Leading education
and social research

Institute of Education
University of London

How can town and city
councils incorporate scientific
evidence into their decision
making about local-level

programmes?

David Gough

The Evaluation of Policies at a Local Level: an EPPI-Centre
= = = = = Social Science Research Unit
oqtstandmg issue for _socml mno_vatlor_l. _ Catalan nstituts of Education
Institute for the Evaluation of Public Policies and La University of London
- 18 Woburn Square
Caixa Workshop, Barcelona, 4th July 2014 London WG1H ONR
. . . . Tel +44 (0)20 7612 6397
The EPPI-Centre is part of the Social Science Research Unit at the Fax +44 (0)20 7612 6400
Institute of Education, University of London Email eppi@ioe.ac.uk

1) Web eppi.ioe.ac.uk/



1. What is evidence?
Why cities need evidence?

* Evidence can be any information but in this
context usually means evidence from

research
* Evidence can assist you to make decisions

* When resources are limited, then the need
for research evidence may be even more
Important (in order to be efficient)

@
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And there may be many types of
research question

What do people want? Needs

What's the balance of benefit and Impact/ effectiveness
harm of a given approach?

Why/how does it work? How does it Process/explanation
vary in effect?

What is happening? Implementation
What relationships are seen Correlation
between phenomena?

What are people’s experiences? Views/perspectives
What resources are needed? Costs

So need theory as well as datal! _(jPI



Aggregative approaches in research

Aggregative reviews
predominately add up
(aggregate) findings of
primary studies to
answer a review
guestion...

... fo indicate the
direction or size of effect

)



Configurative approaches in research

« Configurative reviews
predominately arrange
(configure) the findings of : _
primary studies to answer Y ERTS N
the review question.... <

[

... to offer a meaningful
picture of what research is
telling us

®)
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So identify, interpret and implement
research evidence and other
information and factors

* First, an issue where research and other
evidence be of assistance in informing a
decision

» Second, seeking and interpreting such
iInformation to assist with the decision

* Third, monitoring implementation and
outcomes and re-assess.



The research informed decision

making cycle

< N\

Issue and Evaluate
context these
actions
Ask ‘What
do we know | Interpret
about this?’ | and apply

Research ,

and other

evidence
(7




2. How to find relevant research
findings?

« Studies | just happen to know / have sought
out

 Conclusions of a traditional literature review
* Conclusions of an expert

C)



| know a study....

May provide insights but dangers:

* Trustworthy?- methodological fallibility of
individual studies

* Representative of what known — random
error

 Relevant — focus/context

€PPI



1 have undertaken or read a
literature review....

May be an excellent review, but can be dangers
of:

Lack of clarity of principles and methods

* Theoretical and ideological assumptions
(perspectives driving review)

« Boundaries of knowledge (relevant data and
context)

* Quality and relevance appraisal of studies (fit for
purpose)

« Clear methods of analysis/synthesis (interpretative_
process) CPPI

(10)



| know an expert...

Many skills but:

— Opinion or research

— Practice or research knowledge

— Non explicit theoretical and ideological
assumptions (“single topic pressure groups”)

— Boundaries and depth of knowledge (hidden
sampling bias)

— Up to date (e.g. BSE advice to UK government)

— Unclear method of synthesis (hidden interpretive

bias) EPPI

cccccc
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Formal research into what is
already known

 What Is relevant research?
* How to find this?
 What information to take from it?

* How to analyse and make conclusions from
this?

12
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3. What is a systematic review?

Formal accountable method for bringing
together what we know — accessible and
understandable and explicit about how
framed and how executed:

« Systematic: ‘done or acting according to a
fixed plan or system; methodical’

* Review: ‘a critical appraisal of a book, play,
or other work’ (OED)

A piece of research just like primary research

€PPI




Systematic reviews - explicit
methods of review

« Secondary research — bringing together what we
know from good relevant research should be the
15t thing we do:

—What do we want to know?

—What do we know already (mapping and
synthesis)?

—What more do we want to know?

(research gaps & appropriate methods to fill these)

Systematic reviews more transparent about

relevance, representativeness and quality than, —

many traditional reviews and expert views _!?R!

