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Chapter 4:
Studies, 

syntheses and 
guidelines: 
Supply of 
evidence

•	 Many global-commission recommendations called for increasing data collection and sharing,  which are a foundation for data 
analytics as a form of evidence, but: 

	⚪ gave little attention to the problem of parsimony in what’s collected, the quality of the data and data analytics, and timeliness in 
sharing (with an exception in the Lancet Commission on high-quality health systems in the SDG era)

	⚪ appeared to assume that robust data analytics will be undertaken and then presented in ways that can inform decision-making 
and support accountability, including by being attentive to equity considerations

	⚪ didn’t clarify the types of questions that data analytics can best answer or the forms of evidence that can answer the other types 
of questions needed to make decisions

•	 Some of these global-commission recommendations called for specific actions related to increasing data collection and sharing, and 
to balancing the benefits and harms of using artificial intelligence (although not necessarily in the context of data analytics)

	⚪ e.g., harmonizing metrics, establishing monitoring systems, and sharing open-access data (Global commission on adaptation)
	⚪ e.g., establishing a global data-sharing platform (Global ocean commission and Global zero) and a global observatory that can 

support cross-national comparisons (High-level panel of experts on food security and nutrition and UCL–Lancet Commission on 
migration and health)

	⚪ e.g., regulating artificial intelligence (Global commission on the future of work) and ensuring it is designed in ways that enable 
actions to be explained and humans to be accountable for these actions (High-level panel on digital cooperation)

•	 When other forms of evidence were addressed, recommendations tended to call for increasing the flow of new evidence, such as 
new evaluations (G20 high-level independent panel on financing the global commons for pandemic preparedness and response), and 
not to call for

	⚪ improving the signal-to-noise ratio in the flow of such evidence
	⚪ better using the stock of existing evidence
	⚪ combining multiple forms of evidence 

•	 Some global commissions called for evaluations
	⚪ e.g., evaluating what works (Education commission; Global commission on adaptation; WHO-UNICEF-Lancet Commission on 

a future for the world’s children; Lancet Commission on high-quality health systems in the SDG era; Lancet Commission on 
adolescent health and well-being; and Lancet Commission on women and cardiovascular disease)

	⚪ e.g., evaluating impacts across multiple domains (e.g., health, economic and environmental impacts) and time horizons (3-D 
Commission on health determinants, data, and decision-making)

	⚪ e.g., pre-approving trial designs in preparation for health emergencies (Commission on a global health risk framework for the 
future) and having regional capacity for trials (Independent panel for pandemic preparedness and response)

	⚪ e.g., evaluating products such as vaccines, diagnostics and therapeutics (Global health crises task force), albeit not the system-
arrangements and implementation strategies that can get the right products to the people who need them 

•	 Few global commissions called for behavioural/implementation research
	⚪
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