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Abstract (150-250 words) Policy analysis is a key capability for modern policymaking 

bureaucracies. As public policymakers grapple with increasingly complex issues, their need for 

systematic evaluation of evidence from a range of sources and sound assessment of policy 

alternative grows. The authors of this chapter examine the nature of policy analysis within the 

Indonesian bureaucracy, exploring the role and functions of policy analysis units in synthesizing 

and translating knowledge and the challenges they face in producing relevant, quality and timely 

policy analysis in response to policymakers’ information needs. In addition to departmental 

research and development units (Balitbang) and internal ‘think tank’ such as the Ministry of 

National Development Planning’s Centre for Policy Analysis, the chapter considers other ways in 

which policy analysis is undertaken in the public sector. An important step toward the 

professionalization of policy analysis has been creation of a new functional position of ‘policy 

analyst’ in the Ministerial Decree of Administrative and Bureaucracy Reform in 2013 and Law on 

Civil Service of 2014. The chapter reflects on the motivations underlying this development and its 

implications for evidence-informed policymaking. 
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1. Introduction 
 

There are three main groups of actors that give life to a knowledge sector. The policy makers who 

demand and make use of knowledge and evidence to inform policy decisions and whom we focus 

in Chap. 6. There are the knowledge producers such as universities, think tanks, government 

analysis units, and data analytics providers who generate and communicate various types of 

evidence to inform the policy process (See Chapt. 1, Chapt. 2, and Chapt. 6). While these groups 

of actors, with different strengths and capabilities, exist in any knowledge sector, the linkages 

between knowledge producers and policy makers cannot be taken for granted because, as 

Lundquist (2009) notes, they are inherently loosely coupled and serendipitous. 

 

The third group of actors who play a vital role in a knowledge sector are intermediaries, individuals 

or organizations who act as facilitators of communication, synthesis and collaboration between 

knowledge produces and policy makers (Guston, 2001). 

 

This chapter is about this group of actors and the role they play in knowledge to policy processes 

in Indonesia. Our focus is on knowledge intermediaries within the government bureaucracy.  The 

reason for this is that other parts of the book touch upon the role of intermediaries outside of 

government institutions. Chapt. 2, for example, focuses on policy research organisations and think 

tanks which can also play an intermediary role. Chapt. 4 describes the unique role that researchers 

and activists in Indonesia now have in the policy making process when they join the bureaucracy 

as senior advisors, acting therefor also as intermediaries. In this chapter we focus on individual 

and units within the bureaucracy because of the considerable efforts and investments that the 

Government of Indonesia has during the last five years to strengthen its policy research and policy 

analysis. The passing on the Law No. 5/2014 on the Indonesian Civil Service is particularly 

significant in this respect. The Law marked the end of four years of intense and difficult political 

negotiations and is a key step forward in the direction of modernizing the bureaucracy and to 

‘transform the Indonesian civil service into a world-class government administration more 

prepared to face challenges as the Asian Century looms’ (Effendi 2014). One of the key measures 

introduced by the Law on which we focus in Sect. 3 of this chapter is the role of Policy Analysts 

(or Jabatan Fungsional Analis Kebijakan). 

 

1.1 Evidence-informed policymaking and knowledge intermediation 

 

Davies (2012) describes the objective of evidence-informed policy making as being quite straight 

forward: ‘to help policymakers make better decisions, and achieve better outcomes, by using 

existing evidence more effectively, and undertaking new research, evaluation and analysis where 

knowledge about effective policy initiatives and policy implementation is lacking.’ (p. 41). The 

translation into practice to this objective is not as straight forward, however. For Davies some of 

the key challenges are (ibid.): 1) Evidence by itself does not tell users what to do although it 

provides a basis upon which policy-makers can form a judgment; 2) Researchers and policymakers 

often have different notions of the time it takes to generate sound evidence and what constitute 

sound evidence; 3) Evidence is only one of the many factors that contribute to a policy decisions 

which are influenced or informed also by politics and the beliefs, ideology, individual experience 

and expertise of policy makers. Milani (2005) underlines the political nature of policy decisions 

and argues that policy decisions are rarely the direct outcome of social science research, rather 
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they are the result of conflicting pressures by social actors entrepreneurs, social interest groups, 

political parties, and the media. 

 

Given these challenges, the objective of evidence-informed policy making is not to provide the 

absolute best evidence to policy makers, but, more realistically, to provide access to policy makers 

to the best available evidence at a certain point in time (Davies 2012). Knowledge intermediaries 

have a vital role to play here through analysis of policy options, synthesis of existing evidence, 

summarising research results, reach out to knowledge producers, bringing together actors to 

discuss and debate the existing evidence, etc. Roth (2003) describes them as acting as brokers who 

try to meet the needs of both knowledge producers and decision makers by enabling access to 

different types of types of evidence such as research-generated evidence, administrative data, 

statistics, data analytics, and citizen knowledge.  

