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Executive summary

The development and retention of research talent is key to the delivery of a wide range of UK Government
strategies and commitments, including the Industrial Strategy, the Plan for Growth, the Life Sciences
Vision, and the UK Innovation Strategy. The UK Research and Development (R&D) Roadmap and the
R&D People and Culture Strategy articulate the UK’s goals surrounding support for researcher careers and
capabilities and the positioning of the UK as a world leader in attracting and retaining the best talent.
UKRI, as the UK’s largest funder of R&D, is central to achieving the outcomes set out in these strategies,
with the Future Leaders Fellowship (FLF) programme as a key mechanism for delivery on these goals. The
FLF, a £900 million investment, occupies a unique position within the landscape of early-career researcher
programmes in the UK, supporting both UK and international researchers working in a wide range of

disciplines and sectors, and encouraging novel and interdisciplinary research projects.

In June 2022, UKRI commissioned RAND Europe to conduct an evaluation of the FLF programme. The
aims of this evaluation are to understand the impact of FLF, draw lessons regarding how programme
implementation has enabled impact, and explore the programme’s value for money. This report (the first
project deliverable) presents the evaluation framework for the evaluation of the FLF. The report has been
prepared to guide the evaluation and for UKRI to approve the planned approach prior to commencement

of the core evaluation data collection and analysis tasks.

The proposed evaluation approach is underpinned by two primary analytical frames: the FLF Theory of
Change and an adapted version of the Kirkpatrick model, a framework traditionally used for evaluating
training interventions. Our evaluation approach will comprise: a process evaluation; an impact evaluation
comprising a combination of quasi-experimental design and theory-based evaluation; and an economic

evaluation (subject to further feasibility assessment).

The process evaluation will aid understanding of how programme design, delivery and support has been
received, whether the programme targets have been met and identify key challenges or barriers, if any,
thereby identifying opportunities for learning. It will also assess whether the FLF has been designed and

implemented in a way that supports the anticipated impacts of the programme.

The quasi-experimental impact evaluation will aid in assessing the extent to which selective outcomes have
been achieved by FLF fellows compared to a proposed counterfactual group. This comparative assessment
will be supplemented by a crucial theory-based evaluation which will capture more qualitative outputs and
outcomes and explore whether the FLF is on track to achieve sustained longer-term impact. The theory-
based component will include a realist analysis of the context and the mechanisms through which a given
set of outcomes have been achieved for the fellows. This approach has the advantage of not only providing
evidence of whether FLF has generated impact but also of how it has done so and for whom, so that the

programme and others like it can be further improved in the future.

An economic feasibility assessment, to be undertaken in parallel with the impact evaluation, will focus on
assessing the viability of undertaking a cost benefit analysis and exploring mechanisms for assessing value

and effectiveness.
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1.

Introduction

This report sets out the evaluation framework that will be used to guide the evaluation of the FLF. The

report is structured as follows:

1

1.1.

The remainder of this Introduction describes the context for the FLF, the goals and structure of
the programme, the aims of the evaluation and our approach to developing this evaluation

framework report.

Chapter 2 presents the analytical framing for the evaluation comprising the FLF ToC (in both full
and simplified forms) and the Kirkpatrick model.

Chapter 3 presents our overarching evaluation approach through which we will collect evidence to
assess the FLF against the analytical frameworks. The evaluation approach will comprise three types
of evaluation: a process evaluation; an impact evaluation comprising both a quasi-experimental

design (QED) and a theory-based evaluation (I'BE); and an economic evaluation.

Chapter 4 sets out considerations for the QED evaluation based on the evaluation team’s further

scoping during the evaluation framework stage.

Chapter 5 presents the process and impact evaluation frameworks through which the evaluation of
the FLF will be operationalised. Presented in tabular form, each framework delineates evaluation
questions (EQs) derived from the FLF ToC which our evaluation will seek to answer, together with

metrics and proposed data sources for each EQ.

Chapter 6 presents the plan and timescales for the evaluation, including the dates of all key

evaluation deliverables.
Chapter 7 outlines key limitations and risks of our approach to the evaluation of the FLF.

The Annexes to the report contain: additional information on the document review undertaken
for this report (Annex A); a more detailed version of the impact evaluation framework (Annex B);

and further information on the QED counterfactual generation (Annex C).

Development and retention of research talent in the UK

The UK punches above its weight as a world leader in R&I despite comprising only one percent of the

world's population. According to UKRI, the UK accounts for seven percent of the world’s academic



publications and 14 percent of the world’s most highly cited academic publications." The UK has also held
the title for the highest field-weighted citation impact amongst all the G7 countries since 2007,” and is

consistently ranked in the top five countries for innovation.’

