
APPENDIX I

Table A. Distribution of research designs across policy sectors.

	
	EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
	THEORETICAL PROPOSAL
	LITERATURE REVIEW
	TOT

	Environment[footnoteRef:1] [1:  This category includes environmental policy in general as well as more specific sectors such as water, marine, ecology, forest, and landscape policies. ] 

	211
	15%
	99
	7%
	43
	3%
	353
	25%

	Not specified
	63
	5%
	200
	14%
	53
	4%
	316
	23%

	Health
	99
	7%
	27
	2%
	21
	2%
	147
	11%

	Welfare[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Including social policy, childhood, social work, labor, and housing policies.] 

	60
	4%
	22
	2%
	5
	0%
	87
	6%

	Justice
	48
	3%
	27
	2%
	9
	1%
	84
	6%

	Climate policy
	46
	3%
	16
	1%
	6
	0%
	68
	5%

	Education[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Including both school-level and higher education policies.] 

	37
	3%
	19
	1%
	8
	1%
	64
	5%

	Development[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Including development, sustainable development and urban development policies.] 

	20
	1%
	16
	1%
	6
	0%
	42
	3%

	Other[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Including innovation, local policy, not for profit, taxation, and tourism policies.] 

	25
	2%
	10
	1%
	2
	0%
	37
	3%

	Technology
	12
	1%
	7
	1%
	1
	0%
	20
	1%

	Drug
	14
	1%
	2
	0%
	4
	0%
	20
	1%

	Transport
	12
	1%
	3
	0%
	3
	0%
	18
	1%

	Agriculture
	13
	1%
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	17
	1%

	Risk management
	11
	1%
	5
	0%
	0
	0%
	16
	1%

	Public administration
	9
	1%
	5
	0%
	1
	0%
	15
	1%

	Fisheries 
	7
	1%
	4
	0%
	1
	0%
	12
	1%

	Food 
	6
	0%
	4
	0%
	2
	0%
	12
	1%

	Migration 
	6
	0%
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	10
	1%

	Tobacco
	8
	1%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	9
	1%

	Energy
	6
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	8
	1%

	Economic policy 
	5
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	7
	1%

	Gender 
	4
	0%
	2
	0%
	1
	0%
	7
	1%

	Regulation
	6
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	0%

	Culture
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	5
	0%

	Sports 
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	5
	0%

	TOT
	734
	53%
	479
	35%
	172
	12%
	1385
	100%



Source: own elaboration.










Table B1. Distribution of empirical foci across policy sectors – 1990-2000. 
	
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Climate policy
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Digital policy
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Education
	6
	6%
	0
	0%
	4
	4%
	0
	0%
	10
	10%

	Environmental (ecology)
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Environmental (general)
	21
	22%
	10
	10%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%
	33
	34%

	Fisheries policy
	1
	1%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	2%

	Food policy
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Health
	5
	5%
	3
	3%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	8
	8%

	Justice
	2
	2%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	3%

	not specified
	13
	13%
	10
	10%
	0
	0%
	3
	3%
	26
	27%

	Public administration
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Risk management
	2
	2%
	2
	2%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	4%

	Social policy
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Social work
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	2%
	0
	0%
	2
	2%

	Sustainable development
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%

	Taxation policy
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	Transport policy
	0
	0%
	1
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	1%

	TOT
	53
	55%
	32
	33%
	7
	7%
	5
	5%
	97
	100%



Source: own elaboration.

Table B2. Distribution of empirical foci across policy sectors – 2001-2010. 

	
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Agricultural policy
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	1%

	Childhood policy
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Climate policy
	6
	2%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	8
	3%

	Cultural policy
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%

	Development policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	3
	1%

	Digital policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Drug policy
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%

	Economic policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Education
	14
	5%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	16
	5%

	Environmental (ecology)
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Environmental (forest)
	1
	0%
	2
	1%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%

	Environmental (general)
	38
	12%
	15
	5%
	6
	2%
	1
	0%
	60
	20%

	Environmental (marine)
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Environmental (water)
	10
	3%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	12
	4%

	Fisheries policy
	2
	1%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	1%

	Food policy
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Gender policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Health
	32
	10%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%
	1
	0%
	37
	12%

	Innovation policy
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Justice
	12
	4%
	3
	1%
	1
	0%
	2
	1%
	18
	6%