 

The roots of the analysis of the role of knowledge intermediations in decision making processes 

lies in early studies of boundary organizations and the ability of these organisations to link science 

and policy in applied research settings (e.g., Guston 1999; Guston et al. 2000). In the evidence-

informed policy making space the analysis and research about the role of intermediary actors has 

allowed to better understand the subtle but important differences in the meaning of knowledge 

intermediation which depends on the degree of engagement of intermediary actors in the policy 

making processes (Fig 1.1). 

 

 

 
Fig. 3.1 From information intermediary to innovation broker (Reproduced from Fischer 2010) 

Fischer (ibid.) describes a range of intermediary roles which start (on the left in Fig. 1) from a 

relatively simple and narrow function of making information available to decision makers to a 

more substantial role of helping to transforming information into knowledge and work with policy 

makers to make sense of for a decision (the centre of Fig. 1), to a more complex role of knowledge 

brokers contributing explicitly the use of knowledge in policy decision as well as enabling changes 

in the policy decision making context high innovation (the right of Fig. 1).  

 

Shaxson and Bielak (2012) draw on Fisher (2010) to: 1) categorise the different knowledge 

function and roles in knowledge to policy processes; and 2) describe different modalities of 
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collaboration between knowledge intermediaries/brokers and policy makers which help to assess 

the degree of complexity of acknowledge sector and evidence-informed policy making system. 

Their argument is that the linear knowledge transfer or communication approach of evidence into 

policy is insufficient to capture the complex processes involved in making the best evidence 

available to policy makers. They then list a number of knowledge processes that occurs when 

informing policy decisions (ibid.): 

 

 Knowledge Management: the process of ensuring that knowledge is available by collecting 

and storing of different types of knowledge so that they can be accessed when needed, 

 Knowledge Transfer: a one-way process of sharing knowledge which is similar to a 

teacher-student relationship and can involve the mutual exploration of a policy issue or 

problem issue, 

 Knowledge Translation: the process of translating knowledge from one format to another 

so that the receiver can understand it, 

 Knowledge Exchange: a two-way process of sharing knowledge between different groups 

of people or networks,  

 Knowledge Brokering: a two-way exchange of knowledge about a policy issue or problem 

and which can foster collective learning,  

 Knowledge Mobilization: a two-way process that makes use of the existing stock of knowledge 

and co-creates new knowledge to contribute to foster policy change.  

 

Shaxson and Bielak (ibid.) then take these knowledge processes and merge them into Fischer’s 

(2010) illustration of the differences between intermediation and brokering to describe different 

degree of complexity of intermediation in policy processes which they cluster under the name of 

K* Framework (or K Star Framework) (Fig. 2.1).  
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Fig. 3.2 The K* Framework (Reproduced from Shaxson and Bielak 2012) 

Starting from the left, the information intermediaries support and enabling access to information 

from multiple sources directing policy actors to the sources of evidence. They do so by 

communicating the information to the policy makers. Knowledge translators take different sources 

of evidence and analyse them to understand the implications of the information and try to answer 

the “so what?” question. They act as translators because they communicate the findings of their 

analysis to policy makers not the original evidence. Knowledge brokers are individuals, teams or 

organisations that link up the source of information, with analysis and with the users trying to 

foster collaborations and co-production of analysis and knowledge between evidence producers 

and policy makers. The most advanced and articulated role is the one of innovation broker (right 

hand side) where individuals, teams or organisations actively seek to influence the policy context 

by establishing collaborations to co-create knowledge but by also facilitating innovation such as 

new solutions policy problems.  

 

The more articulated the role of intermediaries, the more articulated the process and systems to 

make use of evidence into policy processes. Moreover, knowledge intermediaries have a crucial 

role in creating demand for information, analysis and evidence contributing therefore to generating 

or strengthening a culture of information and evidence use for (policy) decision making (Fisher 

2010).  

 

The effectiveness of the role that knowledge intermediaries and brokers play depends upon two 

crucial factors. The first is the enabling environment, that is to say the set of rules and regulations 

that legitimise their role within the bureaucracy and provide them with the resources and support 

required to perform their responsibilities. The second factor, as noted by Mark Considine, Dean of 

the School of Government at the University of Melbourne, is for knowledge intermediaries to be 

equipped with a mix of strong policy analysis, data gathering, and interpretation of trends skills as 

well as soft skill such as interaction with different stakeholders and a good understanding of where 

stakeholders are coming from, how do their current agenda relate to the social or economic 

situation they face, or the way they have tried to solve problems in the past (Pellini 2017). Policy 

analysis skills are particularly critical in a modern bureaucracy. For MacRae (1991), without policy 

analysis produced by intermediaries, research-based evidence would be used less for policy choice 

and relatively more for pre-decision enlightenment.  