Talent development and retention is a key part of the UK’s status as a world leader in R&I. The UK’s
performance is underpinned by its ability to support researcher careers and capabilities and its positioning
as a world leader in attracting and retaining the best talent. The need to continue developing, attracting,
and retaining research talent has been articulated in a wide range of UK Government strategies, including
the UK Industrial Strategy, 4 the Plan for Growth,’ the Life Sciences Vision,’ the UK Innovation Strategy,’

and Sector Deals promoting government and industry partnerships.®

In recent years, the UK Government has introduced new policies and investments aimed at making the
country a more attractive destination for R&I. The UK Research and Development (R&D) Roadmap,
published in 2020, highlights the importance of attracting and retaining diverse talent in the country.” The
R&D Roadmap touches upon a number of key areas for improvement, including levels of public and private
investments, bureaucratic processes, work culture and careers, development and innovation, regional
imbalances, and the international context.'” As such, the UK Government has published a number of R&D

strategies aimed at better supporting research talent and has committed to increase investment in R&D to
2.4% of GDP by 2027 and increase public funding for R&D to £22 billion per year by 2024/2025.

In its 2021 R&D People and Culture Strategy, the UK Government also sets out a comprehensive vision
for how the UK will develop, attract, and retain research and innovation talent to build on existing strengths

and meet future challenges.'' The Strategy outlines three main pillars: people, culture, and talent.

1 Regarding ‘people’, the Strategy estimates that the R&D sector will need at least an additional
150,000 researchers and technicians by 2030 to sustain UK’s target of 2.4% R&D intensity.
Challenges identified include narrow career paths and variable quality of leadership. To address

this, the Government is developing a New Deal for post-graduate students and the Young Academy

' UKRI, “Science & Research,” n.d., https://greattalent.campaign.gov.uk/work-in-the-uk/science-research/.
2 UKRIL

3 UKRI, “Science & Research.”

4 HM Government, “Industrial Strategy: Building a Britain Fit for the Future,” 2017,

https://assets. publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/664563/industrial-strategy-white-paper-web-
ready-version.pdf.

5 HM Treasury, “Build Back Better: Our Plan for Growth,” March 3, 2021,

https://assets. publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/968403/PfG_Final_Web_Accessible_Version.
pdf.

¢ HM Treasury, “Life Sciences Vision,” July 6, 2021,

https://assets. publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1013597/life-sciences-vision-2021.pdf.

7 BEIS, “UK Innovation Strategy: Leading the Future by Creating It,” July 22, 2021,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1009577/uk-innovation-strategy. pdf.

8 BEIS, “Introduction to Sector Deals,” 2019, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/industrial-strategy-sector-deals/introduction-to-
sector-deals.

9 HM Government, “UK Research and Development Roadmap,” July 1, 2020,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/896799/UK_Research_and_Development_Ro
admap.pdf.

' HM Government.

! BEIS, “R&D People and Culture Strategy: People at the Heart of R&D,” July 22, 2021,
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1004685/r_d-people-culture-strategy. pdf.



programmes, and is also encouraging more people into R&I careers by providing support for
flexible, cross-sector training programmes, supporting interdisciplinary approaches, evaluating
expert peer review approaches, evaluating the impact of research grants, and promoting the

development of leadership and management skills.

1 Regarding ‘culture’, the Strategy identifies challenges including a lack of inclusivity, incentives, and
public collaboration, along with unnecessary bureaucracy. In response, the Strategy seeks to
promote positive, inclusive and respectful cultures, recognise and reward people and activities that

lead to excellent R&I, tackle issues of bullying and harassment, and increase public engagement.

1 Regarding ‘talent’, the Strategy aims to improve and promote funding offers to attract and support
the best researchers, work with funders and the R&I community to open up opportunities, and
facilitate migration routes for innovators, entrepreneurs, and top talent. To this end, the new cross-
department Office for Talent is being established under the 2020 Roadmap to offer support for
and address barriers to attracting and retaining global innovation talent to the UK, provide key

information and make it easier for talent to come to the UK.

1.2.  The UKRI Future Leaders Fellowships as a key investment

As the coordinating body for UK R&I funding, UKRI is central to achieving the outcomes set out in policies
such as the UK R&D Roadmap and the People and Culture Strategy. Activities undertaken by UKRI to
support these outcomes are wide-ranging, including leading a cross-sectoral consultation to inform
development of a New Deal for post-graduate research students, launching initiatives to promote equality,
diversity and inclusion (EDI) in research, and reinvigorating participation in the peer review system.'?
UKRI is also a signatory to the Researcher Development Concordat and has committed to driving change
in the culture of R&I."

Alongside such activities, the Future Leaders Fellowships (FLF) programme represents a key investment for
the delivery of the UK’s researcher development goals. Announced in 2018, FLF is a £900 million fund
that secks to support the careers of world-class researchers across UK business and academia. Underpinned
by funding from the National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF), the FLF programme aims to establish
the careers of R&I leaders across business and academia, improve UK R&I, foster and retain talent in the
UK, and develop new and better career pathways. The specific aims and objectives of the FLF are to

promote:

1 High quality and impactful research and innovation in areas aligned with the Government’s

Industrial Strategy

12 UKRI, “New Deal for Postgraduate Research,” June 24, 2022, hetps://www.ukri.org/what-we-offer/developing-people-and-skills/ new-deal-for-
postgraduate-research/.