	Labour
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Migration policy
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	5
	2%

	not specified
	52
	17%
	12
	4%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	66
	21%

	Other
	0
	0%
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	1%

	Public administration
	4
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%

	Regulation
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Risk management
	3
	1%
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	2%

	Social policy
	16
	5%
	0
	0%
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	19
	6%

	Social work
	3
	1%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	1%

	Sports policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Sustainable development
	2
	1%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%
	5
	2%

	Technology policy
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	Transport policy
	6
	2%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	2%

	Urban development
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	1%

	TOT
	222
	72%
	46
	15%
	31
	10%
	8
	3%
	307
	100%



Source: own elaboration. 
Table B3. Distribution of empirical foci across policy sectors – 2011-2020. 

	
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Agricultural policy
	13
	1%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	14
	1%

	Childhood policy
	10
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%
	12
	1%

	Climate policy
	38
	4%
	9
	1%
	7
	1%
	5
	1%
	59
	6%

	Cultural policy
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	4
	0%

	Development policy
	11
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%
	13
	1%

	Digital policy
	4
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%
	9
	1%

	Drug policy
	15
	2%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	16
	2%

	Economic policy
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	6
	1%

	Education
	22
	2%
	0
	0%
	4
	0%
	2
	0%
	28
	3%

	Energy
	6
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%
	8
	1%

	Environmental (ecology)
	15
	2%
	1
	0%
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	20
	2%

	Environmental (forest)
	8
	1%
	4
	0%
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	16
	2%

	Environmental (general)
	82
	8%
	30
	3%
	13
	1%
	14
	1%
	139
	14%

	Environmental (marine)
	24
	2%
	0
	0%
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	27
	3%

	Environmental (water)
	26
	3%
	5
	1%
	2
	0%
	1
	0%
	34
	3%

	Fisheries policy
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	1
	0%
	2
	0%
	7
	1%

	Food policy
	5
	1%
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	0
	0%
	9
	1%

	Gender policy
	5
	1%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	6
	1%

	Health
	79
	8%
	10
	1%
	10
	1%
	3
	0%
	102
	10%

	Higher Education policy
	5
	1%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%
	0
	0%
	10
	1%

	Housing
	4
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	0%

	Innovation policy
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	0%
	4
	0%

	Justice
	52
	5%
	2
	0%
	4
	0%
	5
	1%
	63
	6%

	Labour
	7
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	7
	1%

	Landscape policy
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	4
	0%

	Local policy
	4
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	6
	1%

	Migration policy
	4
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%

	Not for profit
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	3
	0%

	Not specified
	138
	14%
	37
	4%
	32
	3%
	17
	2%
	224
	23%

	Other
	9
	1%
	1
	0%
	2
	0%
	5
	1%
	17
	2%

	Public administration
	4
	0%
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	10
	1%

	Regulation
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%

	Risk management
	2
	0%
	2
	0%
	0
	0%
	2
	0%
	6
	1%

	Social policy
	20
	2%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%
	26
	3%

	Social work
	6
	1%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	8
	1%

	Sports policy
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	4
	0%

	Sustainable development
	9
	1%
	1
	0%
	2
	0%
	1
	0%
	13
	1%

	Technology policy
	3
	0%
	3
	0%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	7
	1%

	Tobacco
	9
	1%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	9
	1%

	Tourism
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%

	Transport policy
	7
	1%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	3
	0%
	11
	1%

	Urban development
	3
	0%
	0
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	5
	1%

	TOT
	669
	68%
	116
	12%
	107
	11%
	89
	9%
	981
	100%



Source: own elaboration.

Comment: The selected 1385 pieces are distributed in the following asymmetric way: 7% in 1990-2000, 22% in 2001-2010, and 71% in 2011-2020. If we look at the sectoral breakdown of this interest, it seems that it started with a predominant focus on environmental policies, which can therefore be considered the sectoral starting point for the development of the literature on knowledge involvement in policymaking, and prevailing attention in evidence-based policy (55% of the sample for 1990-2000). In the second decade the interest in evidence-based policy increases to 72% of the sample, while the most studied sector is still represented by environmental policies, followed this time by healthcare, social policy, justice and education. The third decade does not show relevant changes in the distribution among the empirical foci, while the predominant policy sectors remain almost the same as in the previous decade (with a new concern for climate policy in line with growing societal and scientific interest in this field).