 

In this section we made the case about the importance of knowledge intermediation (and 

brokering) in policy processes. We have showed that there are different degrees of engagement 

that characterise the role of intermediaries in the policy process. We have showed that 

intermediaries can be individuals and organizations inside and outside government. They are 

neither policy-makers nor researchers, but share a commitment to producing policy-relevant data, 

research or analysis Lindquist (2001). 

 

The degree to which a bureaucracy has developed its capabilities from the simple intermediation 

of information and to knowledge intermediation and brokering is an indicators of the maturity of 

the bureaucracy because of the recognition of the systems and capabilities required to provide 

policy makers with the best available evidence when the time to make a policy decision comes.  
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In the next section we turn to Indonesia and the experience of the partners of the Knowledge Sector 

Initiative and describe the evolution of the intermediation of evidence and policy analysis in policy 

making. We review the experience of the Balitbangs (i.e., Ministerial Research Units) in ministries 

and local governments which have been established for more than forty years in some cases but 

overall have struggled to perform as strong intermediaries. In section three we discuss the most 

recent reform undertaken by the Government of Indonesia through the passing on 14th June 2014 

of the Law No. 5/2014 on the Indonesian Civil Service and the establishment of the role of Policy 

Analysts through the enactment of Ministerial Regulation of Administrative and Bureaucracy 

Reform No. 45/2013 on Functional Position of Policy Analyst. In section four we draw our 

conclusions.  

 

2. Knowledge Intermediation and Policy Analysis in Indonesia  
 

General Soeharto's highly centralized government ruled Indonesia for 31 years from the ousting 

of President Sukarno in 1967 until Soeharto’s resignation in 1998. As a centralised and 

authoritarian form of government, the policy cycle was controlled by the centre (see Jackson and 

Pye 1978, Crouch 1979, King 1982, Emmerson 2001, Shiraishi 2006). Public policies were 

designed and decided by government actors very little if at all public participation in discussion 

around public policy formulation from citizen civil society, non-government actors, or the private 

sector (MacIntyre 1988). 

 

The institutional set-up of Suharto’s New Order government restricted the flow of information 

within the bureaucracy to top-down lines of control and encouraged senior officials to grow their 

sphere of influence through personal skills, wealth and connections. This arrangement enabled 

President Suharto to accumulate and distribute rents and maintain political order. Decisions were 

taken by policy-makers in Jakarta, and implemented by local governments which had little or no 

formal autonomy (Ajoy et al. 2017). New Order authoritarianism suppressed critical thinking and 

shut down spaces for policy contestation, although it encouraged technocratic input to policies. 

Political intervention in the bureaucracy was commonplace with for instance, promotion criteria 

usually based on the approval of bureaucratic superiors rather than on merit. In addition, an 

unattractive compensation and benefit system contributed to the poor performance of government 

officials (Tjiptoherijanto, 2007). As a result, it was argued that the quality of Indonesian 

bureaucracy was among the worst in the world with the defintion of very poor development 

indicators (Gie, 2003).  

 

The resignation of President Suharto came in May 1998 under pressure from civil unrest and 

following 12 months of severe economic crisis due to the Asian financial crisis (Lloyd and Smith 

2001, Greene 2005). The resignation led to a rapid transition to democratic governance, called 

Reformasi, which was rolled over a number of presidents—namely Habibie, Wahid, and Megawati 

(Shiraishi, 2014). The Reformasi brought very significant changes in the political Indonesian 

landscape. President Habibie presided over the first multi-party general election in three decades 

which took place in June 1999. In the same year he also launched the drafting of a new law on 

regional autonomy aimed at devolving considerable power to local governments on policy 

decision-making, budget allocation, and greater control over local resources and activities 

(Pratikno 2003; Lay 2003, Green 2005). Law 22/1999 on Local Government and Law 25/1999 on 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sukarno
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Fiscal Balance between Central and Local Government were passed in 1999, implemented in 

January 2001 and revised in 2004 through the passing of Laws 32 and 33, and more recently 

through Law 23/2014 on Local Government. Law 22/1999 and 23/1999 transferred powers and 

financing to the regions in all sectors except those deemed to be the exclusive jurisdiction of the 

central government (foreign affairs, judicial affairs, monetary matters, and religious affairs). 

Around one third of the national budget and 3 million civil servants were transferred to local 

governments. The budget figures remain about the same today, even though the number of 

subnational civil servants have increased (Ajoy et al. 2017). For Green (2005), the implementation 

of the decentralization reforms started without a well-developed transition or implementation plan 

and with very little capacity among local governments to take on the new responsibilities (Dixon 

and Hakim 2009).  
 

