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•  Two	  problems	  	  

•  The	  What	  Works	  approach	  	  

•  What	  Works	  Centre	  for	  Local	  Economic	  Growth	  	  
•  Headline	  findings	  so	  far	  	  
	  
•  Challenges	  and	  opportuni>es	  (those	  two	  problems	  again)	  	  

What I’m going to talk about  



Two problems 
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The policy cycle  

Source:	  HM	  Treasury	  2011	  



The policy cycle  

hHps://store.bbc.com/the-‐thick-‐of-‐it	  

OMNISHAMBLES	  
a	  situa>on	  that	  has	  been	  comprehensively	  mismanaged,	  	  
characterised	  by	  a	  string	  of	  blunders	  and	  miscalcula>ons	  	  



•  Hallsworth	  et	  al	  (2011):	  “Virtually	  every	  interviewee	  dismissed	  
policy	  cycles	  ...	  as	  being	  divorced	  from	  reality”	  

	  

-‐  Policymaking	  does	  not	  take	  place	  in	  dis>nct	  stages	  	  
-‐  Policies	  need	  to	  be	  designed,	  not	  just	  evaluated	  	  

-‐  Policymaking	  is	  oPen	  event-‐driven	  	  	  
-‐  The	  effects	  of	  policies	  are	  oPen	  indirect,	  diffuse,	  take	  >me	  to	  appear	  
	  

	  

•  Policy	  cycles	  ‘abolished’	  by	  UK	  Cabinet	  Office	  in	  1999	  

Problem 1: policy cycles vs reality  



Problem 2: bad evaluation  

•  Count	  ‘jobs	  created’,	  ‘businesses	  created’?	  	  
•  Important	  for	  monitoring	  	  
•  But	  jobs	  may	  be	  diverted	  from	  nearby	  (‘displacement’)	  …	  
•  …	  Or	  might	  have	  been	  created	  anyway	  (‘deadweight’)	  

•  Do	  user	  surveys,	  or	  compare	  outcomes	  for	  parKcipants	  vs.	  
non-‐parKcipants?	  	  

•  Useful	  for	  understanding	  process	  	  
•  But	  par>cipants	  may	  differ	  from	  non-‐par>cipants,	  including	  

in	  ways	  that	  are	  hard	  to	  see	  (‘selec>on’)	  	  



What do we want to know? 

Outcome 

Time 

Observed outcome 
with the policy 

What would have happened 
without the policy 

Impact 

Adapted from OECD 2004, ch. 10 



So how should we evaluate? 



Not many evaluations actually do this 
Policy	   #	  Studies	   SMS3	   Jobs	  effect	   PosiKve	  
Access	  to	  Finance	   1450	   27	   11	   6	  
Appren>ceships	   1250	   27	   9	   7	  
Broadband	   1000	   16	   10	   5	  
Business	  Advice	   700	   23	   17	   8	  
Employment	  training	   1000	   71	   65	   33	  
Estate	  renewal	   1050	   21	   5	   1	  
Innova>on	   1700	   63	   10	   6	  
Public	  realm	   1140	   0	   0	   0	  
Sports	  and	  culture	   550	   36	   16	   4	  
Transport	   2300	   29	   6	   2	  
ABIs	  (EZs	  and	  similar)	   1300	   30	   27	   15	  
EU	  Structural	  Funds	   1300	   18	   11	  (GDP)	   5	  



The What Works approach 
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•  Na>onal	  Ins>tute	  for	  Clinical	  Excellence	  	  (established	  1999)	  

•  Educa>on	  Endowment	  Founda>on	  (est.	  2011)	  
•  What	  Works	  Centre	  for	  Crime	  Reduc>on	  (est.	  2013)	  
•  WWC	  for	  Local	  Economic	  Growth	  (est.	  2013)	  
•  Centre	  for	  Ageing	  BeHer	  (est.	  2014)	  
•  Early	  Interven>on	  Founda>on	  (designated	  2014)	  
•  What	  Works	  in	  Tackling	  Poverty	  (est.	  2014)	  
•  What	  Works	  Scotland	  (est.	  2014)	  
•  What	  Works	  Wellbeing	  (est.	  2014)	  

The What Works Network 



Local Economic Growth: the setup 



	  
	  

Significantly	  improve	  the	  use	  of	  evidence	  in	  the	  design	  and	  
delivery	  of	  policies	  for	  local	  economic	  growth	  and	  employment	  

–	  leading	  to	  more	  effecKve	  policies	  and	  policymaking.	  
	  