Table C. Top 5[footnoteRef:6] constraining and facilitating factors by analytical goal. [6:  Or more, if occurrence is the same.] 


	
	FACTOR - BARRIER
	n
	FACTOR - FACILITATOR
	n

	Analytical framework proposal
	B1.3. Low analytical capacities
	6
	F1.3. Increased analytical capacities
	9

	
	B4.1. Different interests
	4
	F6.1. Credibility of evidence
	3

	
	B2.2. Ideational bias
	3
	F1.4. Increased organisational-technical capacities 
	2

	
	B3.1. Overestimation of actual science-policy relationship 
	3
	F3.8. Providing platform for science and politics to meet
	2

	
	B3.6. Poor transmission/translation of knowledge
	3
	F5.2. Transparency
	2

	
	B6.1. The nature of scientific inquiry
	3
	
	

	Policy process analysis
	B1.3. Low analytical capacities
	23
	F3.5. Involvement of citizens and local stakeholders
	25

	
	B2.4. Politicisation
	21
	F1.3. Increased analytical capacities
	22

	
	B2.1. Competing values
	17
	F3.1. Capacity of scientists/experts to engage in the policy process 
	12

	
	B3.1. Overestimation of actual science-policy relationship 
	13
	F3.4. Coproduction
	11

	
	B2.2. Ideational bias
	11
	F2.3. Recognition of society values 
	10

	
	
	
	F2.4. Recognition of political factors
	10


Source: own elaboration.

Table D1. Distribution of analytical goals across empirical focus – 1990-2000.
	[bookmark: _Hlk96007418]
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Policy process analysis
	13
	13%
	9
	9%
	0
	0%
	0
	0%
	22
	23%

	Techniques/model analysis
	8
	8%
	4
	4%
	1
	1%
	1
	1%
	14
	14%

	Techniques/model proposal 
	15
	15%
	4
	4%
	2
	2%
	3
	3%
	24
	25%

	Analytical framework proposal
	9
	9%
	3
	3%
	2
	2%
	1
	1%
	15
	15%

	Prescriptive
	8
	8%
	12
	12%
	2
	2%
	0
	0%
	22
	23%

	TOT
	53
	55%
	32
	33%
	7
	7%
	5
	5%
	97
	100%


Source: own elaboration.

Table D2. Distribution of analytical goals across empirical focus – 2001-2010.
	
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Policy process analysis
	71
	23%
	22
	7%
	16
	5%
	2
	1%
	111
	36%

	Techniques/model analysis
	41
	13%
	4
	1%
	7
	2%
	4
	1%
	56
	18%

	Techniques/model proposal 
	47
	15%
	7
	2%
	5
	2%
	1
	0%
	60
	20%

	Analytical framework proposal
	30
	10%
	11
	4%
	1
	0%
	0
	0%
	42
	14%

	Prescriptive
	33
	11%
	2
	1%
	2
	1%
	1
	0%
	38
	12%

	TOT
	222
	72%
	46
	15%
	31
	10%
	8
	3%
	307
	100%


Source: own elaboration.

Table D3. Distribution of analytical goals across empirical focus – 2011-2020.
	
	EVIDENCE-BASED
	POLICY ADVICE
	KNOWLEDGE DISSEMINATION
	DATA-DRIVEN
	TOT

	Policy process analysis
	236
	24%
	54
	6%
	41
	4%
	11
	1%
	342
	35%

	Techniques/model analysis
	174
	18%
	18
	2%
	24
	2%
	45
	5%
	261
	27%

	Techniques/model proposal 
	118
	12%
	21
	2%
	21
	2%
	27
	3%
	187
	19%

	Analytical framework proposal
	77
	8%
	12
	1%
	14
	1%
	3
	0%
	106
	11%

	Prescriptive
	64
	7%
	11
	1%
	7
	1%
	3
	0%
	85
	9%

	TOT
	669
	68%
	116
	12%
	107
	11%
	89
	9%
	981
	100%


Source: own elaboration.


Table E1. Recurrence of six types of barriers and facilitators – 1990-2000.

