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SPEaR Mapping – Indicative findings for 2001─2004


Introduction
Each year SPEaR collates research and evaluation project information from a range of agencies. This information is analysed, aggregated, and reported on as part of SPEaR’s overall social sector monitoring function.
 We refer to this process as “mapping”.
This report provides a high-level description of our mapping results for the 2001/2002, 2002/2003 and 2003/2004 financial years. It relates to projects undertaken in-house by SPEaR member agencies and work they have contracted to both the tertiary and private sector. Our mapping analysis also includes “social’ project activity” funded through the Foundation for Research, Science and Technology (FRST) and the Health Research Council (HRC).

At the first Social Policy, Research and Evaluation (SPRE) Conference in 2003, mapping patterns were first presented. Three years of mapping data collection has allowed us to develop a better understand of research and evaluation activity across the sector. This is useful for “maintaining an overview of the government’s investment in social policy research and evaluation”, as required in SPEaR’s Terms of Reference. As we continue to map activity across the social sector, we will become increasingly able to identify high-level patterns and assess the impact of large, one-off research and evaluation projects. 

There are some caveats to this mapping information, however. Real-time reporting remains a challenge. Ideally, mapping should occur at the end of the financial year. This would improve inter-agency information sharing at project level, and enable the most up-to-date information to be included in SPEaR’s annual reporting and advisory work. However – and acknowledging there are sometimes resource constraints within agencies – SPEaR cannot map data until the information is supplied. Finally, it should be remembered that the coding method we use to “sort” projects is for analytical ease. Approximately half of the projects would merit multiple coding. 
High-level findings from SPEaR’s mapping analysis

The Key Theme Areas (Figure 1) and the Key Knowledge Questions (Figure 2) – Monitoring Framework (KTAs/KKQs) 2001─2004

KTAs – “Developing human capabilities – knowledge and skills” (KTA 2) activity has increased noticeably. Projects coded under the “Enhancing positive social outcomes” (KTA 4) remain the most common. “Social and cultural identities (KTA 7) have disappeared from our mapping analysis, partly due to a number of projects being completed.
KKQs – The dominance of KKQ 4, “Analysing what works to change variation in social outcomes including the design, delivery and impact of policy”, has increased (Figure 2). Projects undertaken by central agencies – either in-house or through contracts – highlight an encouraging increase in applied project activity, and an increased focus on “what works”. 
Figure 1: Key theme areas (KTAs) by financial year
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Coding notes:

KTA#1: The changing nature of work; KTA#2: Human capability; KTA#3: Disparities; KTA#4: Enhancing social outcomes; KTA#5: Measuring & understanding social wellbeing; KTA#6: Social connectedness; KTA#7: Social and cultural identities.

Figure 2: Key knowledge questions (KKQs) by financial year
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Coding notes:
KKQ#1: Describing & monitoring variations in social outcomes; KKQ#2: Understanding the multiple causes of variations in social outcomes; KKQ#3: Monitoring key causal factors; KKQ#4: Analysing what works to change variation in social outcomes including the design, delivery and impact of policy; KKQ#5: Anticipating the likely impact of future social, socio-demographic and technological trends on social outcomes.

Project Size (Figure 3)

We have detected a trend towards longer/larger projects and co-ordinated research programmes for our period of analysis (2001─2004). This figure provides an indication that the directions signalled through the “Review of the Centre” report (State Services Commission) and Managing for Outcomes (MfO) project have been reflected in agency action. 

Figure 3: Relative size of projects
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Coding notes: 
Small – <6months, Medium – 6─18 months, Large - 18─36 months, Extra large – >36 months

Where projects were at the margins regarding time, money allocated was also taken into account with:

Small – <$50,000, Medium – ≥$50,000─$100,000, Large – ≥$100,000─$300,000, Extra large – ≥$300,000.