18 UKRI, “Concordat to Support the Career Development of Researchers: UKRI Funder Action Plan,” July 2020, https://www.ukri.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/10/UKRI-071020-ConcordatToSupportTheCareerDevelopmentOfResearchersFunderActionPlan. pdf.



1 Increased engagement between industry and academia on research and innovation activities,
including through collaboration and problem-solving, and facilitating the movement of people

between sectors
T Increased multi- and interdisciplinary research and innovation

1 Develop, retain, attract and sustain highly skilled research and innovation leaders of the future,

from within the UK and from overseas

1 A more equal, diverse and inclusive research and innovation workforce, which welcomes

international talent

1 Provide sustained funding and resources for the best early career researchers and innovators to

tackle difficult and novel challenges and deliver value for money.

While existing alongside a number of other early career fellowship schemes, such as the Leverhulme and
British Academy schemes, FLF occupies a unique position within the R&I landscape. Most other schemes
focus on specific disciplinary or subject area domains. FLF, by contrast, is a pan-UKRI programme
supporting fellows working in a wide range of disciplines and sectors. Under FLF, UKRI has developed
new approaches to allow more fellows to work with and in businesses (as well as public sector and charitable
bodies), while also encouraging novel and interdisciplinary projects. Moreover, unlike most other schemes,
FLF has emphasised long-term support to researchers — offering four to seven years of funding — with the
aim of facilitating the transition of talented researchers into positions of leadership and independence. With
40% of awards going to non-UK nationals, FLF is also helping attract global talent to the UK in ways not

done through traditional fellowship schemes.

1.3.  The FLF portfolio

FLF funding will be allocated over an 11-year timeframe between 2018-2029. Between 2019 and 2022, six
rounds of funding have been awarded, with 499 fellowships awarded as of March 2022. Each FLF award is

for an initial period of four years, with an option for an additional three years of funding,.

Figure 1: Timeline of FLF rounds (dark grey represents initial funding period and light grey the
optional three-year extension period of each round of awards)

2018 2027 2028 2029

FLF -
Round 1
FLF -
Round 2
FLF -
Round 3
FLF -
Round 4
FLF -
Round 5
FLF -
Round 6

Source: UKRI



In funding rounds 1-6 of FLF, most fellowships were awarded to researchers within academic institutions
(Figure 2). However, the number of business fellows has increased year on year, reaching a high of 13 in

Round 6 (16 percent of awards within the funding round).

Figure 2: FLF awards by sector and funding round
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The FLF portfolio covers a wide range of disciplines and subject areas. Figure 3 shows the primary Research
Council (RC) for FLF fellowships awarded in funding rounds 1-6. This illustrates that while EPSRC and
MRC have been the primary RC for the highest number of awards, each funding round has covered a wide
breadth of RCs, including both science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM) and arts,

humanities and social sciences (AHSS) focused councils.

Figure 3: FLF awards by primary Research Council and funding round
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Figure 4 shows the top 10 subject areas' in which most ISCF awards have been funded overall across
funding rounds 1-6."° While the highest number of awards have been to fellows working within
Biochemistry and Cell Biology, the figure also illustrates that FLF fellowships have covered a diverse mix of

subject areas. Notably, STEM subjects are predominant within the top 10 funded subject areas.

Figure 4: FLF awards by subject area (10 most funded subject areas’é) and funding round
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1.4. Evaluation of the FLF

UKRI is committed to rigorous evaluation of the FLF. In 2020, following a UKRI workshop conducted to
explore the FLF objectives and identify key challenges for the evaluation of the programme, UKRI
commissioned a scoping and feasibility study on the evaluation of the FLF. Conducted by the Institute for
Employment Studies (IES), the scoping and feasibility study considered appropriate methods and
approaches for answering the evaluation questions identified by the UKRI workshop.'” The key objectives

of the study were to:

!4 Subject areas are those used by the Dimensions database.

1> The figure shows the 10 subject areas in which the highest number of fellowships have been awarded overall across the first six funding rounds.
These top 10 overall subject areas are then broken down by funding round. The number of awards outside these top 10 subject areas are as
follows: Round 1 — 24 awards; Round 2 — 51 awards; Round 3 - 49 awards; Round 4 — 53 awards; Round 5 — 59 awards; Round 6 — 52 awards.

16 Subject areas (and numerical references) used are those of the Dimensions database (https://www.dimensions.ai/).

7 Emma Pollard et al., “UKRI Future Leaders Fellowships Evaluation Scoping & Feasibility Study” (Institute for Employment Studies, April 30,
2021), https://www.ukri.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/UKRI-12052022-FLF-SF-FINAL-amended-230222.pdf.


https://www.dimensions.ai/

1 develop a summary of existing knowledge and information about potential evaluation methods

1 explore challenges around evaluating the FLF programme (including the trade-offs between

evaluation approaches)
make recommendations for a full evaluation of the FLF.

