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The National Advisory Council on Innovation (NACI) is mandated to provide advice to
government, through the Minister of Science and Technology, on a range of issues related
to Science, Technology and Innovation (STI). It achieves its objectives through collaboration
with local and international experts, organisations and institutions.

Recent reviews of the National System of Innovation (NSI), such as the 2012 Ministerial
Review on the STI Landscape and the draft new White Paper on STI have identified
Systemic Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) as one of the weaknesses facing the NSI.
There are different M&E activities happening across the system. NACI has been monitoring
selected indicators and published results (in the form of STI Indicators Booklet) annually,
and established the initial phase of the National STI data and information portal in 2017.

In March 2019, Cabinet approved a new White Paper on STI. The White Paper strongly
advocates for the strengthening of the M&E capability to bolster policy performance. Among
others, it assigns NACI to develop the NSI M&E framework.

The development of the White Paper coincided with stakeholder engagement that NACI
had initiated focusing on building NSI M&E capability. This was in line with its Strategic
Plan ambition. Stakeholders identified and confirmed findings of some systemic reviews
about the absence of an M&E framework and system for the NSI as a major weakness,
and one that required urgent attention. NACI then partnered with the DSI/NRF Centre of
Excellence in Scientometrics in Science Technology and Innovation Policy (SCiSTIP) to
provide technical support. A draft M&E Framework was generated and presented at the
Round-Table Discussion on 10 September 2019, at the Sheraton Hotel, Pretoria. Overall,
stakeholders welcomed the draft M&E Framework and offered suggestions on how it could
be enhanced further. This was followed by written comments which were all incorporated
into the final framework approved by NACI.

Therefore, this M&E Framework needs to be viewed as an important step towards building
a M&E capability as envisaged by the White Paper. The development of a M&E framework
was a complex and challenging process, and context needed to be considered. The
M&E framework was developed for the country rather than just one stakeholder or actor
and, while robust, should be flexible enough to accommodate future changes to policy.
NACI welcomes comments and recommendations, which will form the basis of the next
step, including establishment of an M&E system. The email address to use for submitting
comments on this framework is naci@dst.gov.za.

Dr Mlungisi Cele

Acting CEO
National Advisory Council on Innovation (NACI)
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In 2017 the National Advisory Council on Innovation (NACI) requested SciSTIP to develop
an M&E framework for the Science, Technology and Innovation (STI) system in South
Africa. Meanwhile, in March 2019, South Africa’s Department of Science and Technology
(DST) has published ‘White Paper on Science, Technology and Innovation: Science,
technology and innovation enabling inclusive and sustainable South African development
in a changing world’ (March 2019). Against this background, and the status quo in South
Africa where multiple entities regularly commission evaluations and reviews at all levels of
the STI system, what should a ‘Monitoring & Evaluation’ (M&E) framework for the entire SA
STI system look like?

The White Paper states the following list of main factors constraining South Africa’s STI
performance:

. Inadequate and non-inclusive means of agenda setting;

. Lack of policy coherence and coordination;

. Inadequate mechanisms for policy learning;

. Insufficient involvement of business and civil society;

. Inadequate high-level SET and technical skills for the economy;
. A research system that, although productive, is small;

. An environment that does not sufficiently enable innovation;

. Significant levels of underfunding.

The proposed M&E framework in this document addresses one of these constraints in
particular: ‘Inadequate mechanisms for policy learning’. Our framework is designed to
enhance those learning processes. A workable and effective framework requires a sound
theoretical and understandable foundation, a transparent and applicable analytical model,
as well as appropriate information sources and ‘contextualised’ performance indicators.
The M&E rationale underpinning the framework should incorporate the views and interests
of all major stakeholders and actors in the STI system, where the public sector and the
private sector perspectives are taken into account.

As indicated in the NACI Terms of Reference, the framework deals with the overarching
‘systems’ level (not at the sector level, program level or any other sub-level). Developing a
systems-level M&E framework is challenging. Our proposed multi-perspective framework,
introduced in section 2 of this report, builds on decades of M&E traditions and best
practices in South Africa and elsewhere, by applying the following five core components
in the framework: (a) an adaption of the National System of Innovation; (b) ‘Theory-Based
Evaluation’ (TBE) derived from a ‘Theory of Change’and an associated ‘Logic model’; (c)
an integrated set of ‘domain-specific evaluation questions’ and ‘system-level evaluation
questions’; (d) applying a wide range of quantitative performance indicators; (e) introducing
M&E information platforms, such as an ST/ Scoreboard with an ST/ Index, to track and
measure the general performance of the entire system and how it moves forward.