These are significant political and institutional changes because they all bring with them the 

opportunity for more demand for evidence. Truly democratic elections open the door to the 

demand from citizen to elected officials to demonstrate that public policies at both national and 

local level work.  

 

In the most recent years, President Joko Widodo (known as Jokowi), who was elected president in 

2014, has attempted to follow through the election promise to continue and accelerate the reform 

and modernisation of the bureaucracy which involves also the development of stronger system for 

demand and use of evidence. For example, in 2016 President Jokowi instructed the Minister of 

Home Affairs to annul thousands of Local Regulations (or Peraturan Daerah) that were not 

effective or duplicating each other (Kuwado 2016).  

 

This call for more evidence is not new but has been renewed under the administration of President 

Jokowi and his demand to develop processes and system within the administration/bureaucracy to 

demonstrate results of public policies, programmes, and in the use of the state budget. Balitbangs 

(or Ministerial Research Units. See Sect. 2.1) have been in place since 1969 but have not been 

very effective in informing policy decisions. According to Cislowski and Purwadi (2010), 

Balitbangs are not the only units within ministries that conduct research. Other units may procure 

research from universities or conduit their own research. This can create some overlaps in terms 

of production and synthesis of research and other types of evidence within ministries. More 

recently, the Law No. 5/2014 on the Indonesian Civil Service aims at modernising the Indonesian 

bureaucracy on principles of meritocracy as well as the establishment of the role of policy analysts. 

Another example, is Law No. 23/2014 on Local Governments, which mentioned in the previous 

page, and which establishes the Balitbangda (or Research and Development Units) in local 

governments which have the mandate to assist in policy decisions at the local level. Several 

ministries Ministry for National Development Planning/National Development Planning Agency 

(Bappenas), Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Education and Culture) have established over the last 

few years quick response units to provide ministers with fast and succinct policy analysis and 

policy advice.  

 

It has been 19 years since the resignation of president Soeharto and 16 years since the start of the 

decentralization reform. From the point of view of the demand for evidence by elected and non-

elected leaders within government at national, provincial, and district levels who determine the 

various policy priorities for Indonesia and are also instrumental in approving budget allocations 

and regulations affecting the knowledge suppliers, Karetji (2010) argues that they part of the 
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transition that Indonesia is undergoing from a recent past of low accountability and top-down 

decision making (ie, Soeharto regime), to today’s decentralised governance environment, 

accountable to the centre and to local patrons with a limited but growing demand for evidence, to 

a future scenario characterised by solid democratic rule, democratic decentralisation, leadership 

performance with the main line of accountability genuinely towards citizens, and government 

organisation actively demanding for different types of evidence from internal and external sources. 

This means that central government organisations require (and will require more and more) data 

and analysis oriented towards supporting macro level policy making. Local government, on the 

other hand, will require an increasing degree of data and locally relevant analysis as input to social 

development interventions.  

 

We now turn to review some of the experiences in Indonesia with knowledge intermediation within 

the Indonesian bureaucracy before describing more in depth policy analysts. 

 

2.1. Knowledge production and intermediation within Government: the role and challenges 

of Balitbangs 

 

Every ministry in Indonesia has a Balitbang (or Ministerial Research Unit) which is responsible 

for the development of research plans and programs in their particular sector (See for example, 

Minister of Education and Culture Decree no. 36/2010 and the Minister of Health Decree no. 1144 

/2010). The research results can then be used to inform internal policy decisions or help to advance 

of knowledge in a specific sector. 

 

Balitbangs have been in place for quite some time. For example, the Balitbang at the Ministry of 

Education and Culture and the Ministry of Health (both of which we refer in this section) were 

established in 1969 and 1975 respectively. Balitbangs are fairly large organizations. The Balitbang 

at the Ministry of Education and Culture consists of a total of 1,166 staff in Jakarta and in the 

regional offices. The one at the Ministry of Health has about 420 staff in Jakarta (Cislowski and 

Purwadi 2010). They are organized in research centers which can have a thematic focus. For 

example at the Ministry of Education there is the Policy Research Centre (Puslitjak (Pusat 

Penelitian Kebijakan - Puslit), the Curriculum and Book Center, and the Educational Assessment 

Centre. 

 

At the local level, the Balitbangs are one of the local government units (or Satuan Kerja 

Pemerintah Daerah – SKPDs) and are located at provincial and district level. Similarly to the 

ministerial Balitbangs, local level Balitbangs assist the district head and the line agencies with 

research and analysis to inform local policy decisions.  