Following the scoping and feasibility report, in June 2022, UKRI commissioned RAND Europe to conduct

a full evaluation of the FLF. The aims of this full evaluation are to understand:

1 whether and how the FLF scheme delivered on its intended aims and objectives
to what extent the programme achieved its planned impacts, as outlined in the ToC
for whom and in what circumstances did it achieve this

what factors in the context or operation of FLF supported or inhibited the emergence of impacts

=A = =4 =4

whether the intervention is cost-effective and a justifiable public investment.

The evaluation will draw upon the insights and recommendations of the scoping and feasibility study and
comprise a process evaluation and an impact evaluation of the FLF. The evaluation will also further explore
the feasibility of an economic evaluation of the FLF. The evaluation will cover rounds 1-6 of the FLF
programme. The timeline for the evaluation will be 2022-2024, with a possible extension to 2025 to

conduct an economic evaluation, depending on the feasibility of this aspect.

1.5.  FLF evaluation framework report

As the first deliverable of the evaluation of the FLF, this document presents the evaluation framework report
for the evaluation of the FLF. The purpose of the report is to outline a detailed evaluation approach,
including evaluation questions, data collection and analysis methods to provide the basis for robust process
and impact evaluation of the FLF. The report has been prepared to guide the evaluation and for UKRI to
approve the planned approach prior to the commencement of core evaluation data collection and analysis
tasks. Below, we outline the key activities undertaken by the evaluation team that have informed the

development of this report.
1 Review of the Institute for Employment Studies (IES) scoping report

The scoping and feasibility study'® conducted by IES was reviewed in detail to assess and develop the links
between the FLF ToC, the key evaluation questions and themes, and the potential metrics and data sources
that can be collected as evidence. Based on this review, we have developed a refined list of evaluation
questions, metrics and data sources for the evaluation (the refined evaluation framework is presented in
Chapter 5). We have also developed a simplified version of the FLF ToC to draw out more clearly the
distinct pathways specified within it, i.e. the host, the fellow, the idea, and diversity and porosity (this

simplified version of the ToC is presented in Chapter 3).

18 Emma Pollard et al.



1 Review of management information

The analysis of management information such as FLF candidate demographics, sift scores and CVs and
details of the six rounds of funding was undertaken to consider the options for a QED evaluation (the
resulting QED considerations are presented in Chapter 4). The management information was also used to
assess the type of metrics that could inform the evaluation. We anticipate using the information further to
create bespoke impact data collection tools such as career tracker surveys and key informant interview topic
guides. Further review and access to new management information (e.g. Researchfish returns) will be

required at subsequent stages to enable refinement of the evaluation methods.
1 Review of existing FLF audits, reporting and reviews

A review of three types of FLF documents (i) the Government Internal Audit Agency (GIAA) audig; (ii) the
BEIS critical friend review; and (iii) BEIS quarterly reports, was conducted with the aim of identifying
insights and evidence to inform and refine the evaluation framework with specific reference to the process
evaluation. The review consisted of four steps that included identifying relevant FLF documents, creating
a review and extraction template based on process framework questions, identifying key trends and themes
in the documents, and using this overall insight to refine the process framework questions. More

information on each of these steps, including key findings of the review, is presented in Annex A.
1 Steering group and FLF team meetings

The initial kick-off meeting between the evaluation team and the UKRI evaluation steering group provided
additional contextual information about the set-up and delivery of the FLF programme. Follow-up
meetings allowed further exchange and discussion of datasets, data sources and access to proprietary
platforms that could be provided by UKRI. This has informed the feasibility of our evaluation framework.
Follow-up discussions on potential metrics also allowed further iteration of the process and impact

frameworks.



2. Analytical framing

This chapter sets out the analytical framing for the evaluation of the FLE. Our evaluation design is
underpinned by two primary analytical frames: the FLF ToC and an adapted version of the Kirkpatrick
model. While the FLF ToC provides an underpinning framework for the assessment of the programme
against envisioned inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts; the Kirkpatrick model will provide an
overarching conceptual and analytical lens allowing multifaceted evidence from across the three-part

evaluation to be triangulated into a holistic overview.

2.1. FLFToC

An FLF ToC has been developed by IES drawing on a logic model developed by UKRI. The ToC is

intended to serve two broad purposes:

1 The ToC articulates a shared understanding of the aims of the FLF programme and how these will

be achieved, thereby helping support the alignment of FLF stakeholders and beneficiaries.

1 For the purposes of the evaluation of the FLF, the ToC also provides an important resource by
setting out the envisioned intervention logic against which the performance of the programme can
be assessed. In Chapter 5 below, we present an evaluation framework that maps evaluation

questions, metrics and data sources to the various elements of the FLF ToC.

While the FLF ToC adopts the typical logic model approach of delineating anticipated inputs, activities,
outputs, outcomes and impacts of the programme, it also comprises four intersecting causal pathways: the
fellow, the host, the idea, and diversity and porosity. The causal pathways reflect the fact that FLF’s impacts
are expected to be achieved by multiple ‘agents for change’ while also capturing the intended ‘ripple effects’
of the programme, including the creation of more porous, diverse collaborations at all levels. A visual
representation of the FLF ToC as developed by IES is presented in Figure 5 below. A fuller narrative
explanation of the ToC can also be found within the IES scoping and feasibility study."