These building blocks refer to the key issues that any high-quality M&E framework needs to
address: a suitable ToC is essential, as is selecting the most appropriate evaluation criteria,
and applying those analytical methods and data sources that are able to follow general
developments in the system as well as identifying the effects of system interventions or
new STI policies. Only then will we get the right kind of empirical input and feedback to
appreciate the workings of the STI system, assess its state of development, and gauge
future prospects. The framework design should minimize the risk of adopting a wrong ToC,
selecting inappropriate indicators or implementation plans. Design failures might lead to
sub-optimal M&E practices, introduce misguided performance incentives, or incentivise
inappropriate behaviour, unintended outputs or negative impacts on the STI system.
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Our proposed (draft) framework makes a clear distinction between ‘monitoring’ objectives
and ‘evaluation’ goals. The M-part, elaborated in section 5, presents the criteria for
systems-level performance indicators and a variety of possible candidates — ranging from
background ‘context’ indicators to high-priority ‘key performance’ indicators. We take cues
from the ‘European Innovation Scoreboard’ as a particularly interesting indicator-based
model for designing such an analytical tool in South Africa. Such a tool should distinguish
between two important but complementary functional approaches to assess the general
health of the SA STI system: international and domestic benchmarking. Our analysis of the
currently available indicators, and how they map onto the structure of the STI model, offers
many options for applications in M&E settings, but it also reveals important information
gaps and missing indicators that need to be developed.

The E-part of the M&E framework, described in section 6, applies the TBE approach and
focuses on systems-level evaluation questions related to prior or ongoing STI policies and
(proposed) interventions. STI policy intents and ambitions in the abovementioned White
Paper provide one input for the structuring. Other relevant questions relate to systems-
level issues in SA STI domains, but may also derive from international and global trends
in STI. A M&E framework of the STI system requires a tailor-made approach with a strong
emphasis on the connectivity between actors and processes with the system, both national
and international — adopting a ‘National System of Innovation’ model is not sufficient to
accommodate these requirements.

As for implementation issues, section 7 addresses the context in which the M&E framework
will eventually be organized, embedded and applied. Special attention will have to be paid to
M&E at the level of targeted STI system components, such as STl domains and institutional
actors, and dedicated STl policy interventions. Effective management of an M&E framework
and implementation of M&E activities, with appropriate ToCs and performance indicators,
will critically depend on whether or not the essential conditions are in place with regards
to system governance, its resourcing, and how the varying interests of the system’s major
stakeholders are reflected and secured.

Summarising, building on a generalintroduction of the SASTI system, the above White Paper,
and relevant methodological considerations such as the TBE approach and international
best practices (such as the European Innovation Scoreboard), this document provides
an outline for such a framework and its main components. Our outline includes practical
suggestions for analytical models, classes of performance indicators, data collection
methodologies and measurement models. It also contains a set of suggestions that NACI
can take under advisement with regards to aim, scope and structure of implementing such
a framework.
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1.1 Background of this report

The National Advisory Council on Innovation (NACI) requested SciSTIP in mid-2017 to
submit a proposal to develop an M&E framework for the Science, Technology and Innovation
(STI) system in South Africa. In response to the request and its Terms of Reference, SciSTIP
submitted a proposal (November 2017) and subsequently an Implementation Plan in June
2018. The contract for this work was finalised in January 2019. Meanwhile, South Africa’s
Department of Science and Technology (DST) has published ‘White Paper on Science,
Technology and Innovation: Science, Technology and Innovation enabling inclusive and
sustainable South African development in a changing world’(March 2019). The White Paper
states: “NACI will be reconfigured to act as the national STI M&E institution, charged with
analysing STI information and undertaking work to inform government planning on STI/”.
This formulation suggests a quite centralised approach to M&E of the STI (housed at NACI)
as well as a specific purpose (to inform government planning). Against the background of
the status quo in South Africa, where multiple entities regularly commission evaluations
and reviews at all levels of the STI system, what should a ‘Monitoring & Evaluation’ (M&E)
framework for the entire SA STI system look like?

To address this key question a SciSTIP preparatory Expert Workshop was organised, at
CREST in Stellenbosch, on March 19th and 20th 2019. Some 15 participants, including
several invited international experts on STl evaluation, as well as two NACI representatives,
attended this meeting. The aim was to discuss the various ‘good practice’ options available
for such an M&E framework within the SA context, and decide on the most appropriate
way forward to develop such a Framework. Various supporting documents were prepared
before the workshop. These include:

. Adocument entitled: Overview of conceptual frameworks for Monitoring and Evaluation
Systems for a Science, Technology and Innovation System (Botha and Tijssen);

. A document entitled: “Workshop on a M&E framework for the SA STI system: An
annotated preparatory document” (Mouton and Tijssen);

. A document entitled: “Patent analysis for South Africa” (Schmoch).

In addition to these documents a number of preparatory activities were undertaken before
the workshop:

. A literature search of relevant documents on STI indicators was conducted by the
CREST Information officer (this resulted in more than 50 relevant documents that
were subsequently scanned and uploaded to the CREST STI Indicator Bank). A
CREST research assistant, Lebo Lerato, was given the task (under the supervision
of Prof. Mouton) to work through these documents and identify all indicators into an
Excel spreadsheet. A first version of this work was completed by the end of February.
Further work was done by two senior researchers at CREST in order to clean up the
indicator list into a more appropriate and comprehensive ‘indicator bank’.