 

Cislowski and Purwadi (2010) in their analysis of the ministerial Balitbangs in education and 

health found that the budget allocation to the Balitbangs were increasing, but remained a very 

small percentage of the ministry budget. Fro example, the education Balitbangs saw its budget 

increase from 1,59 percent of the total ministry budget in 2009 to 2,22 percent in 2011. That 

corresponded to 1.232.000.000 IDR for 2011 which equals approximately to 135.800 USD 1 (or 

323 USD per staff for that years). Not much considering that the Ministry of Education is one of 

                                                           
1 Exchange rate on 31/12/2011 1 USD = 9.070 IDR. See http://www.exchange-rates.org/Rate/USD/IDR/12-31-2011 
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the largest recipients from the state budget.2 The allocation to the Balitbangs at the Ministry of 

Health was 1.95 percent in 2009 of the ministry budget and fell to 1,07 percent in 2011, though it 

grew in volume to 540.041.000 IDR which was approximately 59.540 USD3 for that year, or 51 

USD per year for each staff (ibid.). The limited availability of budget for Balitbangs is also evident 

at the local level. Here is an example from a Balitbang in a district in the province of East Java.4 

The Balitbang has 27 staff. In 2016, the Balitbang received around 1.000.000.000 IDR (approx. 

74.850 USD)5 which was allocated to the work of the secretariat and the four unit of the Balitbang. 

Each division consists of three sub-divisions for a total of 12 sub-divisions in the Balitbang. Of 

the total budget, the secretariat received 500 millions (approx. 37.0000 USD) for salaries and other 

operational costs. Each division received 125 millions (approx. 9.350 USD) which resulted in each 

sub-division having to manage for a year with 35 million rupiahs (approx. 2.620 USD).  

 

2.1.1. Challenges of Balitbangs 

 

The figures we show above highlight a critical problem for the Balitbang: funding. The data we 

have shown that the budget allocation is too small to produce and communicate high quality 

research that a ministry and the government at large can use to inform policy decisions. It makes 

it also difficult to attract qualified staff as salaries are not competitive and are pegged to the civil 

servants remuneration framework. Between 26 and 31 per cent of the staff in the two Balitbangs 

have less than an undergraduate degree. Forty-three to 44 per cent have an undergraduate degree. 

The remaining 23 to 29 percent have postgraduate degrees, mainly masters (Cislowski and 

Purwadi 2010).  

 

There are other problems as well which have contributed to the very limited influence of 

Balitbangs in evidence-based policy processes. 

 

A mix of regulatory barriers and established practices contribute to hinder the capability of 

ministries and local governments to strengthen the role of Balitbangs. The rigid one-year budget 

cycle which impedes the conduct multi-years research and studies (See Chapt. 1). The vested 

interests of various agencies and individuals commissioning their own research; the long standing 

work practices about the use of allowances in a context where salaries are very low and which 

create powerful disincentives for change; development partners tend to work directly with 

directorates within ministries, thus bypassing the Balitbangs. The absence of a grand strategy 

within ministries that clearly describes the evidence needs and the resources available to produce 

and procure, with the help to Balitbangs, that evidence. The separation between functional staff 

(i.e., specialists) and structural staff (i.e., administrative staff) staff. The complexity and ambiguity 

of the Decree on procurement which results in Balitbangs not knowing whether they can procure 

research from universities and think tanks (See Chapt. 7) (Cislowski and Purwadi 2010, Sherlock 

2010).  

 

                                                           
2 At number seven, after Public Works and Housing, Defense, Police, Health, Religious Affairs (Negara 2016).  
3 Exchange rate on 31/12/2011 1 USD = 9.070 IDR. See http://www.exchange-rates.org/Rate/USD/IDR/12-31-2011 
4 Name of the district withheld 
5 Average exchange rate in 2016 1 USD = 13.360 IDR. Available at http://www.exchangerates.org.uk/USD-IDR-

exchange-rate-history.html 
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To conclude, if we take the K* Framework in Figure 3.2, Balitbangs are mainly as information 

intermediaries. They are better positioned, compared to for example external think tanks, to link 

to policy formulation and implementation processes as well as decision makers and senior policy 

makers in ministries and local government. However they struggle. The capacity and resources to 

conduct high quality research and inform policy are not there which poses the question as to 

whether Balitbangs are necessary at all or some other type of organisation or role are required to 

provide the research evidence and policy analysis needed by policy makers.             

 

2.2. Experimenting with the government think tank model  

 

Government think tanks are an alternative model for providing governments with evidence and 

analysis. Being embedded in the government structure brings several benefits such as a strong 

understanding of government programs and priorities which helps to tailor advice to actual policy 

needs, and an ability to coordinate across government departments (Mackenzie et al. 2015). Given 

the structural problems that Balitbangs face, the Indonesian government has been looking into this 

option for some years now.  