Our	  main	  audiences	  are	  local	  government,	  	  
and	  the	  parts	  of	  central	  government	  that	  interact	  

	  with	  them.	  

Our aims 



What we’re doing 



Evidence reviews and toolkits 

•  Employment	  training 	  	  
•  Business	  advice	  and	  

mentoring	  
•  Sports	  &	  cultural	  events	  &	  

facili>es	  
•  Access	  to	  Finance	  
•  Estate	  Renewal	  
•  Broadband	  
•  Transport	  (by	  mode)	  
•  R&D	  (grants;	  tax	  credits)	  
•  Appren>ceships	  
•  Area	  Based	  Growth	  Ini>a>ves	  

and	  EU	  cohesion	  policy	  	  

•  Training	  	  
•  Business	  support	  	  
•  Transport	  	  
•  Major	  economic	  shocks	  	  
•  Appren&ceships	  
•  Broadband	  	  
•  Accelerators	  and	  incubators	  

•  More	  to	  come	  



Review and toolkit methodology 



Example: Employment Training review 



Example: employment training toolkit 



Outreach: events  



Outreach: online  





	  

•  Study	  scoring	  guide:	  hHp://bit.ly/1ZW2BXL	  	  

•  Scien>fic	  Maryland	  Scale:	  hHp://bit.ly/1Qveamo/	  

•  How	  to	  use	  the	  evidence	  reviews:	  hHp://bit.ly/1lXdQBP	  	  

•  How	  to	  evaluate:	  hHp://bit.ly/1lXdX0d	  	  	  

Capacity-building: guidance for evaluators 



Capacity-building: How to evaluate kit 



•  Free	  workshops	  in	  partnership	  with	  New	  Economy	  
Manchester,	  hosted	  at	  your	  place.	  Sample	  material	  from	  the	  
workshops	  is	  here:	  hHp://bit.ly/1SlBvsF	  	  

	  
•  We’re	  running	  a	  series	  of	  demonstrator	  projects	  with	  local	  

government	  partners	  –	  showcasing	  good	  evalua>on	  	  

•  We	  are	  growing	  user	  communiKes	  of	  interest	  –	  star>ng	  with	  
a	  LEP	  working	  group	  on	  local	  transport	  evalua>on	  	  

Capacity building: workshops, user groups, 
demonstrator projects   



Findings so far 



Policy	   #	  Studies	   SMS3	   Jobs	  effect	   PosiKve	  
Access	  to	  Finance	   1450	   27	   11	   6	  
Appren>ceships	   1250	   27	   9	   7	  
Broadband	   1000	   16	   10	   5	  
Business	  Advice	   700	   23	   17	   8	  
Employment	  training	   1000	   71	   65	   33	  
Estate	  renewal	   1050	   21	   5	   1	  
Innova>on	   1700	   63	   10	   6	  
Public	  realm	   1140	   0	   0	   0	  
Sports	  and	  culture	   550	   36	   16	   4	  
Transport	   2300	   29	   6	   2	  
ABIs	  (EZs	  and	  similar)	   1300	   30	   27	   15	  
EU	  Structural	  Funds	   1300	   18	   11	  (GDP)	   5	  



•  AcKve	  labour	  market	  programmes	  (ALMP)	  
•  Shorter	  (<6	  months):	  best	  for	  less	  formal	  training	  
•  Longer	  programmes:	  should	  be	  skill-‐intensive	  	  
•  In	  firm	  >	  on	  the	  job.	  Co-‐design	  programmes	  with	  employers	  	  

•  ApprenKceships	  	  
•  Higher-‐level	  appren>ceships	  deliver	  the	  biggest	  gains	  	  
•  More	  effec>ve	  for	  employment	  than	  ALMP	  	  
•  LiHle	  evidence	  on	  benefits/costs	  to	  firms	  

People-based policies  

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



•  Business	  advice	  	  
•  More	  consistent	  effects	  on	  produc>vity	  than	  jobs	  	  
•  Hands-‐on	  /	  face	  to	  face	  >	  light	  touch	  /	  online	  	  
•  But	  we	  don’t	  have	  decent	  info	  on	  value	  for	  money	  	  

•  Access	  to	  business	  finance	  	  
•  Impacts	  on	  produc>vity	  /	  wages	  /	  jobs	  in	  50%	  of	  cases	  
•  Effec>ve	  at	  dealing	  with	  credit	  constraints	  	  
•  But	  loan	  guarantees	  increase	  default	  risk	  	  