The first version of this report was presented at a M&E framework seminar on October
10th, 2019 at NACI (Pretoria). The constructive conversation and feedback from the 80
participants during this 3 hour meeting, as well as a dozen written commentaries that were
submitted to the authors afterwards, significantly improved the content and structure of the
final report.

1.2 Historical background

South Africa’s NSI and STI system has withessed major developments since the early
20th century - see Appendix 1 for a short historical overview. The system has also
undergone a large series of reviews and evaluations between 1996 and 2019 at various
levels of the STI system. Table 1 provides a summary overview of these studies. A detailed
list of these reviews and evaluations is found in Appendix 2. Although the proposed M&E
framework in this report primarily addresses the ‘top level’ perspective of the entire South
African national STI system, which a comprehensive framework should also be able to
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accommodate lower-level M&E activities (we will return to this issue in Section 7.3).

Table 1: Summary of completed reviews and evaluations of the SA STl system
(1996-2019)

Level Category of STl programme reviews Count
System evaluations and reviews 13
National National institutional reviews 28
Research centres and institutes 10
Sector specific reviews 4
Scientific field | Scientific field reviews 27
Science programme reviews 23
Programmes - - -
Technology and innovation programme reviews &

We have not conducted a proper meta-analysis, or even systematic review, of these studies.
It would, therefore, not be appropriate to draw too strong conclusions from this overview.
However, some preliminary observations are relevant as a backdrop to the development of
the M&E framework:

. There is quite a large number (given the short time-span) of system-level reviews
(OECD, Ministerial reviews). Some of these reviews were undertaken within extremely
short time periods which begs the question both of the co-ordination of these and
whether the findings and recommendations of the different reviews were properly
considered and addressed.

. There is a clear predominance of institutional (organisational) reviews (such as the
SETI-reviews) and scientific field reviews.

. Although there is a substantial number of reviews of ‘science’ programmes (including
funding and capacity-building programmes), there is a relative dearth of programmatic
reviews in the broad field of technology and innovation. It is, of course, possible that
such reviews have been conducted but are not (easily) visible in the public sphere.

. There are often long lag times in sector-specific reviews (time lag between adoption
and implementation of strategy and first reviews). This raises questions about the
‘absorptive’ capacity in the system to manage many reviews within short spaces of
time.

. Finally, the fact that these studies were commissioned by a relatively large number
of departments and agencies (at least seven of them) in the same system, raises
questions about the ‘locus of control’ of such reviews and whether there has been
sufficient cross-sectoral and inter-institutional co-operation in this area.

1.3 General structure of the report

Section 2 is devoted to a discussion of the two core notions of ‘monitoring’ and ‘evaluation’
in the proposed M&E framework. Section 3 presents the argument for a theory-based
approach to the M&E framework (a short history of TBE is summarised in Appendix 3).
The conceptual framework that is used in this report to describe and analyse the science,
technology and innovation system in the country is discussed in Section 4 (against the
background of a review of different conceptual frameworks that we have undertaken. The
two main sections of this report (sections 5 and 6) respectively presents the outline of
a SA STI Scoreboard for monitoring the performance of the system; and an Evaluation
framework for addressing system-wide and domain-specific evaluation questions
(Appendix 4 lists the various domain-specific questions extracted from the White Paper).
The report concludes (Section 7) with a number of issues that need to be addressed in
implementing the M&E framework proposed in this report.
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Defining monitoring
and evaluation




1

Markiewicz, A. & Patrick,

1. (2016). Developing
Monitoring and Evaluation
Frameworks, Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publishers.

2.1 Designing an M&E framework

Developing a comprehensive and workable M&E framework, for any kind of social system,
is a challenging undertaking. Sectoral systems such as educational, or health systems, are
complex entities in many respects. The same applies to Science, Technology and Innovation
systems. Such systems are typically open systems (Bhaskar, 1979) that constantly change
in response to exogenous factors in their environments as well as because of endogenous
factors (such as changes in policy and strategy). A national STI system typically consists of
a multitude of institutions and organisations (public and private) whose missions, strategies
and portfolios change over time. Linkages, interactions and resource flows between these
entities are also not static; they respond and adapt to new demands and priorities in their
ecosystems.

According to Markiewicz and Patrick (2016: p.1-2)" an M&E framework:
. is both a planning process and a written product designed to provide guidance to the

conduct of monitoring and evaluation functions over the lifespan of an initiative;

. includes an overarching plan and a step-by-step guide to its operationalisation and
application over time;

. defines the parameters of routine monitoring and periodic evaluation that will take
place over the life of a program or initiative;

. shows how information and quantitative data are collected, aggregated and analysed
on a regular basis in order to answer the agreed evaluation goals or questions. The
data generated should support formative and summative evaluation processes.