 

When President Jokowi announced his first cabinet on 26 October 2014, he used the opportunity 

to describe his cabinet as a ‘working cabinet’ and to make certain structural changes, including the 

movement of the Minister of the National Development Planning Agency (Bappenas) out from 

under the Coordinating Ministry of Economic Affairs to report directly to the President and take 

on the role of a national ‘think tank’. 

 

This followed other attempts to bring into the government a think tank function that different 

president have perceived their cabinet was missing. For example, in December 2009, at the 

beginning of his second term, President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono established the President’s 

Delivery Unit of Development Monitoring and Oversight, known as UKP4 (Unit Kerja Presiden 

Bidang Pengawasan dan Pengendalian). This was a sign at that time that for the President 

Yudhoyono Bappenas was not doing its job of oversight and general evaluation. UKP4, sitting 

directly under the President, was seen as more powerful and well positioned to provide both timely 

feedback on outcomes and forward-looking strategic advice.  

 

The decisions to bring Bappenas directly under President Jokowi office is a sign of wanting to 

strengthen the role of Bappenas. Whether Bappenas is able it perform this new think tank roles, in 

additional to its possibilities with planning and to some extent budget allocation, is to be seen.  

What we have been able to see is that internally there have been attempt to develop a think tank-

type units to better coordinate the research, analysis and monitoring of development plans which 

Bappenas is mandated to do. 

 

The Policy Analysis Unit was established in late 2010 as a pilot to support Bappenas in producing 

quick turnaround policy products to support Indonesia’s role in national, regional and international 

development forums. The establishment of the Policy Analysis Unit was supported with funding 

and technical assistance through by a programme funded by the Australian Government 

Development Agency, AusAID, from 2011 to mid 2013.6 In 2012, the Policy Analysis Unit was 

                                                           
6 The Knowledge Sector Initiative began to develop a working relationship with the Policy Analysis Team on 1 July 

2013 with the transition of the contractual support to the Knowledge Sector Initiative. 
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re-named Policy Analysis Team with an executive secretary to manage the coordination, 

communication and productions of policy products. This was done to allow for greater ownership 

of the role of the Policy Analysis Team across the different working units in Bappenas. The support 

continued when the Knowledge Sector Initiative, the joint programme between the governments 

of Indonesia and Australia that seeks to improve the lives of the Indonesian people through better 

quality public policies that make better use of research, analysis and evidence, started in May 2013. 

An internal re-organisation in Bappenas resulted in the end of 2014 in the Policy Analysis Team 

to be renamed using the bahasa Indonesia wording, Tim Analisis Kebijakan, under a new executive 

secretary. The fourth iteration of the unit has occurred in early 2016 when the new Minister of 

Bappenas, Sofyan Djalil, establishment the Pusat Analisis Kebijakan (or Center for Policy 

Analysis) as a structural unit in Bappenas which received a budget allocation is headed by an 

echelon 2 and reports directly to the Minister.  
 

The Pusat Analisis Kebijakan is a beginning of think tank function within Bappenas and a step in 

the direction of Bappenas as a national think tank. It is an opportunity but there are capability 

challenges. The Pusat Analisis Kebijakan has a clear intermediary function within Bappenas which 

seems to be going further than a simple information intermediary. The team provides briefs to 

senior officials which show that they can act as knowledge translators, using the K* Framework 

(See Fig. 3.2). They engage with a number of external research institutes and universities which 

whom they collaborate to policy cross-cutting analysis which is packaged into accessible 

knowledge products (memos, policy briefs, position papers, etc.) which are submitted to the 

Minister of Bappenas and the Executive Office of the President (Kantor Staf Presiden – KSP). The 

Pusat Analisis Kebijakan acts in this case as a knowledge translator. The challenge for TAK is the 

fact that beside a small core team of full time staff (or structural positions), the team is formed by 

functional staff engaged on a voluntary basis from across Bappenas which limits continuity. A 

second problem is the absence of a strong internal management process for managing and 

monitoring research activities which has resulted in delays and insufficent quality assurance of the 

final research outputs. A third problem is the still unclear selection criteria for the collaboration 

with of research partners which does not seem to be based yet to be based on organsiational and 

research capacity (Utama 2017).  

