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INTRODUCTION

Modern democracies demand transparency,
accountability (Dalton, Scarrow, & Cain, 2004),
and commitment to policy measures that affect
the daily lives of their citizens. Although barriers
towards substantial transformation remain (Tangi
et al., 2020), policy-makers, decision-makers, and
administrators can overcome the unprecedented
complexity involved in transformation through the
use of advanced digital tools (Fitsilis, Koryzis, &
Schefbeck, 2022).

However, making management decisions based
on past experience and knowledge gained from
operational policy formulation should be based on
integrated strategic choices. For this reason, organ-
isational knowledge acquired during the life cycle of
a public organisation must be increasingly based on
cognitively integrated digital data, set in the frame-
work of a comprehensive digital strategy.

Until recently, traditional business strategy tech-
niques have seemed to be incapable of capturing
the complex bureaucratic nature of such organisa-
tions (Fitsilis, Koryzis, & Schefbeck, 2022) without
involving all major users (policy-makers, stake-
holders, citizens, actors, scientists, and commu-
nities) in the decision-making process, leaving the
knowledge generated over a lifetime to a large
extent unused. Making evidence-based policymak-
ing (EBP) decisions accessible for all stakeholders
involved in the policymaking process (mainly in the
formulation of public operational policies) using the
knowledge acquired during the life cycle of a public
organisation should be increasingly based on cog-
nitive integrated digital data.

Especially in the working environment of public
organisations such as parliaments there is a discon-
tinuity of plans and projects, a lack of integrated
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interconnection between business units, a diversity
of internal processes, and a lack of understanding
of organisational techniques (Campos, Miranda, &
Rodrigues De Assis, 2016).

Making concerted efforts to change this will pro-
vide access to better services customised to the
needs of policymaking actors and stakeholders
(Fitsilis, Koryzis, & Schefbeck, 2022), allowing them
to participate effectively in developing a unified,
homogeneous, comprehensible strategy with an
emphasis on the digital world.

The opportunities presented by digital technol-
ogies for policymaking fall into three broad cat-
egories: knowledge and people management,
data analysis, and knowledge from the involve-
ment of citizens in the whole process (Lloyd,
2020). Digital technology should support rather
than hamper institutional memory, enable more
collaborative ways of working, and help policy-
makers to draw more effectively on the experience
and skills of civil servants across the government.
The use of advanced digital technologies and
e-legislation tools as part of this should go hand in
hand with classic bureaucratic parliamentary organ-
isational tasks. A knowledge pattern is thus required
that addresses new values for all parliamentary pro-
cedures, people, and systems, affecting all parlia-
mentary stakeholders and users. Parliamentary data
as part of EBP in this new environment is clearly
vital.

This chapter explores the implications of a digi-
tal strategy within a parliament as part of broader
parliamentary strategy planning. The role of digital
transformation in parliamentary procedures and
functions and the need for organisational transfor-
mation are also investigated. The chapter endorses
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a set of applicable digital technologies for digital
transformative parliaments and their role in EBP
adoption. It aims to formulate a proposal that works
towards synthesis in an operational parliamentary
environment.

DIGITAL STRATEGY

In the digital era, social media is a challenge for
modern governance (Schefbeck, Spiliotopoulos, &
Risse, 2012; Spiliotopoulos, Schefbeck, & Koryzis,
2013). Most parliaments issue strategic plans or ad
hoc operational plans, but only a few have come up
with a digital strategy that fundamentally transforms
parliamentary functions. The question remains
whether users need additional applications, tools,
and ad hoc services, and whether these would work
better than non-digital alternatives. Social media
allows the direct involvement of citizens in parlia-
mentary functions, facilitating societal collabo-
ration. As a result, qualitative research is required
to evaluate which parliamentary tools, services,
and applications are required and used (Theiner,
Schefbeck, & Koryzis, 2018).

Engaging all users, actors, and stakeholders in
the parliamentary decision-making processes is the
aim of a digital strategy. Modern parliaments have
the chance to become constitutional networks of
collaboration through the use of digital technolo-
gies (Mencarelli, 2021). Mencarelli (2021) addresses
the need for a digital strategy that works towards
a balanced hybridisation of physical and virtual
attendance of parliamentary users (Members of
Parliament, scientific advisors, citizens, lobbyists,
businesses, scientists, experts) in all parliamentary
activities and tasks.