Guided by these design criteria a carefully designed M&E framework needs to:

. be developed concurrently with, and to inform, an overarching plan or design;
. derived from an overall programme theory and/or based on an analytical model

. ensure constant alignment between missions/goals and funded organisations,
infrastructures, programmes or other activities and investments;

. specify the monitoring strategies, as well as any studies, reviews or evaluations to do;

. guide and inform the performance monitoring of those activities/investments, and
allows for tracking progress against a strategy or master plan;

. guide and inform the outcome mapping of those activities/investments, and provide
the means to identify and assesses expected and unexpected results or impacts;

. guide and inform studies to be conducted or commissioned to evaluate outputs,
outcomes and impacts;

. allows for generating and disseminating knowledge about good practice and
programme progress;

. ensure optimal use of M&E results for purposes of organisational and policy learning,
strategic planning and decision making.

The scope of such an M&E framework should include a mix of ‘deductive’ (top-down)
elements:

. overview of specific issues, goals and problems;

. political or strategic issues;

. informed by generally-accepted theoretical or conceptual notions;

. incorporating country and sector specificities;

. choice of benchmarking entities (countries, regions)

... but also, several more ‘inductive’ (bottom-up) elements, like:
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. adopting on international ‘best practices’ with regards to analytics and measurement
models

. driven by accessible high-quality empirical data;
. incorporating established (key) performance indicators;

. opportunities to develop and implement new, ‘customised’ information sources and
indicators.

2.2 The logic of evaluation

We need to be clear about the meaning of the central notions of ‘monitoring’ and ‘evaluation’.
The huge literature about programme evaluation (which originated in the 1960’s in the
USA), the emergence of a dedicated field of R&D evaluation in the 1970’s and the more
recent institutionalisation of performance monitoring which arose out of the New Public
Management paradigm of the early 1990s have resulted in a multitude of definitions of
'monitoring’ and ‘evaluation’ as well as diverse approaches to conducting (performance)
monitoring and evaluation activities. It is therefore important that we begin this report by
making it clear on how we define these two key notions, and what our approach to M&E is.
As to the first challenge, we take as point of reference, the classic definition of ‘evaluation’
provided by one of the pioneers of evaluation theory — Michael Scriven. Scriven introduced
the term ‘the logic of evaluation’ in 1980 and defined it as follows:

“The most common type of evaluation involves determining criteria of merit (usually
from a needs assessment), standards of merit (frequently as a result of looking for
appropriate comparisons) and then determining the performance of the evaluand so
as to compare it against these standards” (Scriven 1980).

For Scriven, criteria determination involves identifying the dimensions on which the
‘evaluand’ (the object of our assessment or evaluation) must do well to be assessed as
being good. Standards of merit tell us how well the evaluand must do on each dimension
to be good. He distinguishes between absolute standards (such as a certain minimum
safety level that all automobiles must attain) or comparative standards (when we compare
the evaluand to available alternatives). And finally, we assess the performance of the
evaluand by measuring the evaluand (gathering appropriate data and observations about
the evaluand on each dimension) and then comparing the results to the standards of merit.
The end result for Scriven is an evaluative judgment of the evaluand. The logic of ‘e-valua-
tion’ is indeed the logic of how we make value judgements that are evidence-based. To
illustrate Scriven’s logic, we apply it to the domain of science, technology and innovation.
Scriven’s definition requires us to address three questions:

1. What is the object of our (monitoring and) evaluation (the evaluand)?

2. Which aspects or dimensions of the evaluand are being monitored and evaluated?

Against which standards of merit will we base our judgment of whether the evaluand
is performing well?




Figure 1: Visualisation of the logic of evaluation applied to the domain of STI

Objects: General dimensions: Performance frameworks:

gﬂ [s)}rlggt;er;qmmes Coherence/integrity National objectives
Institutional sectors Goal aﬂalnment Progrgmn?e goals
Organisations or Transform.alltlon Organisational targets
organisational units Sustainability International quality standards
Fields and domains Production/productivity Domestic quality standards
Teams and Efficiency/effectiveness

individuals Relevance/impact

Quality/ excellence
Inclusivity/transformative
change

The first block in Figure 1 highlights the fact that we need to distinguish between different
levels of M&E: the objects of evaluation are located at different levels: the entire system
(or sub-systems), STI institutions (such as universities or science councils or firms),
scientific fields, STI programmes (science funding programmes, research capacity building
programmes, technology and innovation support programmes) and even individuals
(scientists, engineers and entrepreneurs).

The second block refers to the aspects or dimensions of the evaluation objects that we
want to monitor and/or evaluate (Scriven’s ‘criteria of determination’). It should be self-
evident that the criteria of determination will differ according to the level of the evaluand.
We do not assess the ‘performance’ of the entire system using the same criteria as we do
for assessing the performance of institutions, programmes or individuals. Which criteria are
deemed to be appropriate for monitoring and evaluating the performance of the entire (STI)
system will be informed by the system’s goals and objectives. These are often incorporated
in national policies or strategies. Which criteria are deemed to be appropriate for evaluating
the performance of an institution (such as a science council or university), will be informed
by the institutional missions, goals and objectives of the institution.