Funding (Figure 4)

Approximately $28─32m per year was spent on research and evaluation contracting in the SPEaR member agencies (excluding FRST and HRC) between 2001─2004. Contracting dominates over “in-house” activity in terms of total projects and funding totals. However, this figure is suggestive only because salaries and overhead costs of agency staff are not included in mapping information (and contracts do include such costs). 

Preliminary mapping information tells us that private sector research and evaluation agencies appear to undertake more contract activity with SPEaR member agencies than their tertiary sector counterparts. More complete information is being supplied by SPEaR member agencies for the analysis of activity in the 2004/2005 and 2005/2006 financial years. 
Figure 4: Funding advised
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Our mapping analysis indicates that some SPEaR member agencies appear to contract much of their research and evaluation to tertiary providers. Some contract almost exclusively with private contractors. Several agencies undertake all, or nearly all, of their projects using in-house resources and others have a mix of in-house and contracting.

Activity (Figure 5 and Figure 6)

The proportionality of activity between evaluation, monitoring, literature/desk and fieldwork analysis has remained steady over the three financial years we analysed. The trend has occurred despite an increase in projects being detected in our mapping analysis.   

Figure 5: Activity Comparisons
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Coding notes: 
The “scoping” section includes literature reviews and strategy work.
Figure 6: Activity Comparisons
[image: image8.emf]0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

2001/2002 2002/2003 2003/2004

Financial year

Number of projects

Evaluation

Monitoring

Scoping

Fieldwork/analysis


Given project stages and project life cycles, this stability of activity tells us that new projects – and stages of research – are being commissioned as other projects cease and/or are completed. Our analysis of mapping information indicated that capacity and capability issues were still evident across the sector, with some projects being put “on hold”, while others had timeline extensions.   

Policy population focus 

Most projects commissioned in the 2001─2004 period concerned children and/or young people. There was a proportional number of projects detected across the other categories identified by SPEaR, as outlined in Table 1 below. Research projects that target the general population – coded as “Other” below – remain the second largest category.
 

Table 1: Policy population focus by financial year

	Research population code 
	Number of projects:

2001/2002 
	Number of projects:

2002/2003
	Number of projects:

2003/2004

	Children/Young People
	86
	123
	126

	Disabled people
	8
	20
	16

	Locality/place
	21
	24
	28

	Māori
	35
	39
	34

	Migrants
	10
	7
	7

	Older People
	2
	4
	12

	Pacific
	18
	16
	16

	Other
	69
	69
	71

	TOTAL
	249
	302
	310


SPEaR’s mapping work that has broken down research projects by “policy population focus” has provided valuable for niche agencies wanting to know about work in the sector of relevance to their work programmes.  SPEaR is able to refer the enquirer to the responsible agency for further detail. The Families Commission, Ministry of Pacific Island Affairs, Ministry of Women’s Affairs, Ministry of Youth Development, Office of Ethnic Affairs, Office for Senior Citizens and Office for Disability Issues have used this aspect of mapping to inform their work. The Family Violence Clearing House, the Cross-Cultural Centre and other specialist areas have also sought general mapping information.

Next steps 
SPEaR uses the mapping information as part of its reporting on trends and for identifying gaps where activity could be encouraged. We will continue to provide updated reports on our website as they are developed.
For further information, contact the Secretariat – info@spear.govt.nz.































































































































































� SPEaR’s KTA/KKQ framework analysis has been successfully applied to other funding streams, including mapping of the PBRF (TEC) funded by SPEaR’s Linkages funding programme. By triangulating this information we can identify information gaps that exist across the sector. Future work will explore the possibility of comparing SPEaR’s mapping data to comparable exercises, most notably the work tracked by other agencies that monitor Growth and Innovation Framework (GIF) activity.


� For more information on KKQs/KTAs, go to: http://www.spear.govt.nz/about-us/improving-the-knowledge-base.pdf


� Because of some variation in reporting – or because projects evolve over time – comparisons across years is difficult, and trends should be treated as indicative only.