Koryzis et al. (2021) proposes an integrated
parliamentary digital strategy, digitalisation of
parliamentary operations, enabling digital transfor-
mation and the use of digital emerging technolo-
gies in the parliamentary context as the four main
pillars of a parliamentary transformation frame-
work. The digital strategy contains the organisa-
tion’s vision, values, scope, and goals, with a clear
definition of digitalisation in the parliamentary
context (e.g., openness, transparency, account-
ability, and societal representation). However, only
a few parliamentary strategic plans encapsulate a
concrete digital strategy that takes in societal dig-
italisation already in progress (Koryzis et al., 2021).
Parliamentary digital transformation of the legis-
lative function could be seen as part of an overall
strategy, with its main action plan closely depen-
dent on parliamentary data. The aim should be



a fully digital approach, involving stakeholders
in the main stages of the policymaking process
(Koryzis et al., 2020), bringing together human
activities and digital features in a hybrid environ-
ment. Parliamentary information and communica-
tions technology (ICT) systems could be updated,
based on a digital strategy, with the digitalisa-
tion of parliamentary functions being part of an
e-legislation roadmap that includes parliamentary
business procedures. In this strategy, there is a need
for the identification and planning of digitalisation
actions with suitable digital technologies. This
could be achieved by upgrading existing parlia-
mentary technology systems and developing new
ones, together with tools and applications that link
bureaucratic activities and electronic/automated
legislative processes.

The introduction of innovative ICT actions, digital
tools, and approaches through the formulation of a
digital strategy is often combined with a transforma-
tion of the whole organisation, resulting in improved
operational performance (Hess et al., 2016).

DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION
The digital transformation of society has begun
to transform the organisational culture of public
organisations such as parliaments. This transfor-
mation is affected by changes in the way the global
economy functions, the social inclusion challenges
that governments face, and the way in which
democracies operate. As a response to all these
factors, governments have gained a new-found
appreciation for the growing importance of the
value of data (Ubaldi, Van Ooijen, & Welby, 2019).
Digital transformation is not just about introduc-
ing digital technologies and applications; it also
requires a transformation of the organisational cul-
ture. This presents a challenge for parliaments, as
there are barriers that hamper this change: culture,
complexity, traditional ways of thinking, resources,
leadership, and strategy (Tangi et al., 2020; Koryzis
et al., 2021). Based on publicly available research
results, it is apparent that government institu-
tions and public authorities, such as parliaments,
are trying to understand the fast-changing digital
world, but most governmental organisations lack a
strategy to achieve digital transformation (Eggers &
Bellman, 2015) owing to the barriers already men-
tioned. As Theiner, Schefbeck and Koryzis (2018)
note, parliaments in Western Europe and the Baltic
states are active in the adoption of digital technolo-
gies, but this is less the case in the UK. The countries
of Eastern and Southern Europe are least engaged

with citizens online, with the exceptions of Malta,
Slovenia, and Croatia.

It is clear that digitalisation mostly transforms
organisational processes relating to people, data, and
systems. Nevertheless, there is still a limited consen-
sus on how digital transformation tools, trends, and
technologies can be used efficiently and effectively in
parliaments. It is evident that by creating new organ-
isational values, integrating digital technologies and
organisational operations (Matt, Hess, & Benlian,
2015), a digital transformation strategy affects the
entire organisation for which it is designed. Digital
transformation depends on continuous organisa-
tional change and disruption (Vial, 2019).

EVIDENCE-BASED POLICYMAKING

Public sector organisations often fail to handle their
Business Intelligence (Bl) systems and the knowl-
edge derived from their activities efficiently and
effectively, so there is clearly a need to improve
evidence-based management in governance (Sapp,
Mazzuchi, & Sarkani, 2014). Literature relating to
public-sector reform focuses on EBP (Sanderson,
2002; Marston & Watts, 2003; Curry, 2014; Head,
2016), but very few scholars link digital strategy with
EBP.

The term ‘evidence’ has many applications, and
is mostly used to relate to random control trials
and ‘natural experiments’ as observational studies
that assess the impacts of policies. Findings can be
used in policy formulation and policy evaluation or
in transferable lessons. They can be synthesised in
a broader framework that includes terms such as
‘informed decision-making’, ‘learning from the mis-
takes of others’, and the more recent ‘qualitative
feedback’ from citizens, which open the way both
to policy change and the ‘collaborative co-design’
of services (Rutter, 2012). Collaboration, coopera-
tion, and co-design can also help to find solutions
to complex problems, using participatory design,
design thinking, and public sector innovation
(Blomkamp, 2018).