 

 

3. Policy Analysts as Professional Knowledge Brokers within Government  
 

The passing of Law No. 5/2014 on the Indonesian Civil Service has marked a significant step in 

the direction of modernising the Indonesian civil service and bureaucracy to the need of a modern 

economy and policy making. The Law includes provisions a stronger policy analysis function 

within the Indonesian bureaucracy and which Article 44 of the Law assign to the National Institute 

of Public Administration (Lembaga Administrasi Negara - LAN). The main responsibilities and 

the policy analysts are described in the Ministerial Regulation of Administrative and Bureaucracy 

Reform No. 45/2013 on Functional Position of Policy Analysts, and comprise: the identification 

of policy problems, forecasting, develop policy recommendations, and monitor and evaluate 

policies (Fatonie 2017). Two government organisations are assigned the responsibility of policy 

analysts.  The Ministry of State Administrative and Bureaucracy Reform (Kementerian 

Pendayagunaan Aparatur Negara dan Reformasi Birokrasi - KemenPANRB) issued a decree that 

establishes the policy analysis as a functional position in the civil service and defines the modalities 
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for the recruitment of policy analysts from within the bureaucracy. The National Institute of Public 

Administration (Lembaga Administrasi Negara - LAN) is mandated to design and provide the 

trainings and accreditation for the policy analysts. The target set by the government is to have at 

least 6,000 trained and accredited policy analysts by 2019 at national and subnational level 

(informant 2016). The full number of policy analysts within is expected to be close to 200,000 

across the bureaucracy (informant 2015). 

As noted by Fatonie (2017), policy analysts can play a key knowledge intermediation role between 

knowledge producers in universities, Balitbangs, or think tanks and policy makers and civil 

servants which up until now was missing in Indonesia. The role of policy analyst becomes 

important in each phase of policy cycle7 and one of the expected outcomes form the insertion of 

policy analysis in government organisations is that more evidence is used to inform policy 

decisions through closer involvement in policy making through problems identification, 

forecasting, providing policy recommendations, analysis of policy outcomes and the assessment 

or evaluation of policy performances as shown on the right end column in Fig 3.3 (Dunn 2004, 

Fatonie 2017). 
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Fig 3.3 The role of policy analysts and the types of evidence they can generate to inform the policy process 

(Reproduced from Kumorotomo 2013). 

 

Following Fig. 3.3, the evidence produced by policy analysts can help to understand the nature 

and political economy of policy problems, the expected outcomes of different policy options, 

provide criteria to compare the different policy options and alternatives. While policies are being 

tested and implemented policy analysts can produce assess the outcomes and impact of policies 

and programmes. To provide these inputs the policy analysts will be required to know where to 

find the data, analyse the data into evidence which is then synthetized and communicated to policy 

makers (See Fig. 3.4). As a minimum they may have the role of information intermediaries, but 

hopefully with time they can become more involved in policy making processes and taking up the 

role of knowledge brokers (See Fig. 3.2).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Fig. 3.4. The knowledge translation process (Reproduced from Kumorotomo 2013). 

 

To do good policy analysis requires skills. Since 2015, the National Institute of Public 

Administration (Lembaga Administrasi Negara - LAN) has trained and certified about 100 civil 

servants from ministries and local governments (e.g. from the Ministry of Communication and 

Information (Kominfo), the Secretariat General of the Indonesian House of Representatives 

(Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat Daerah, DPR), the National Resilience Agency (Lembaga Ketahanan 

Nasional, Lemhanas), the Ministry of Home Affairs, and from local governments) as policy 

analysts. There are two types of application and certification processes for policy analysts. The 

first is through a competency test for junior civil servants. The second is through job transfer or 

promotion (also called inpassing) for middle to senior civil servants. 

 

The target of 6,000 policy analysts by 2019 is very ambitious and will also test the capacity of the 

National Institute of Public Administration (Lembaga Administrasi Negara - LAN) to prepare this 

new cadre of civil servants. To realise this plan, the National Institute of Public Administration 

has established collaboration with some of the best universities (i.e., University of Gadjah Mada, 

University of Diponegoro, and University of Indonesia) to conduct the trainings for policy analysts 

as well. The training programme set up by the National Institute of Public Administration 

(Lembaga Administrasi Negara - LAN) lasts for three weeks and it involves classroom-style of 

teaching provided by staff of the National Institute of Public Administration (Lembaga 

Administrasi Negara - LAN) as well as academics. 
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3.1. Opportunities and challenges for the Policy Analysts 

 

We have seen in Section 1.1 that the role of knowledge intermediaries can have different degrees 

of complexity and sophistication depending on the enabling environment to perform their role. 

There is therefore scope for experimentation of different degree of complexity in the role of policy 

analysis if the following challenge can be overcome.   