19 Emma Pollard et al.
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Figure 5: FLF ToC diagram
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While the FLF ToC presented above provides helpful articulation of the varied and intersecting mechanisms
through which the FLF programme is intended to achieve impacts, it is also complex and difficult to digest.
In Figure 6 below, we present a simplified version of the FLF ToC. The modified ToC retains the same
logic model approach with intersecting causal pathways but synthesises the elements at each level to capture
the intended logic of the FLF more succinctly. This simplified ToC has been developed primarily to support
the evaluation team in developing an evaluation framework that can appropriately capture the intended

impacts of the FLF (as presented in Chapter 5) below.

Figure 6: Simplified FLF ToC

The Fellow dm = The Idea Q

The Host  &fa > Diversity & Porosity &

Inputs Outputs Outcomes
and activities ~

~

Impacts

Lleading edge R&d

New research groups

——

[ Sustained and high-value New, ambitious R&l Positive competition

UK and international
research talent

Convening and

ra nge of aca
A

hosts (support fellows,
increase certcl‘mgz, increase
emic &
usiness hosts)

More, new collaboration &
porosity

funding High impact R&l aligned with
Industrial Strategy
Competitive application - ~ . .
? ;:>rcnce§)sp Increased capabilities of the Hosts sustain role in R& ‘ Public good

High performing economy

{ Ongoing collaboration J

p-
Inclusive and highly skilled R&I

coordination of FLF - Pasitive changes o R&I | leaders
partners and stakeholders Increased diversity of Pls and culture in terms of diversity,
increased cohort diversity of | ity collaborati d Erodes silos
fellows and hosts poroest y.‘ coda (})]r_u fonan
eadershi
4 P / Inclusive, international R&l culture

Sup}porr and commitment
rom partners and e
stakeholders ‘

N

p
International R&I talent retained

Fund enables hosts to \‘

improve T&Cs FLFs retained UK R&l ‘

‘ Influential, international R&

Cohorts of outstanding

FUF PIs flourish research leaders N\

leaders

In the sections below, we briefly summarise the four causal pathways of the FLF as captured by the

simplified ToC.
[ 4
[

The fellows are the primary recipients of the FLF intervention and the main unit of analysis in our

2.1.1.  The fellow

evaluation. They are one of the agents for change- through the support provided by the FLF programme,
they should be enabled to work in multidisciplinary projects, developing and nurturing skills and
partnerships, creating culture change at host institutions and forging better links with industry. The
anticipated impact is that the FLF facilitates knowledge and its exchange, and cultivates outstanding and
diverse cohorts of research leaders, leading to a more inclusive and multidisciplinary R&I ecosystem and

better retention of R&I talent in the UK.
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2.1.2. The host

The hosts are an agent for change that play a crucial role in managing the fund and providing institutional
support for the fellows. This includes allowing fellows to spend their working time on the fellowship,
financially contributing to the cost of the fellowship (which eventually rises to 80% contribution) and for
fellows in academia, awarding a UK-based permanent position at the end of the fellowship. The FLF has
the ability to create a diverse cohort of hosts across various sectors and industries and augment their
capabilities by creating more certainty around support for the fellows. Through the FLF, the hosts are then
able to provide better support for fellows’ careers and ambitious projects, build on fellows’ achievements to
develop practices within and beyond their organisations, and create new networks. The hosts themselves
benefit significantly as well: the fellow can help the host develop new expertise, products, and services,
thereby creating more economic opportunities. Moreover, in conjunction with the fellows’ causal pathways,
a multiplier mechanism is enacted whereby a culture of good leadership, networking, and training support
enables others to succeed and creates positive feedback. In the wider environment, this leads to more

ground-breaking R&I, a more inclusive and diverse R&I culture, and greater retention of R&I talent.

2.1.3. The idea -rQ\-

The ‘idea’ is the amalgamation of the change being created through the FLF programme in the wider
ecosystem within with the hosts and fellows are situated. It is anticipated that the idea will lead to new and
ambitious R&I projects and promote positive competition and collaboration. The realisation of the idea is
anticipated to lead to new research groups, spin-offs, new knowledge and/or new products, and ultimately-
economic and social change and impactful and cutting-edge R&I aligned to government strategies and

objectives.

~
2.1.4. Diversity and porosity A

The design of FLF intends to encourage diversity, collaboration, and porosity. Moreover, FLF is positioned
to attract people, hosts and partnerships that also value diversity and are interested in multi- and
interdisciplinary research. The diversity and porosity pathway is unique in its ability to affect attitudinal
and behavioural change, facilitate networking, exchange of knowledge, and the breaking down of siloes;
thereby creating diverse and innovative partnerships, projects, and leaders. This is a cross-cutting pathway

that is linked to the previous three pathways of the fellow, the idea and the host.