Head (2016) distinguishes between phrases such
as ‘problem definition or agenda setting’, ‘data anal-
ysis’, ‘policy design or policy formulation’, ‘policy
adoption’, ‘policy implementation’, and ‘programme
review or policy evaluation’, in all of which digital
tools may be used by users/stakeholders.

The core assumption of EBP is that policy action
by government or parliament is based on ‘sound
evidence' garnered through social research and
evaluation, extracted from users, actors, and stake-
holdersinthe policymaking cycle (Sanderson, 2002),
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addressing real-life problems based on data evi-
dence (Majcen, 2017), and including rational analy-
sis (Sutcliffe & Court, 2005) and the manner in which
evidence is included in bureaucratic organisations
and their functions (Blaser Mapitsa, Ali, & Khumalo,
2020).

Evidence can be gathered successfully if all actors
are involved in the EBP processes. This engagement
requires pragmatism, combining scientific evidence
with policymaking principles, and the translation of
complex evidence into simple stories, something
that is common in legal processes (Cairney & Oliver,
2017) - although parliamentarians may be more
focused on political argumentation that is not based
on sound scientific evidence. There is also backup
from other stakeholders (e.g., scientific advisors,
political analysts), especially in terms of engage-
ment in media-framed debates (Head, 2016). There
have been surprisingly few studies of how such
information is utilised in policymaking (Hemsley-
Brown, 2004).

Based on these comments and on related liter-
ature (Cairney & Oliver, 2017), the following chal-
lenges can be formulated:

Considerable data analysis is required to create
useful scientific proof for policy-maker utilisation
and policy agenda influence.

e The proper use of ex ante and ex post implication
and impact assessment studies are needed during
the policymaking stages.

Scientific results and data have to be credible, as
policy solutions and scenarios are based on them.

A representative example of EBP is the European
Commission’s reliance on statistical information to
contribute to decision-making, with accurate infor-
mation or data at its heart. This assists in the devel-
opment of effective policies, but overall, there is a
lack of reliable data owing to the absence of strat-
egies, frameworks, and tools for data collection
(Mair et al., 2019). The Knowledge for Policy (K4P)
pyramid shown in Figure 1 with links between data,
information, knowledge and wisdom, and respec-
tive users with their policymaking tools and appli-
cations, could be used as best practice.

It is also clear from the literature (Sutcliffe, 2005)
that:

* A wide spectrum of evidence is needed to support
policy, not just research.

* Quality, credibility, relevance, and policy cost key
factors.
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FIGURE 1: K4P linked knowledge pyramid
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« Evidence is required for several stages of the poli-
cy cycle.

e Time constraints may affect the mechanisms
available to mobilise evidence, since urgent issues
require different approaches than those related to
strategic policy directions.

According to recent research for the UK Parliament
(Rose et al., 2020), four factors control the use of
evidence-based research: credibility, timing, acces-
sibility, and relevance.

To sum up, it is crucial to use evidence in legis-
lative policymaking, but is not yet clear how this
affects all the policymaking stages in the parlia-
mentary cycle (Crewe, 2017; Nutley et al., 2019;
Rose et al., 2020), although the efficient use of
parliamentary information — after data acquisition,
integration, and exploitation — could be transformed
into a knowledge depot for parliamentary stake-
holders (Granickas, 2013). There are several diffi-
culties encountered when using evidence-based
information (Munyoro, 2019). In some cases, the
information given cannot be understood, whether
this is caused by jargon, unsuitable data, outdated
information, complicated legal wording, or puzzling
statistics (Fitsilis, Koryzis, & Schefbeck, 2022). This
may be the result of a lack of resources or research-
ers with relevant experience in the parliamentary
research department.

Based on this, a digital strategy for parliamentary
digital transformation could be the driver for the
adoption of evidence-based policies, as presented
in Figure 2.

CONCLUSION
Parliaments could adopt digital transforma-
tion strategies as part of a broader strategic plan,



FIGURE 2: Digital strategy for evidence-based
policymaking
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incorporating novel digital technologies into their
working procedures and improving their outdated
bureaucratic parliamentary organisational tasks.
Parliaments need a digital strategy with concrete
actions in order to create digital parliaments with
organisational functions that set them on a digital
transformation path, addressing new values for all
parliamentary procedures, people, and systems.
Using the K4P model, the role of parliamentary data
as an integral part of the EBP process is crucial. The
use of Bl for policymaking should be the ultimate
goal of a strategy that aims to transform data into
parliamentary knowledge.
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