 

In June 2016, Ministry of State Administrative and Bureaucracy Reform (Kementerian 

Pendayagunaan Aparatur Negara dan Reformasi Birokrasi, KemenPANRB) issues a decree that 

regulates the job grading (or kelas jabatan) of the policy analysts and organise them into four 

levels: beginner, junior, middle and senior policy analysts. The position of policy analyst is a 

functional position (Jabatan Fungsional Analis Kebijakan_JFAK) and the four levels determine 

the remuneration level and additional incentives for the role. Being a functional position carries 

the risk of overlapping with the tasks and role of other functional positions, which are basically 

advisory roles (e.g. Expert staff or staf ahli). As a result, there are still some open questions about 

the differences between the role of a policy analyst, a development planner in Bappenas, and a 

researcher working, for example, in ministerial Balitbang. All three perform to various degree 

research and analysis and can be asked to produce a research synthesis or a policy brief. These 

overlaps need to be resolved because they carry the risk of limiting the added value to policy 

processes that policy analysis can bring. Without a clear distinction of roles, skills and 

responsibilities, policy analysis can be relegated to a secondary role which will not attract 

candidates.  

 

The second option assumes that policy analysts are posted in a specific unit and they are dedicated 

to any local Dinas. They can work collectively and can be assigned to serve any local agency 

which needs their expertise to give policy recommendation. Based on the model, a unit containing 

policy analysts can be established.  With this unit, a local government may need only 10-15 policy 

analysts who work collectively. However, the consequence of this model is that for quick policy 

recommendation cannot be delivered as soon as the first model. The limit number of policy analyst 

as well as the separate office may disturb the communication process between the policy makers 

and the policy analysts. 

 

The recruitment of policy analysts, particularly at senior level, may be a challenge. Junior policy 

analysis are nominated by the ministry or agency where they work. They then receive the training 

that will equip them the technical and policy competences they need. With senior civil servants 

the recruitment as policy analysts may be more challenging as senior officials who are in a 

structural position may be reluctant to leave their role where they can exert some authority for a 

functional role as policy analyst which is mainly advisory.  

 

The continuing development of a culture of demand and use of evidence in policy making will be 

a key success factors for the role of policy analysts. Without a demand from policy makers and 

civil servants, the analysis of the analysts does not have a client. A demand culture of evidence in 

the bureaucracy is slowly growing, although policy decision are still made by policy makers based 

on perceptions or intuitions (Nur Rochmi 2015) and with a not string appetite for critical evidence 

that may contradict policy decisions (Karetji 2010).   
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4. Conclusions 
 

There have been various attempts to strengthen the knowledge intermediation function within 

government organisation in Indonesia over the last few decades. The results have been modest. 

The Balitbangs have not been able to move beyond a role of information intermediaries, and in 

response to this situation the Ministry of Administrative and Bureaucracy Reform (Kementerian 

Pendayagunaan Aparatur Negara dan Reformasi Birokrasi - KemenPANRB)) is conducting an 

assessment study to decide how to revitalise the role of Balitbangs or whether they should be 

dismantled. 

 

The strengthening of Bappenas’s role as the national think tank, and within Bappenas of the role 

of think tank units such as the Pusat Analisa Kebijakan, is work in progress which may require 

considerable structural reforms as well as organisation and research and analysis capacity. Politics 

will also play an important role in this regard. 

 

The establishment of the policy analyst position is a promising step forward to modernise the 

Indonesian bureaucracy and develop system for bringing more evidence and analysis into policy 

decisions. The training curriculum that the National Institute of Public Administration (Lembaga 

Administrasi Negara - LAN) has developed focuses on the analytical skills required by policy 

analysis and the knowledge of the policy cycle. With time is should also include a greater emphasis 

on the soft skills mentioned by Considine (See Sect 1.1 in the Introduction of this chapter) which 

are a required to interact with different stakeholders and understand the political economy of 

current policy agendas. 

 

The newly established policy analysts professional association, the Indonesian Policy Analyst 

Association (Asosiasi Analis Kebijakan Indonesia - AAKI) which has been established in 

September 2016 and which comprises at the moment 110 policy analysts in the ministries and local 

governments is a very promising initiative to strengthen the role and functions and visibility of the 

policy analysts. The objective of the Associations is to become a hub not only for policy analysts 

but also for other knowledge producers and intermediaries (e.g., in Balitbangs, policy analyst units 

in ministries, NGOs and CSOs, and research and development units in the private sector, 

universities and at the media) with a role in policy research and evidence-informed policy making 

and test collaborations.  

 

There is an opportunity, through the policy analysis, to develop the knowledge brokering function 

within government organisation described by Fisher (2010) and Shaxson and Bielak (2012). This 

will help strengthening the demand and use of evidence in the policy cycle in Indonesia and ensure 

the development of spaces where government organisation actively demand analysis and evidence 

(Karetji 2010) and internal and external stakeholders discuss what evidence already exists and 

what evidence is needed to help address policy priorities (Shaxson 2014).  

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ksi-indonesia.org/en/news/detail/indonesian-policy-analyst-association-improving-public-policy-reducing-state-budget-inefficiency
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