2.1.5.  ToC assumptions and context

Although the FLF ToC for this programme as it currently stands does not list any assumptions or context
within which this programme is being delivered, we are cognisant that a range of factors will have an impact
on the realisation of the intended programme logic. Firstly, it is important to recognise that the ToC is
underpinned by a range of implicit assumptions about the expected behaviour of entities across different
causal pathways. Such assumptions include hosts” willingness to engage and support fellows, businesses
changing their mode of operation, and fellows staying at a given host institute for a reasonable length of

time etc.



The implementation of FLF programme to date has also taken place in a specific context including
exogenous shocks resulting in significant changes in the economic and societal landscape. Brexit, for
example, has impacted the R&I sector through the limited uptake of Horizon 2020 grants, with UK
applications falling by 40% in 2018 when compared to previous years.”® Covid-19 is also a relevant
contextual factor which will have impacted host institutions in their financial stability, retention of the
research workforce and prioritisation of research projects. Such changes will necessarily have impacted the
ability of the FLF portfolio to deliver upon its intended aims. FLF is also being implemented in the context
of a changing political and research landscape. Emerging national priorities, such as the levelling up agenda

and EDI, have gained increasing precedence over the lifespan of the programme.

Table 1: Summary of key ToC assumptions and contextual factors

Key ToC assumptions Key ToC contextual factors
T Fellows are committed to using support . The UK’s departure from the EU has led to
provided by FLF to pursue novel interdisciplinary a decline in UK applications for EU

research, build skills, foster collaborations and
partnerships and progress towards leadership
positions in their fields, in line with the
programme’s objectives.

Horizon 2020 funding grants, resulting in
increased applications to and
competitiveness of UK funding schemes.

. Covid-19 has impacted the ability of
fellows to conduct research and on the
financial stability of host institutions,
including their ability to retain the research
workforce and their approach to
priorifisation of research projects.

. Host institutions will support fellows in the
above pursuits by enabling sufficient time for
research, contributing to the cost of fellowships,
and offering longerterm employment opportunities.
In turn, hosts will also recognise opportunities for
institutional growth tied to the fellowship, including

development of new research areas, new I The evolving policy landscape has placed
collaborations, and new economic opportunities. increased emphasis on areas such as EDI
1 Support provided to fellows will lead to the and levelling up.

advancement of new knowledge and ideas, which
in turn will underpin the creation of new knowledge
products, research groups, spin-offs and
commercialisation opportunities, and broader,
longerterm societal change.

q Prioritising EDI in the allocation of FLF awards
will have knock-on effects in terms of the diversity
and porosity of fellows’ research teams and
broader institutional cultures, thereby leading to a
more equal, diverse and inclusive R&l workforce.

The extent to which underpinning assumptions have held up, and the impact of contextual factors will be
important to consider and test during the course of the evaluation. As explained further in Chapters 3 and
5, these assumptions and contexts will be evaluated as part of our theory-based realist approach which is
focussed on understanding the context and the mechanisms surrounding the realisation of anticipated

outcomes.

% Royal Society, ‘Brexit uncertainty harming UK science’, 16 October 2019, https://royalsociety.org/news/2019/10/brexit-uncertainty-harming-
UK-science/



https://royalsociety.org/news/2019/10/brexit-uncertainty-harming-UK-science/
https://royalsociety.org/news/2019/10/brexit-uncertainty-harming-UK-science/

2.2.  Kirkpatrick model

The Kirkpatrick model is an analytic framework used traditionally for training interventions and has been
modified for the evaluation to expand its uses.”’ The modifications we have made are primarily introducing
the ROl level in the pyramid, mapping each of the existing levels (i.e. Reaction, learning etc.) to our process
and impact evaluations, and ascribing the relevant outputs and outcomes to these levels as listed in the

evaluation framework presented in Chapter 5.

Figure 7: Analytical framing for the evaluation drawing on the Kirkpatrick model

Applying framework to the FLF evaluation

Evidence of long term and wider societal and economic Economic

evaluation

benefits such as spil s into other sectors, economic

value of non-market impacts etc

LEVEL FIVE

LEVEL FOUR

Evidence of short to medium term outcomes and Impact
changes in behaviours and cultures such as a

LEVELTHEEE BEHAVIOUR multidisciplinary working, mobility, risk taking evaluation
leadership and inclusivity, etc.

Evidence of key outputs and short term

LEVEL TWO outcomes emerging from the programme such
LEARN I NG as collaborations, diversity, sustained funds and

staff retention etc.

[ Experience and engagement of target Process
audiences of the FLF programme with regard q
to its setup, governance and support, and eVal uatlon
assessment of barriers and facilitators.