The third block incorporates Scriven’s point that evaluation is always about making a
judgement about the merit or worth of something — how well we are doing on a specific
dimension. Making a value judgement typically involves some form of comparison. We can
distinguish between four kinds of comparisons:

. Comparing performance against a standard;
. Comparing performance against a target;
. Comparing our current performance on X against prior performance on X;

. Comparing our performance against other ‘similar’ objects (systems/ institutions).

We will elaborate on what each of these forms of comparison or benchmarking means in
practice later in the report. But it is already clear that a number of questions in this regard
remain to be addressed. Who sets these standards? And by what authority? What do we
do in cases where there are no explicit standards? Should we not distinguish between
international and local (national) standards? And how do we deal with standards that
change over time? Who sets targets and how are they set? Who decides what a realistic or
unrealistic target is? We will address these questions in later sections of the report. Suffice
to say at this stage, that we will use the term ‘benchmarking’ as the appropriate term to
capture Scriven’s ideas of ‘comparing against a standard’.
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Assessing the performance of the evaluand requires measuring the evaluand (on each
dimension) and comparing the results to performance standards, targets or other indicators
of merit. What we would regard as the appropriate evaluation dimensions and criteria for a
specific evaluation study or review are always context- and time-bound. What is regarded
as an appropriate criterion today, may not be so in twenty years’ time. What is appropriate
to the USA may not be appropriate to South Africa. Higher-order discourses in the field of
STl in South Africa today around transformation, social impact, sustainability and alignment
with national goals (NDP) and the sustainable development goals (SDG’s) all influence our
choice of evaluation criteria and hence our evaluation practices.

For Scriven the act or process of evaluating something includes (even if implicitly) the
process of monitoring (or close observation) of the object of evaluation. Taking Scriven’s
definition of evaluation as point of departure, which does not address the issue of ‘monitoring’
as a separate issue, Box 1 provides an elaboration on how these two concepts interrelate.

Box 1. Monitoring and evaluation

Monitoring and evaluation are often inextricably linked: evaluations provide guidance
for what kind of monitoring (indicators and data) evidence is required; monitoring
data is often required in informing evaluative judgments.

Our everyday notion of monitoring refers to relatively frequent observations (as in
surveillance) or repeated measurement of some object or activity. In the context
of programme monitoring this then typically gets associated with the frequent and
standardised observation (measurement) of programme activities, outputs, outcomes
and impacts. The mechanism through which such programme monitoring is achieved
is through a set of standards (consistent), quantitative indicators or metrics. But the
use of indicators is not confined to the programmatic level. Systems performance
and organisational or institutional performance is also increasingly captured in sets
of indicators or metrics based on frequent and regular measurements.

A common misconception is that monitoring is a purely descriptive (and hence neutral
or non-evaluative) undertaking. Although it is true that one can — at its most basic
level — define monitoring simply as counting activities (attendances of conferences)
or outputs (number of scientific papers, doctoral graduates or patents), produced by
a system or an institution, it should be clear from the discussion thus far (if we follow
Scriven’s logic of evaluation), that the monitoring of the properties of objects only
becomes meaningful and relevant within the context of evaluation. It is only when we
set standards (or norms or even targets) of what counts as ‘good’ or ‘worthwhile’, that
monitoring is a useful endeavour. In fact, monitoring against some standard or target
or comparable entity is nothing but performance monitoring and benchmarking.

We began this section by arguing that the notions of ‘monitoring’ and ‘evaluation’ — although
often seen as two separate activities - are in fact inextricably bound together by what
Scriven calls the ‘logic of evaluation”. But there are, of course, also differences between
monitoring and evaluation activities.

2.3 Monitoring questions

2.3.1 Introduction

The term ‘monitoring’ refers to the relatively frequent or repeated measurement of some
object or activity. The different ‘types’ of monitoring are exhibited in Figure 2. In the
context of programme monitoring this then typically gets associated with the frequent
and standardised observations (measurement) of programme activities, outputs and
outcomes. It is precisely because monitoring something means that one requires repeated
observations, that monitoring is associated with indicators and indicator systems.

e

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

A




In programme evaluation
terminology this is also
referred to as ‘reflexive
control’ measurement:

measuring an object against

itself as the control.

Only if the repeated measurement of the evaluand is done by using the same (standardised)
measures or indicators, will it produce reliable data and evidence on the performance of
the evaluand. But the use of indicators is not confined to the programmatic level. Systems
performance and organisational or institutional performance is also captured in sets of
indicators or metrics based on frequent and regular measurements.

Figure 2: Main types of monitoring

Monitoring the Itself over time
performance of the (historical or domestic
system (on a certain bench marking) With or without a target
dimension) against ... (quantitative outcome)
or a standard
Comparable (qualitative outcome)
(equivalent) STI system

(international
bench marking)

2.3.2 GERD/GDP as a STI performance indicator

To illustrate the differences between the notions of ‘monitoring’, ‘performance monitoring’
(against a target) and (international) ‘benchmarking’, we take as an example one of the
most well-known STI indicators viz. Gross domestic expenditure on R&D as proportion
of Gross Domestic Product (GERD/GDP). The graph below first presents the time-series
monitoring data on this indicator for South Africa. This shows that GERD/GDP has remained
fairly stable (with some intermittent increases and decreases) at around 0.80% over the
past twenty-years (see Figure 3). Monitoring the performance of some objects (in this case
the investment in R&D in South Africa) over time, is thus defined as domestic or historical
benchmarking as one compares the performance of the system with itself over time?.