(14)



The common stages of a systematic
review

Form review team (involve ‘users’) b

4
Formulate review question, conceptual framework and

inclusion criteria (develop ‘protocol’) >I\/Iap
4

Search for and identify relevant studies

R . B
Describe studies )

4
Assess study quality (and relevance)

¢ ” Synthesis

Synthesise findings

4
Communicate and engage

1 CPP
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RCT forest plot: Does children’s

participation in structured arts activities
improve their cognitive learning outcomes?

I .
Iten Effeckt {CI) Wreight = Size
-2

Participate in arts activities vs. control: cognitive skills
Bilhartz et al. (1 9993) O0.S100.04, 0.99] 10.9 71 —
Costa- Siomi (Z20094) 0.42(0.11, O.285) 1.5 117 — =
Gromko and Poorman C122=) O.4a(-0.28, 1.17) 5.0 =0 =
SrEsrmon dand Miller (13390 O.S400.01, 1.0&3 @1 =1 ————=—
Rauscherand Zupan (2000) Q. 730,25, 1.21]) 2.2 =2 —_—
Rau=scher et al. [13927) 1.1=2(0.47,. 1.732] 5.9 4= ol
Fau=scheret al. [1397) -0.0&(-0. 82, O.75) .0 p=
Schellenberg CZ0O04) 0.210-0.26, 0.57) 11.4 7= =
Schellenberg (20047 0.Z40-0.13, 0,500 11.3 = —=—
Schellenberg (2004 0. 100-0.26, 0.55] 11.4 = -—
E’fggR;jSSbe"'g‘GemPt‘“”Et al. 0.59r-0.12, 1.217 s.z == =

0.45(0.22, 0.6 2] -

Favours caon trol Favours interven tion

Newman M, Bird K, Tripney J, Kalra N, Kwan I, Bangpan M, Vigurs C (2010) Understanding the impact of
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engagement in culture and sport: A systematic review of the learning impacts for young people. London:
Department for Culture, Media and Sport. http://culture.gov.uk/images/research/CASE-systematic-review-



http://culture.gov.uk/images/research/CASE-systematic-review-July10.pdf

Reviews are not all the same

Length (Rapid or lengthy)
Depth (Degree of detail)

Question (e.g. what works and how to
understand)
Approach (aggregating or configuring)

Complex reviews:

— Theory driven

— Mechanisms and contexts

— Multi component /mixed method reviews

Gough D, Thomas J, Oliver S (2012) Clarifying differences between review designs and methods.eP Pl
leg)stematic Reviews Journal. http://www.systematicreviewsjournal.com —CENTRE



http://www.systematicreviewsjournal.com/

Local economic development

« Sensitivity to place

« Growing and nurturing local capital

« Competitiveness not the guiding narrative
* Be holistic

« Key levers: skills, community-led development, transport,
housing, finance, civic leadership, planning and
procurement.

Baars S (2014) The Levers of Local Economic Development. A Local Government

Knowledge Navigator Evidence Review.
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But problems with generalized
research findings

* Many other variables

» Complexity

* Mechanisms

* Fit for purpose — user driven questions
(not just supply side (push) research



4. Developing and using evidence
on a local level

Engaging users — prioritisation of needs,
monitoring and sharing progress,
acceptance of difficult decisions

Lean thinking — examining the nature, type,
frequency of demand

Using all your data (e.g. RAS example)

Behavioural change — prototypes and low cost
tests

Johnstone D (2013) Squaring the Circle Evidence at the Local Level. London: Alliance for

Useful Evidence. P PI
http://www.alliance4usefulevidence.org/assets/Squaring-the-Circle-by-Derrick-John

(20)


http://www.alliance4usefulevidence.org/assets/Squaring-the-Circle-by-Derrick-Johnstone.pdf

Joint Strategic Needs Assessments
(JSNAS)

* a statutory requirement, and core to Health
and Wellbeing Partnerships

* Bring together different local services

» Coventry example:
— work with local population on local assets
— use JSNA as a monitor of progress

— financial reward for progress from national
government

(21) —



How to enable such local use of
research?