LEVEL ONE REACT'ON

The Kirkpatrick model evaluates the efficacy and impact of interventions across a series of ‘levels’, which
traditionally are: ‘reaction’ (have recipients found the intervention relevant, useful and engaging), ‘learning’
(have recipients acquired knowledge, skills and attitudes as intended by the intervention), ‘behaviour’ (has
recipients’ longer-term behaviour changed as a result of the intervention) and ‘results’ (has the intervention
achieved its intended outcomes). For the purposes of our evaluation, an adapted version of the Kirkpatrick
model will be used to map the impact of the FLF against five hierarchical levels (L1-L5), with each level in
turn relating to a different aspect of the processes, impacts and economic outcomes of the FLF programme.
For instance, L1- ‘Reaction’, will provide the framing to assess and synthesise the measures of success for
the processes underpinning the FLF set up, governance and recipient perceptions to glean whether L1 has
been achieved successfully to influence L2- ‘Behaviour’. Similarly, the assessment of outputs and outcomes
through various indicators and data collection methods discussed in Chapter 5 will provide a sense of
whether the FLF programme as a whole has progressed to L2/L3 etc. at a given point in time. Figure 7

above provides an illustration of how the Kirkpatrick model will be applied to our evaluation of FLF.

The Kirkpatrick framework will thus create a ‘hierarchy of impact’ to help understand the extent to which

the programme as a whole has traversed its trajectory of impact at a given point in time. While the FLF

! See for example Jones C, Fraser ], Randall S. The evaluation of a home-based paediatric nursing service: concept and design development using
the Kirkpatrick model. Journal of Research in Nursing 23(6) (2018):492-501. https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987118786019; Heydari, M.R.,
Taghva, F., Amini, M. et al. Using Kirkpatrick’s model to measure the effect of a new teaching and learning methods workshop for health care

staff. BMC Res Notes 12, 388 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1186/s13104-019-4421-y


https://doi.org/10.1177/1744987118786019
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13104-019-4421-y

ToC provides an underpinning framework for assessment against the envisioned inputs to impacts and
answering the evaluative questions, the Kirkpatrick model provides added value as an overarching analytical

lens drawing together the evidence across the evaluation.



3. Evaluation approach

This chapter sets out the overarching evaluation approach through which we will collect evidence to assess
the FLF against the analytical frameworks described in Chapter 2. Following the recommendation of the
IES scoping and feasibility report, and the specifications of the ITT, our evaluation approach will comprise
three types of evaluation: a process evaluation; an impact evaluation comprising a combination of QED
and realist TBE; and an economic evaluation. The sections below provide more information on the aims of

each type of evaluation.

Figure 8: Overarching evaluation approach

Economic Process
evaluation evaluation

Impact evaluation

3.1. Process evaluation

The process evaluation will seek to understand the extent to which FLF’s organisational targets have been
achieved, including whether programme management, support and structures have been fit for purpose;
and to develop an understanding of barriers and facilitators faced by the programme in relation to its setup
and implementation.”” The process evaluation will use a theory-based mixed-methods approach guided

primarily by the evaluation questions derived from the ToC, with Kirkpatrick model L1 and L2 used as an

22 In this phase of the evaluation, we will focus on understanding the set-up, operational delivery, and implementation of the FLF programme,
rather than the processes through which impacts have been achieved. The processes underpinning impacts will be explored further as part of the
impact evaluation where we will adopt a context mechanisms outcomes (CMO) analytical framing allowing for a better understanding of linkages
between process and impact. Moreover, we will utilise a cause consequence analysis to assess if processes are likely to impede or facilitate impact.



additional lens for data collection and analysis. The process evaluation methods will comprise document
review, management information analysis (in addition to that already undertaken for this framework
report), key informant interviews, process mapping, cause consequence analysis, case studies and

comparator case studies.

3.2.  Impact evaluation

The impact evaluation will provide an assessment of the outputs, outcomes and impacts outlined in the
ToC. The evaluation will focus on understanding the extent to which FLF has achieved shorter-term
outputs and outcomes, while also considering whether the programme is on track to achieve longer-term
desired outcomes and impacts. The impact evaluation methods will comprise a review of internal UKRI
data and reporting, a review of secondary data, career tracker surveys, a host survey and key informant

interviews.

The impact evaluation will comprise two related but distinct strands: (i) a counterfactual QED where we
seek to understand the causal impact of the FLF quantitatively, focussing on short-term outputs, and
(ii) a theory-based approach to capture more qualitative outputs and outcomes, why and how they have
occurred, and whether the FLF is on track to achieve a sustained longer-term impact. Given the nature of
the FLF programme and the outcomes anticipated, for example supporting mulddisciplinary research and
developing leadership, it is evident that a qualitative approach will be more beneficial in drawing out the
nuances of what this means and how these outcomes vary in their manifestation across diverse sectors and
disciplines. We therefore propose that the QED should be considered a limited component of a broader
contribution story of the FLF which will be strengthened through qualitative research. More information

on these two strands is provided in the sections below.

3.2.1.  Quasi-experimental design (QED)

The purpose of the QED evaluation is to estimate the causal impact of the FLF programme on observable
outcomes. It will do so by generating an ex posr counterfactual group of unsuccessful awardees, who are
otherwise similar to the successful applicants (the treatment group) in all observable ways and comparing
differences in outcomes between the two groups. The key research question that will be addressed through
the QED is whether FLF fellows achieve the outputs anticipated to a higher degree compared to the
counterparts. We are not intending to compare the FLF with other fellowships given the challenges of
generating a counterfactual (see Chapter 4). To assess the added value of the FLF over other interventions,

we will utilise a qualitative approach, as is further described in Section 3.2.2 and Chapter 5 below.