Firm-based policies 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



•  R&D	  grants	  and	  loans	  	  
•  Stronger	  impacts	  on	  reported	  innova>on	  than	  on	  patents	  	  
•  7/16	  studies	  find	  posi>ve	  effects	  on	  wider	  firm	  performance	  
•  Impacts	  stronger	  for	  SMEs,	  and	  for	  programmes	  that	  

emphasise	  collabora>on	  (e.g.	  FP7)	  

•  R&D	  tax	  credits	  	  	  
•  Very	  effec>ve	  at	  raising	  R&D	  spend	  	  
•  LiHle	  evidence	  on	  downstream	  economic	  impacts	  (as	  yet)	  
•  Impacts	  stronger	  for	  SMEs	  

Firm-based policies 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



•  Broadband	  (fixed	  line,	  not	  mobile)	  
•  Posi>ve	  economic	  effects	  in	  14/16	  cases	  	  
•  But	  targeted	  on	  services,	  skilled	  workers,	  urban	  places	  	  
•  Important	  that	  firms	  combine	  IT	  with	  management	  changes	  	  
	  
•  Transport	  	  
•  Economic	  gains	  from	  road	  and	  rail	  projects	  
•  Produc>vity	  effects	  and	  property	  price	  gains	  	  
•  Lack	  of	  good	  evidence	  on	  light	  rail,	  cycling,	  walking	  	  

Area-based policies 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



•  Enterprise	  Zones	  (economic	  ABIs)	  	  
•  Just	  over	  50%	  success	  rate	  for	  employment,	  wages	  	  	  
•  Best	  design	  –	  US	  Empowerment	  Zones,	  which	  have	  a	  local	  

employment	  requirement	  	  
•  Where	  we	  test	  for	  displacement,	  we	  generally	  find	  it	  	  

•  Sports	  and	  culture,	  estate	  renewal	  	  
•  Small	  /	  zero	  economic	  effects	  (except	  on	  house	  prices)	  	  
•  But	  evidence	  of	  important	  social	  welfare	  /	  wellbeing	  gains	  	  

Area-based policies 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



	  
•  Overall	  success	  rate	  =	  50%	  	  
•  Effect	  sizes	  aren’t	  always	  very	  large	  	  
•  This	  isn’t	  surprising	  when	  we	  think	  about	  what	  local	  

economic	  growth	  policies	  are	  trying	  to	  do	  	  

•  Example:	  ac>ve	  labour	  market	  programmes	  are	  oPen	  
working	  with	  ‘hard	  to	  help’	  clients	  	  

•  Example:	  	  the	  majority	  of	  firms	  do	  not	  use	  state	  business	  
advice	  programmes;	  they	  ask	  friends,	  family,	  colleagues	  and	  
e.g.	  accountants	  for	  advice	  (CEEDR	  2011)	  	  

What have we learned? 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



	  

•  Success	  rates	  vary	  on	  key	  outcomes	  like	  employment	  	  	  
•  Ac>ve	  labour	  market	  programmes	  and	  appren>ceships	  	  are	  

preHy	  good	  for	  raising	  employment.	  	  
•  Firm-‐focused	  programmes,	  not	  so	  much.	  But	  firm-‐focused	  

policies	  can	  help	  raise	  innova>on,	  sales	  &	  profits	  	  

•  Why	  does	  this	  macer?	  Many	  policies	  have	  mul>ple	  
objec>ves	  (e.g.	  ‘raising	  our	  game’).	  We	  need	  more	  clarity	  on	  
what	  programmes	  want	  to	  achieve,	  and	  how	  	  

What have we learned? 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



	  
•  TargeKng	  macers.	  For	  example:	  broadband’s	  economic	  

impacts	  are	  higher	  for	  SMEs;	  skilled	  workers;	  urban	  areas	  	  
•  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  targeted	  business	  advice	  programmes	  do	  

no	  beHer	  than	  generalist	  programmes	  	  

•  Economic	  vs	  social	  raKonales.	  Some	  programmes	  are	  pitched	  
as	  economic	  wins,	  but	  actually	  deliver	  social	  wins	  (estate	  
renewal,	  sports	  and	  culture).	  	  Broadband	  is	  an	  economic	  
development	  tool	  –	  but	  isn’t	  it	  also	  a	  public	  u>lity?	  	  	  