	
	BARRIERS
	FACILITATORS

	POLICY CAPACITIES
	2
	13%
	1
	33%

	VALUES/IDEOLOGY/BELIEFS
	6
	38%
	
	

	ACTORS’RELATIONS
	4
	25%
	
	

	INTERESTS
	
	
	1
	33%

	INSTITUTIONAL/PROCESSUAL ARRANGEMENTS
	1
	6%
	
	

	TYPE OF EVIDENCE
	3
	19%
	1
	33%

	TOT
	16
	100%
	3
	100%


Source: own elaboration. 



Table E2. Recurrence of six types of barriers and facilitators – 2001-2010.

	
	BARRIERS
	FACILITATORS

	POLICY CAPACITIES
	6
	13%
	5
	17%

	VALUES/IDEOLOGY/BELIEFS
	20
	42%
	5
	17%

	ACTORS’RELATIONS
	10
	21%
	15
	52%

	INTERESTS
	5
	10%
	
	

	INSTITUTIONAL/PROCESSUAL ARRANGEMENTS
	2
	4%
	1
	3%

	TYPE OF EVIDENCE
	5
	10%
	3
	10%

	TOT
	48
	100%
	29
	100%


Source: own elaboration. 




Table E3. Recurrence of six types of barriers and facilitators – 2011-2020.

	
	BARRIERS
	FACILITATORS

	POLICY CAPACITIES
	32
	19%
	38
	22%

	VALUES/IDEOLOGY/BELIEFS
	47
	28%
	26
	15%

	ACTORS’RELATIONS
	47
	28%
	76
	44%

	INTERESTS
	9
	5%
	4
	2%

	INSTITUTIONAL/PROCESSUAL ARRANGEMENTS
	7
	4%
	19
	11%

	TYPE OF EVIDENCE
	25
	15%
	10
	6%

	TOT
	167
	100%
	173
	100%


Source: own elaboration. 










Table F. Recurrence of constraining and facilitating factors. [footnoteRef:7] [7:  In this table, we focus on and count single barriers and facilitators rather than the papers dealing with them.] 


	FACTORS/BARRIERS
	FACTORS/FACILITATORS

	B1.3. Low analytical capacities
	29
	12.6%
	F1.3. Increased analytical capacities
	31
	15.1%

	B2.4. Politicisation
	21
	9.1%
	F3.5. Involvement of citizens and local stakeholders
	26
	12.7%

	B2.1. Competing values
	18
	7.8%
	F3.1. Capacity of scientists/experts to engage in the policy process 
	13
	6.3%

	B3.1. Overestimation of actual science-policy relationship 
	16
	6.9%
	F3.4. Co-production
	12
	5.9%

	B2.2. Ideational bias
	14
	6.1%
	F2.4. Recognition of political factors
	11
	5.4%

	B3.6. Poor transmission/translation of knowledge
	12
	5.2%
	F2.3. Recognition of society value plurality
	10
	4.9%

	B6.1. The nature of scientific inquiry
	12
	5.2%
	F3.8. Providing platform for science and politics to meet
	10
	4.9%

	B2.7 Lack of recognition of scientific uncertainty
	9
	3.9%
	F1.4. Increased organisational-technical capacities 
	8
	3.9%

	B3.2. Wrong policymakers’ perceptions with respect to scientists and science
	9
	3.9%
	F3.7. Learning
	8
	3.9%

	B4.1. Different interests
	9
	3.9%
	F5.4. Institutionalised independent policy advisory groups
	7
	3.4%

	B3.5. Poor communication
	8
	3.5%
	F6.1. Credibility of evidence
	6
	2.9%

	B6.2. Disagreement among scientists
	8
	3.5%
	F3.2. Clarity and conciseness of data communicated
	6
	2.9%

	B6.4. Quantity and types of evidence
	8
	3.5%
	F3.3. Willingness of policymakers to involve scientists/experts in deliberative processes
	7
	3.4%

	B3.7. [Lack of] institutionalisation of linkages between science and policymakers
	7
	3.0%
	F2.6. Recognition of scientific uncertainty 
	5
	2.4%

	B1.4. Low organisational-technical capacities
	6
	2.6%
	F3.9. Continuous scientific dissemination
	5
	2.4%