Figure 3: South African GERD level as a percentage of GDP (2001/2002-2017/2018)
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However, the South African government has, in various policy and strategy documents
since 2002, set a target of 1.0% of GDP (in some cases even a target of 1.5%) to be spent
on R&D by 2020. If we judge the performance of SA on this indicator against this target, we
must conclude that SA’s performance on this indicator is disappointing. This is an example
where we undertake historical benchmarking of the performance of the system on one
dimension (R&D intensity) against a (policy) target. There are a number of other examples
to be found where SA science and innovation policies have set targets, for example, for the
production of PhD’s (5000 by 2030) or SA's world share of scientific publications in the Web
of Science (1% by 2018) and so on.
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Wherever a target has been set, it opens up the possibility not merely to look at trends
over time (whether there are increases or decreases or no change), but also to make a
judgment of whether the system has performed well or not.

The second main form of benchmarking involves a comparison SA's performance with
other countries, viz. international benchmarking. The key issue then — as in all form of
comparison — becomes which countries one selects for such a comparative benchmarking
exercise. In a recent report®, CREST selected four sets of countries (Lead countries,
comparator countries, selected African countries and the BRICS countries) against which
to benchmark our performance on investment in research, human resources and research
performance.

As far as our example indicator (GERD/GDP) is concerned, the results showed that South
Africa is currently ranked 44" in the world (latest available data). Compared to comparator
countries, South Africa is ranked 6th; to the other BRICS countries 4" (behind China, Brazil
and Russia). In Africa, South Africa is the highest ranked country on this indicator. The eight
lead countries spent between 2.96% to 4.27% of GDP on R&D, whereas the comparator
countries range from 0.38% to 1.30%. The BRICS countries range from 0.62% for India to
2.06% for China, while the selected African countries ranged from 0.17% to 0.79%. This is
shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: GERD/GDP performance for selected countries (2015 or most recent)
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2.4 Evaluation questions

Whereas monitoring is a regular activity that is most effective and useful the more often it
is conducted, evaluations are typically more ad hoc and are undertaken to address specific
policy, strategic and programmatic considerations as these arise. As discussed above,
although evaluations can and do utilise monitoring data (in the form of indicators) they
typically also utilize a whole range of other sources of evidence to come to final value-
judgements about different aspects of the evaluand. These would include qualitative and
narrative data sources (individual interviews, focus-group interviews), surveys (including
‘Delphi-type’ surveys), use of expert groups, meta-analyses, data-modelling, and so on.

To arrive at evidence-based judgments, evaluation addresses specific evaluation
criteria - such as productivity, effectiveness, efficiency, inclusivity, diversity, relevance
and sustainability - and is supported by a wide spectrum of background and foreground
information as well as selected indicators. These indicators can be either ‘quantitative’
(based on measurement and statistics), or ‘qualitative’ (extracting their information from
sources such as interviews or case studies). We discuss evaluation questions in the STI
domain in more detail in Section 6.
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3.1 The need for a theory-based approach to M&E

Monitoring and evaluation activities are typically undertaken for different aims and purposes
and hence serve different functions for different stakeholders. Monitoring, and specifically
performance monitoring, forms an integral part of the accountability regimes of the public
sector. Reliable and accurate information about the performance of government in its key
areas of responsibility — education, health, basic services, security, economic growth and
job creation and the quality of life of its citizens — is essential for evidence-based resource
allocation (funding) as well as the improvement of all its services. Evaluations address more
qualitative questions about the relevance of what we do; whether it is effective and have
the required impact and whether our results are sustainable and scalable. Also, evaluation
should inform future policy, strategy and implementation. Summarising, monitoring and
evaluation activities have the following multiple (and mutually reinforcing) purposes:

. accounting for public funds and investments;
. informing strategic planning;
. contributing to formative purposes to improve through learning;

. contributing to summative purposes to make decisions about resource allocation and
priority setting.

A M&E framework is, basically, a learning tool to help grasp and understand changes and
developments over time. It should strive to be informative and data-based rather than
driven by political ideologies or current fads and fashions. The question then becomes
what gets included in a M&E framework? Which indicator categories and specific indicators
are selected for inclusion in the monitoring part of the framework? What evaluation criteria
and questions are included in the evaluation part of the framework? There is consensus
in the M&E literature that the selection of indicators or evaluation questions should not be
made on the basis of the available measures or data. M&E frameworks should be data-
based but not data-driven. Stated differently: there are numerous examples of monitoring
reports (including indicator reports) where a specific indicator is included simply because
of the availability of data for that indicator. M&E frameworks that are driven by the data
typically have no conceptual integrity or cohesion and hence, are less likely to inform any
kind of learning. Over the past thirty years, most evaluators have come to accept that M&E
should be embedded in some higher-order conceptual model or ‘theory’. This approach
has become to be known as a theory-based approach to M&E. The historical development
of ‘theory-based evaluation’ (TBE) is described in Appendix 1.