The ‘gold-standard’ in identifying causal impact is generally through a Randomised Control Trial (RCT),
where treatment (the awarding of the FLF in this case) is randomly assigned to eligible participants, creating
a control, or counterfactual, that is otherwise equivalent to the treatment group. RCT's can assign causal
impact as they allow us to control for any changes in outcomes that would have occurred without treatment
anyway, and isolate the impact of the fellowship itself. QED evaluation, however, tries to non-
experimentally identify a counterfactual that is as similar to the treatment group in all observable
characteristics. By identifying an appropriate counterfactual who it is estimated would follow the same

outcome trajectory as the treated individuals, had those individuals not been treated, the QED can then



attribute any differences in outcomes to the treatment (the FLF intervention) itself. This enables causal

estimation of the receipt of the fellowship on individual-level outcomes.

The QED can only estimate the causal impact of fellowship receipt on quantifiable, individual-level
outcomes. Even though outcome metrics may exist for other units of analysis as outlined in the ToC, such
as the host institution or collaborators, we could not credibly and causally attribute any differences in
outcomes at these broader levels to the receipt of fellowship. It is unlikely that the necessary assumptions to
attach a causal interpretation hold at levels other than that at which the counterfactual is generated. As such,
given treatment and counterfactual generation both occur at the individual level, we only attach causal

interpretation to differences that occur in researcher-specific outcomes.

In Chapter 4, we set out further considerations relevant to the QED evaluation and the composition of the
counterfactual group. In Chapter 5, we present our impact evaluation framework including the specific

observable outcomes for which we will seek to collect data for the QED evaluation.

3.2.2.  Theory-based evaluation (TBE)

A realist TBE will form the second strand of our impact evaluation. We propose a realist TBE over other
TBEs due to the emphasis placed on the context and mechanisms surrounding outcomes, which will be
crucial in eliciting learnings for the programme. While a QED evaluation will provide quantitative measures
on a limited set of FLF’s outputs, it will not factor in qualitative outputs and outcomes, nor proxies for
longer-term impact. The TBE will enable consideration of these wider forms of impact, including the
diversity of impacts across sectors and disciplines. This is particularly important given the business and
academic settings of the FLF and the range of STEM and AHSS disciplines involved. Our TBE will also
seek to gather qualitative evidence regarding the extent to which FLF has provided added value over other
similar interventions. The incorporation of realist approaches into our TBE will create scope for
understanding why certain outcomes have occurred, exploring the specific contexts in which they have
occurred, and surfacing evidence regarding the unintended consequences of the FLF. We will utilise the

Context Mechanism Outcomes (CMO) analysis framing to undertake the realist evaluation, as further

described in Chapter 5.

3.3. Economic evaluation

The final phase of the evaluation will comprise an economic evaluation of the FLF, contingent upon
undertaking an economic feasibility assessment to assess the viability of a cost benefit analysis of FLF and

to explore potential approaches to assessing value and effectiveness.

Broadly, there are two potential options for the economic appraisal of FLF: a direct cost benefit analysis of
the FLF investment; or an exploration of the opportunity cost of the FLF (for example, by examining the
potential benefits of running the programme differently or funding an alternative prospect through a
discrete choice experiment). The development of a direct cost benefit analysis for FLF will require a review
of the outputs and outcomes measures as agreed and quantified in the impact evaluation to assess whether
they are monetizable. It will also require a review of all the qualitative data collected to assess whether there
is anything else that could be quantified and monetised. Where possible, we will explore use of multipliers

and look to expand the economic impact measures to consider labour market effects and spillovers (while



also recognising limitations relating to the timing of the evaluation at a relatively early stage of
implementation of the FLF). Beyond a cost benefit analysis, some elements of cost effectiveness or value
may be possible to discern through a focussed assessment of additionality. This would be a qualitative
approach assessing whether the investment was effective in achieving its outcomes or whether the outcomes

would have been achieved regardless of the intervention. These options will be explored through the

feasibility assessment.



4. QED considerations and scoping of the counterfactual

This chapter sets out considerations for the QED evaluation based on the evaluation team’s further
assessment of the IES scoping and feasibility study” and the FLF management information shared by
UKRI. The IES scoping and feasibility study focused principally on two forms of QED: Propensity Score
Matching (PSM) and Regression Discontinuity Design (RDD), and ultimately recommended the PSM
approach. Following further consideration, we agree with their summary and recommend the adoption of
PSM. These approaches largely differ in respect to counterfactual generation. PSM generates a
counterfactual by modelling the likelihood of being treated- based primarily on the Sift score, and

generating a group of unsuccessful applicants that have a similar likelihood of being treated as the treatment

group. RDD insee |
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