 
process, as it directly supports the problem 
identification phase, the choice of alternative 
solutions, and the impact analysis. In addi-
tion to this study, it is necessary to study in 
depth the quality of available data and the 
possibilities to use and process them in Latvia 
in order to understand whether there are any 
obstacles for those involved in policy making.

According to the expert evaluation, as-
pects approaching value 1 (meaning that the 
aspect rather benefits to apply more frequent) 
are communication between researchers and 
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Table 3. Evaluation of how policy-making aspects impact the application of evidence-
based approach in the social sustainability policy-making process in Latvia

Policy-making aspects Arithme-
tic mean Mode Median Range Standard 

deviation

Data availability for policy planners 1.57 2 2 1 0.54

Policy makers’ understanding of the 
impact analysis process 1.14 2 1 2 0.90

Knowledge transfer between sectoral 
policy makers 1.14 1 1 2 0.69

Communication between researchers and 
policy makers 0.86 1 1 2 0.69

Decision-makers’ understanding of the 
policy-making process 0.86 2 1 3 1.22

Policy makers’ ability to apply data and 
research to policy 0.86 2 1 3 1.22

Scientific research availability to policy 
planners 0.86 2 1 3 1.22

Quality of government-funded research 
(possibility to apply to policy) 0.71 1 1 3 1.25

Clarity and formulation of the objectives 
and tasks of government-funded research 
projects 0.71 0 1 2 0.76

Active involvement of researchers in the 
policy-making process 0.57 1 1 1 0.54

Researchers’ understanding of the policy-
making process 0.57 1 1 1 0.54

Policy stakeholders’ understanding of the 
use of evidence-based instruments 0.57 1 1 2 0.79

Policy makers’ understanding of what is 
evidence-based instruments 0.57 -1 1 3 1.51

Expert availability for consultation in the 
policy-making process 0.43 -1 1 3 1.40

Society’s involvement in the policy-
making process 0.29 0 0 2 0.76

Technical requirements for public research 0.29 0 0 2 0.76

Decision-making speed in the policy-
making process 0.14 0 0 2 0.69

Budget availability for public research 0.14 1 1 4 1.46

Procurement process of government-
funded research –0.14 1 0 3 1.22

Society’s understanding of the policy-
making process –0.29 0 0 3 0.95

Source: Authors’ calculations based on expert interviews conducted by D. Indriksone in 2021, n = 7
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policy makers (  = 0.86), decision makers’ 
understanding of the policy-making process 
(  = 0.86), policy makers’ ability to apply 
data and research to policy (  = 0.86), the 
scientific research availability to policy plan-
ners (  = 0.86). The last two aspects are 
assessed as important in the policy-making 
process and are closely linked to the use of 
evidence. This is in line with the scientific in-
formation analysed in the theoretical section.

Aspects such as the quality of publicly 
funded research (  = 0.71) and the clarity 
and formulation of the objectives and tasks of 
publicly funded research projects (  = 0.71) 
were assessed as less important. The diver-
sity of expert opinions on these aspects (up to 
R = 3) indicates that there are big differences 
in evaluations as in this case the evaluation 
scale was from –2 to 2. 

Aspects such as researchers active involve-
ment in the policy-making process ( = 0.57), 
researchers’ understanding of the policy-mak-
ing process (  = 0.57), policy stakeholders’ 
understanding of the use of evidence-based 
instruments (  = 0.57), and policy makers’ 
understanding of what are evidence-based 
instruments (  = 0.57) are between values 
1 and 0, hence it might be concluded that 
while these aspects tend to favour the use of 
evidence-based approach in average estima-
tion, in three cases the expert estimation was 
2 or that the aspect clearly benefits.

According to expert evaluation, rather 
neutral effect on the use of evidence-based 
approach has such aspects as expert avail-
ability for consultations in the policy-making 
process (  = 0.43), society’s involvement 
in the policy-making process (  = 0.29), 
technical requirements for public research  
(  = 0.29), decision-making speed in the 
policy-making process (  = 0.14), and budg-
et availability for publicly funded research  
(  = 0.14). From these results, it is conclud-
ed that according to expert opinion, these 
aspects are not crucial for evidence-based 
approach in the policy-making process. Simi-

lar to the previous example, in answers re-
garding expert availability for consultations in 
the policy-making process, the most frequent 
answers also indicated three different modes: 
Mo = –1 (2 cases), Mo = 1 (2 cases) and 
Mo = 2 (2 cases).

Two aspects are evaluated as such that 
are approaching the value of 0 (neutral ef-
fect), but are still negative (between neutral 
and –1). These are: procurement process of 
publicly funded research (  = –0.14) and 
society’s understanding of policy-making pro-
cess (  = –0.29). 

Experts' opinion on public understanding 
of the policy-making process does not coin-
cide with the results of the authors’ analysis of 
the policy documents, in particular emphasis-
ing that public understanding and accessible 
information on decisions and transparency 
are necessary to gain public support and suc-
cessfully implement policies on sustainable 
development. If societies do not understand 
the policy-making process, it is impossible to 
understand its rationale and build trust.