What have we learned? 

hHp://www.whatworksgrowth.org/policy-‐reviews/	  



Challenges and opportunities 
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Big issues: institutional setting 

•  Not	  all	  What	  Works	  Centres	  are	  the	  same.	  Substan>ve	  differences	  
	  

-‐  Resources,	  >meframes	  	  
-‐  Number	  and	  types	  of	  users	  
-‐  User	  resources	  and	  capacity	  	  

-‐  Power	  rela>on	  to	  users	  	  
-‐  Available	  bodies	  of	  evidence	  and	  quality	  of	  these	  	  
	  

•  Hierarchical	  delivery	  system	  and/or	  statutory	  func>on,	  versus	  	  
•  Diffuse	  system,	  few	  or	  no	  direct	  levers	  of	  influence	  

	  



39 

Big issues: bodies of economic evidence 

•  Complex	  nature	  of	  ci>es	  and	  spa>al	  economies	  
	  
•  ‘Local	  economic	  growth’	  is	  at	  the	  intersec>on	  of	  disciplines	  

•  Researchers	  work	  with	  diverse	  techniques,	  analy>cal	  frames	  

•  Not	  possible	  to	  do	  formal	  meta-‐analysis	  =>	  rather,	  structured	  
synthesis	  and	  interpretaKon	  	  
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Big issues: from evidence to decisions 

•  RCTs	  are	  the	  gold	  standard:	  but	  can’t	  always	  be	  used	  for	  local	  
economic	  growth	  evalua>on	  	  

•  Not	  appropriate	  for	  capital	  spend:	  rail,	  roads,	  airports,	  estates	  

•  Even	  if	  we	  have	  knowledge	  of	  causal	  effects,	  this	  is	  not	  sufficient	  
for	  good	  policymaking	  	  	  

•  External	  validity	  and	  local	  context	  	  
•  Evidence	  reviews	  are	  inputs	  into	  policymaking:	  not	  the	  policy	  	  
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Big issues: political economy of evaluation 

•  Interests	  of	  policymakers	  and	  evaluators	  aren’t	  idenKcal.	  Not	  
everyone	  wants	  to	  know	  if	  a	  policy	  works	  	  

	  

•  Quality	  /	  relevance	  tradeoff	  –	  academic	  evaluators	  use	  robust	  
techniques,	  but	  oPen	  ignore	  relevant	  policy	  detail.	  Commissioned	  
evalua>ons	  ‘work	  to	  the	  policy’,	  but	  may	  use	  less	  robust	  techniques	  

•  We	  focus	  on	  measures	  of	  economic	  welfare.	  Real-‐world	  policy	  
decisions	  aren’t	  always	  made	  on	  this	  basis	  	  

•  We	  oPen	  strip	  away	  specious	  economic	  arguments	  for	  policy	  X	  	  	  
	  



Good evaluation is possible …  

•  Randomisa>on	  and	  RCTs:	  especially	  ‘what	  works	  beHer’	  	  
•  Look	  for	  sharp	  breaks	  in	  who	  gets	  the	  policy:	  boundaries;	  

>ming	  of	  rollout;	  firm	  size	  	  
•  Look	  for	  things	  correlated	  with	  par>cipa>on	  but	  uncorrelated	  

with	  outcome,	  e.g.	  rule	  changes	  	  	  
•  Before	  and	  aPer,	  for	  par>cipants	  and	  non-‐par>cipants	  

•  Policymakers	  already	  do	  a	  lot	  of	  this:	  pilots,	  tes>ng	  



Good evaluation is possible but …  

•  Requires	  evalua>on	  to	  be	  embedded	  in	  design	  
•  Very	  hard	  to	  reverse	  engineer	  once	  policy	  already	  in	  place	  (which	  

explains	  why	  so	  many	  bad	  evalua>ons	  out	  there)	  

•  Needs	  short	  term	  win	  for	  decision	  makers	  –	  and	  allow	  for	  medium	  to	  
long	  >me	  horizon	  

•  Needn’t	  be	  costly	  if	  good	  monitoring	  data	  and	  policy	  details	  made	  
freely	  available	  (‘open	  data	  and	  evalua>on’)	  

•  Be	  wary	  about	  low	  quality	  techniques	  (e.g.	  self-‐repor>ng)	  
•  May	  be	  beHer	  to	  think	  about	  effec>ve	  (and	  cheaper)	  montoring	  



We need to move from the policy cycle …  

Monitor	  

Evalua>on	  

Design	  Assess	  and	  
approve	  

Implement	  



… to an evaluation cycle 

How	  
monitor	  

How	  
evaluate	  

Test?	  Improve	  

How	  
Implement	  



Thanks! 
www.whatworksgrowth.org 

@whatworksgrowth 
 

m.nathan@bham.ac.uk 
@iammaxnathan 