Figure 5: Circular TBE process
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In one of the more recent developments, Coryn et al. (2011) define five core elements in a
TBE process: (a) theory formulation (b) theory-guided question formulation (c) theory-guided
evaluation design, planning, and execution, (d) theory-guided construct measurement, and
(e) causal description and causal explanation. Figure 5 is based on their description of
‘circular TBE’, comprising a sequence of five steps in the TBE process:

1. Formulate a plausible programme theory

- TBE is a form of evaluation that illuminates the set of cause-and-effect relation-
ships in a system or programme. According to Coryn et al., 2011 this theory can
be:

. based on existing theory and research (e.g. social science);

. implicit i.e. based on the unarticulated assumptions and experience of
programme staff;

. emergent i.e. developed from data collection (e.g. observations and
interviews);

. developed by an evaluator or integrated i.e. based on the best combination
of all previous types of theories listed.

2. Formulate and prioritise evaluation questions

- TBE utilises a theory of change to develop evaluation questions, but the life cycle
and evaluation purpose should also determine the process of prioritisation of
evaluation questions.

3. Use programme theory to guide evaluation: design and methodological parameters

- TBE should guide the focus of the evaluation, but time, budget and the proposed
use of the evaluation will also play a role in decision regarding which elements of
the system or programme and theory are focused on during the evaluation.

4. Collect and analyse data, focussing on programme theory and evaluation questions

- TBE should result in the collection and analysis of data at critical points that are
primarily determined by the theory, but also generally by evaluation questions.

5. Test the theory

- TBE should systematically test the articulated theory and indicate if a breakdown
occurs at a particular point in the theory.

Although TBE has its origins in the field of programme evaluation, it is important to point
out that the five steps above apply to policies or interventions at the level of the entire STI
system as well as its lower levels, such as industrial sectors, institutions, fields of science,
technology area, and higher educational programmes.

3.2 Theory of Change and the Logic model

The Theory of Change (ToC) is a conceptual tool that explains the (anticipated) processes
of change by outlining the causal linkages in a system or programme, i.e., its shorter-
term, intermediate, and longer-term outcomes. The identified changes are mapped — as
the ‘outcomes pathway’ — showing each outcome in logical relationship to all the others,
as well as chronological flow. The links between outcomes are explained by ‘rationales’
or statements of why one outcome is thought to be a prerequisite for another.[ Carol
Weiss popularized the term ‘Theory of Change’ in 1981 as a way to describe the set of
assumptions that explain both the mini-steps that lead to the long-term goal of interest
and the connections between activities and outcomes that occur at each step of the way.
She challenged designers of complex community-based initiatives to be specific about the
theories of change guiding their work and suggested that doing so would improve their
overall evaluation plans and would strengthen their ability to claim credit for outcomes that
were predicted in their theory. She called for the use of an approach that, at first glance,
seems like common sense: lay out the sequence of outcomes that are expected to occur
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as the result of an intervention, and plan an evaluation strategy around tracking whether
these expected outcomes are actually produced.

The ultimate success of any ToC lies inits ability to demonstrate progress on the achievement
of outcomes. Evidence of success confirms the theory and indicates that the initiative is
effective. Therefore, the ToC outcomes must be coupled with indicators that guide and
facilitate measurement. Indicators may be said to operationalise the outcomes — that is,
they make the outcomes understandable in concrete, observable and measurable terms

ToCs come in various forms: as visual diagrams, outcome maps or in narrative form (as a
series of ‘IF-THEN’ statements). One source of confusion relates to the difference between
a theory of change and the Logic model (or Log frame). First, it is important to emphasize
that both are ‘conceptual tools’ that are used within TBE-approaches. Both tools attempt to
capture the causal pathways and linkages either within systems or programmes. Because
these two ‘tools’ are complementary in making sense of how interventions lead to particular
outcomes and impacts, they are often equated or simply confused. However, there are
important differences: while ToCs tend to be high-level ‘generic’ descriptions of those
desired outputs, outcomes and underpinning processes, Logic models and Log frames
are basically the tools to empirically assess those achievements within a policy-oriented
framework. These ‘change models’ incorporate time-bound and detailed articulations of
specific needs and inputs, as well as causal pathways and ultimate goals. The focus on a
‘theory of change’ is on the causal pathways and the conditionalities embedded in cause-
and-effect chains. Logic models attempt to capture such pathways by making (a) such
pathways explicit through input-process-output chains as well as appropriate feedback
loops; and (b) by identifying how the inputs, process, outputs and impacts in the theory of
change will be measured empirically (through the identification of appropriate indicators
categories and indicators).