1. Culture and working practices in both communities;

2. Connectivity between local government and

research, using both the power of the web and by creating
enduring institutional mechanisms;

3. Embedding research in councils with joint

problem definition and research design by researchers

and practitioners;

4. Strategic joint work by local government, research funders

and researchers on major challenges.

Allen T, Grace C, Martin S (2014) Connecting Research and Local Government in an Age of
Austerity. Report of the Local Government Knowledge Navigator PPl

e http:www.local.gov.uk/  ——



http://www.local.gov.uk/

National or regional services can
also play a critical role

* Lead by example in use of research

* Provision of and access to data (eg national
pupll data for schools research)

« Shared frameworks, common evaluation
strategies

* Regulation

» Capacity building
* Funding

» Synthesis and guidance and tools PP

cccccc
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National guidance in UK for clinical
medicine, public health and social care

ISSUE National Institute of Health and
y Care Guidance (NICE)
SCOPE .
J IMPACT
RESEARCH
SYNTHESIS SeL U=
v COSTS MANAGED
INTERPRETATION - GUIDANCE
OF EVIDENCE DEVELOPMENT
y GROUP
Stakeholders
METRICS
v

GUIDANCE _ em

::::::
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NICE Return on Investment Tool
comparing packages of provision using

cost effectiveness + local population data

Mational Institute for PHYSICAL E
N l C Health and Care Excellence ACTIVITY g

Interventions Overview
Individual-level Adult Interventions Resetall interventions 4

to default values:
Effectiveness

ﬂh‘

< Return to Inputs R.OI Meftrics Disdaimers

Allocation o= Low No=Had Cost Total Cost
121 Brief Advice [2000% 3 [ oo0% 5[ ems2 £183,583 (@ t
121 Transport Advice | 20.00% | | 22808 = [ £10.87 < [ Eaae.072 @ Total overview of the package cost and savings F
121 Pedometer | 5.00% :I | 0.00% :I | £52.50 :I | £242,835 (@ Location: Hackney Time Horizon: 48 years

Total cost savings

Find out more

£50,000,000 —
£80,000,000 -
£70,000,000 -
£60,000,000 - i
£50,000,000 - )
£40,000,000 - )
D
Populationdevel IndividuaHewvel £30,000,000 - D
Adulc Child )
Interventions Interventions £20,000,000 - -
D
Current Package Alt. Package '
£10,000,000 - I
Total cost of ALL interventions: | £380,622 I £852 490
+£471,968 £0 :
Nuctr_nher of uewllf t;ﬂ:Lanlrlg phyi!ca”?l 3.100 | 7.502 Cost of the package Total cost savings
active as a resuit o Interventions: +4.402 B Current Package ws Baseline B Alternative Package ws Baseline

Alernative Package vs Cument Package

Select your time horizon: I 48 "I years Find out more
Total Cost & Breakdown of Get Top Level Get Detailed
] Cost Savings Cast Savings Report Data Dashboard
Assumption of effect: I Average Impact j Find out more (MS Word) (MS Excel)

Value of a QALY: | £20,000.00
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An introduction to systematic reviews: Sage Publications Ltd

L *w Gough D, Oliver S, Thomas J - .

AR e o (2013) Learning from Research: \
Systematic Reviews for Informing -
SYST E M AT I c P)é)licy D(Iecisi(;/rlls\'NA Quick Guilde

REVI Ews LLondon: AIIiancé for Useful | | J

Evidence., Nesta. & POLICY
l’ http://www.alliance4usefulevidenc
m..- e.org/assets/Alliance-FUE-reviews-
DAVID GOUGH SANDY OLIVER JAMES THOMAS booklet-3.pdf

Gough D, Thomas J, Oliver S (2012) Clarifying differences between review designs and
methods. Systematic Reviews Journal.
http://www.systematicreviewsjournal.com

Gough D, (2013) Meta-narrative and realist reviews: guidance, rules, publication
standards and quality appraisal. BMC Medicine, 11:22
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1741-7015/11/22
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