	B3.4. Lack of stakeholder involvement 
	6
	2.6%
	F5.2. Transparency
	5
	2.4%

	B2.3. Risk perceptions
	5
	2.2%
	F5.3. Boundary organisations
	5
	2.4%

	B4.2. Power game
	5
	2.2%
	F6.3. Quality of evidence
	5
	2.4%

	B6.3. Quality of the evidence
	5
	2.2%
	F2.5. Recognition of the role of science
	4
	2.0%

	B1.1. Lack of scientific skills in policymakers and stakeholders
	4
	1.7%
	F3.6. Scientific dissemination
	4
	2.0%

	B5.1. Lack of accountability
	4
	1.7%
	F4.1. Shared interests
	4
	2.0%

	B2.5. Belief that experience matters more than evidence 
	3
	1.3%
	F5.5. Knowledge brokers
	3
	1.5%

	B2.6. Lack of recognition of political dissent (search for consensus)
	3
	1.3%
	F1.2. Strategic leadership
	2
	1.0%

	B3.3. Wrong scientists’ self-perception of own role in policymaking
	3
	1.3%
	F1.5. Leaders’ commitment
	2
	1.0%

	B5.2. Lack of transparency 
	3
	1.3%
	F6.2. Objectivity of evidence
	2
	1.0%

	B5.3. Institutional design 
	3
	1.3%
	F1.1. Strong political capacities
	1
	0.5%

	B1.2. Low political capacity
	1
	0.4%
	F2.1. Shared values (between researchers and policymakers)
	1
	0.5%

	
	
	
	F3.10. Use of trusted scientists
	1
	0.5%

	 
	 
	 
	F4.2. Better to focus on actions than on problems
	1
	0.5%

	TOT
	231
	100%
	 
	205
	100%



Source: own elaboration. 






Table G. General categories of barriers and facilitators by analytical goal.

	
	GENERAL CATEGORY - BARRIERS
	GENERAL CATEGORY - FACILITATORS

	Analytical framework proposal
	B3. Actors’ relations
	9
	3.9%
	F1. Policy capacities
	12
	5.9%

	
	B1. Policy capacities
	7
	3.0%
	F3. Actors’ relations
	5
	2.4%

	
	B2. Values / ideology / beliefs 
	6
	2.6%
	F5. Institutional / processual arrangements
	4
	2.0%

	
	B6. Type of evidence
	6
	2.6%
	F6. Type of evidence
	3
	1.5%

	
	B4. Interests
	4
	1.7%
	F2. Values / ideology / beliefs
	1
	0.5%

	
	B5. Institutional / processual arrangements
	1
	0.4%
	
	
	 

	Policy process analysis
	B2. Values / ideology / beliefs
	67
	29.0%
	F3. Actors’ relations
	86
	42.0%

	
	B3. Actors’ relations
	52
	22.5%
	F1. Policy capacities
	32
	15.6%

	
	B1. Policy capacities
	33
	14.3%
	F2. Values / ideology / beliefs
	30
	14.6%

	
	B6. Type of evidence
	27
	11.7%
	F5. Institutional / processual arrangements
	16
	7.8%

	
	B4. Interests
	10
	4.3%
	F6. Type of evidence
	11
	5.4%

	
	B5. Institutional / processual arrangements
	9
	3.9%
	F4. Interests
	5
	2.4%

	TOT
	
	231
	100%
	
	205
	100%



Source: own elaboration.

Comment: Table G helps to understand whether and how the two groups of selected papers – containing either analytical framework proposals or policy process analyses – differ with respect to the focus on the types of barriers and facilitators. 
The papers that focus on process analysis are more numerous than the theoretical papers. Thus, it is no coincidence that their distribution in terms of barriers and facilitators determines their general ranking (see Table 5). However, it is interesting that the papers that propose analytical frameworks present a very different distribution: among the barriers, the ranking is reversed because actors’ relationships and policy capacities come before values/ideology/beliefs; among the facilitators, policy capacities cover more than 50% of the occurrences. This clear difference between the two resources of our analysis indicates how those who work on proposing analytical frameworks are more focused on dimensions that are more easily manipulated by policymakers (actors’ relationships and policy capacities) than on others, such as interests, types of evidence and values/ideology/beliefs; empirical pieces, on the other hand, show the relevant constraining force of values/ideology beliefs. Table C, which shows the distribution of the occurrence of factors, confirms this evidence.