Conclusion
Although in theory the social sustainabil-

ity concept is being increasingly researched, 
there is a lack of research on practical ap-
proaches on how to maintain social sustain-
ability concept in policy.  Since 2008, EU 
and Latvia as a member state are extensively 
working on policies that promote social sus-
tainability and put society as the main ele-
ment, whilst environment and economy are 
elements that drive social development. 
There are visible efforts to continuously im-
prove social policies in Latvia based on avail-
able data and other evidence.

In 2021, application of evidence-based 
approach already is extensive in all stages of 
social policy-making cycle, especially during 
the planning of policy objectives, results and 
actions and policy impact analysis stages 
of the policy-making cycle. However, based 
on information from the secondary data  
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analysis, the process and application of evi-
dence-based approach to policy impact anal-
ysis must be improved, and not only finan-
cial evidence should be used for the impact 
analysis, but other non-financial evidence 
must be integrated.

Educational and scientific institutions 
already play a very important role in policy 
making in Latvia together with decision-mak-
ers which confirms that non-biased advice 
and evidence is being applied to social policy 
making in Latvia. 

Data availability is the most important 
aspect that benefits application of evidence-
based approach to social policy making, as 
well as improving communication between 
researchers and policy makers and knowledge 
transfer between different sectors in different 
stages of policy cycle, and communication 
with stakeholders has a positive impact on 
maintaining policy that supports social sus-
tainability. In the next research it is important 
to involve more experts from different fields.

It is recommended that policy makers 
should strengthen cooperation and communi-
cation with all stakeholders, especially in or-
der to explain evidence and decision-making 
process as transparency and understanding 
of the decision-making are the key aspects in 
building trust.
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Kopsavilkums

Atslēgas vārdi: pierādījumos balstīta pieeja, lēmumu pieņemšana, politikas veidošana, 
sociālā ilgtspējība

Sociālā ilgtspējība kļūst arvien nozīmīgāka daudzās pasaules valstīs, bet Latvijā jo  
sevišķi — arvien pieaugošā pensionēto iedzīvotāju īpatsvara, kā arī COVID-19 izraisīto ierobe-
žojumu dēļ, kad atklājās, ka liela daļa iedzīvotāju Latvijā nevar saņemt palīdzību ierobežota 
darba apstākļos, jo pirms tam sociālās iemaksas bijušas veiktas mazā apmērā vai nemaz. Tas 
arvien vairāk ietekmē sabiedrības kopējo noskaņojumu, kā arī iespaido valsts un reģionālo 
institūciju iespējas izpildīt pienākumus, kas noteikti likuma normās. 

Šī raksta mērķis ir izpētīt iespējas stiprināt pierādījumos balstītas pieejas pielietojumu 
sociālās politikas veidošanas procesā Latvijā, lai nodrošinātu sociālo ilgtspējību.

Pētījumā izmantotās metodes ir zinātnisko publikāciju analīze, iepriekš veiktu pētījumu 
analīze, dokumentu analīze, ekspertu aptauja un tās rezultātu statistiskā analīze, lai identifi-
cētu galvenās problēmas un iespējas sociālās politikas veidošanas procesā, kā arī pierādīju-
mos balstītas pieejas izmantošanā.

Aptaujas laikā eksperti novērtēja galveno ieinteresēto pušu nozīmīgumu sociālās politikas 
veidošanas procesā Latvijā skalā 1–10. Rezultāti parādīja, ka dažas no ieinteresētajām pu-
sēm ir nozīmīgākas un vairāk ietekmē lēmumu pieņemšanu politikas veidošanas procesā nekā 
citas (ar aritmētisko vidējo no 4,14 līdz 9,43).

Papildus tam eksperti veica novērtējumu tam, cik lielā mērā sociālās politikas veidošanas 
procesā Latvijā šobrīd tiek pielietota pierādījumos balstīta pieeja skalā 1–10. Rezultāti parā-
dīja, ka visos politikas veidošanas procesa posmos pierādījumos balstīta pieeja tiek pielietota 
lielā mērā (ar aritmētisko vidējo no 7,43 līdz 7,86).

Eksperti novērtēja arī dažādu politikas veidošanas aspektu ietekmi uz pierādījumos balstī-
tas pieejas izmantošanu politikas veidošanas procesā skalā no –2 līdz 2. Rezultāti parādīja, 
ka vērtēšanai izvirzītie aspekti drīzāk rada priekšrocības nekā bremzē izmantot pierādījumos 
balstītu pieeju (ar aritmētisko vidējo no –0,29 līdz 1,57).

Noslēgumā autori noteikuši galvenās iespējas uzlabot pierādījumos balstītas pieejas pie-
lietošanu sociālās politikas veidošanas procesā Latvijā.