The stylised, flow-chart Logic model represented in Figure 6 captures the main elements
of a ToC that is applicable to a NSI or STI system. The red box in this graph contains the
various desired policy-related ‘outputs’, as well as derivate ‘outcomes’ and ‘impacts’in wider
society. When used as an analytical model, it must be populated with empirical information
and performance indicators that operationalise (causal) linkages and flows between the
various modules of the model in concrete and observable terms. These indicators guide
and facilitate information gathering and - if possible - measurement. Note that although the
main causal structure of this Logic model is a ‘linear process’ with flows from inputs and
impacts, it is also a non-linear ‘circular’ structure, with feedback loops and bi-directional
connections between the various components.

Such a Logic model enables systems-level process-related interpretations of both
policy objectives and policy outcomes, in terms of performance indicators within specific
dimensions, but also general achievements such as ‘efficiency’ and ‘alignment’. In brief,
this particular visualisation shows:

. That problems, needs and challenges arise within society, or the economy or the
environment which are typically identified and targeted in national policies (such as in
the South African White paper on STI) and programmes;

. The ‘logic of programmes’ are clearly captured in the middle block: (intervention)
programmes typically have objectives, produce outputs (through the implementation
of various activities) which ultimately results in outcomes (short-and medium-term)
and impacts;

. The arrows below the middle block identifies standard evaluation criteria (relevance,
effectiveness, alignment, efficiency and utility and durability) as these apply to different
relationships between different components of interventions.
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Figure 6: Example of a systems-level Logic model
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Following the terminology of this Logic model, our M&E framework applies the same set
of key terms, including ‘output’, ‘outcome’, ‘results’ and ‘impact’. We use this terminology
according to standard practice - both in the academic discipline of evaluation as well as
many official policy documents. The standard usage of these key concepts is as follows:

. Inputs typically refer to those factors (usually related to investment or funding, human
resources and material infrastructure and equipment) that are required to perform the
required activities in interventions and programmes.

. Outputs are end-products or deliverables of programme or intervention activities.
Stated differently: they are the typical goods and services that are produced or
delivered (hence “deliverable’) to the target group. These can be tangible goods such
as materials, manuals, ICT devices, equipment, etc. or more intangible services such
as technical support, consultations, and training workshops and so on.

. Outcomes are immediate changes that we wish to bring about through our interventions.
The terms ‘gains’ or ‘benefits’ are often as synonyms for outcomes. An outcome always
presupposes that some change (in behaviour, attitude, values, beliefs, competencies,
knowledge, awareness, commitment, etc.) has occurred if an intervention is deemed
to be successful. Outcomes are typically separated into immediate or short-term (or
proximate) outcomes and medium-term (or distal) outcomes.

. Impacts are often seen as the long-term accumulated ‘ultimate’ outcomes. The term
‘results’ is sometimes used as synonym for impact.

3.3 Applying ToCs and Logic models: the NRDS and the TYIP

To illustrate how a TBE-approach, including ToCs and Logic models, have been applied
to the SA STI-domain at the systems level, we selected two key documents: The National
Research and Development Strategy (NRDS, 2002), and the Ten-Year Innovation Plan
(TYP, 2008). In both documents we found more or less explicit ToCs and associated Logic
models.

The central structural concept in South Africa’s National Research and Development
Strategy is that of the National System of Innovation. By adopting NSI as an organising
principle, the NRDS sought to build on the introduction of this concept in the earlier 1996
White Paper. From an analysis of the characteristics of NSlIs in various national contexts,
two key high-level ‘goals’ are proposed, that in contemporary terminology might be regarded
as areas of impact for the NSI, namely:
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. quality of life;

. growth and wealth creation.

Thereafter, the NRDS strategy outlines three key ‘processes’ that serve the goals, and
which might approximate to outcomes in today’s language, these being:

. business performance;

. technical progress (innovation and improvement);

. effective and growing SET human capital.

These ‘intermediate processes’ or outcomes are dependent on the ‘fundamental activities
related to the acquisition, generation and application of knowledge’, which might be

approximated to outputs or drivers in contemporary performance management and
planning rhetoric, namely:

. imported know-how;
. current R&D capacity;
. future R&D capacity.

Where Figure 7 shows the most important relationships in the ToC of the NRDS, the
diagram in Figure 8 presents the NRDS depiction where key outcomes in the ToC are
linked to performance indicators. Although not all the elements or indicators are covered,
the structure in both ToCs starts to approximate a Logic model of causal relationships and
connections between systems components, outcomes and impacts.

Figure 7: Theory of Change for the National Research and Development Strategy
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Figure 8: Logic model for the National Research and Development Strategy
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Explaining the relationship between these three layers of concepts in the ToC, the ‘logical
indicator framework’ can be read as a ‘draft’ ToC, which is based on the premise that
modern economies require all these elements to be present and growing. The two major
outcomes expected from R&D and innovation are increased wealth and quality of life.
In developed countries, more than 50% of economic growth is attributable to technical
progress and innovation. There is incontestable evidence that this process requires ongoing
public sector investment. At least 30% of R&D spending in large integrated developed
economies (population >60 million) is made by the government — usually in the order of
0.4 to 0.5% of GDP. In effective smaller nations, government participation in non-defence
R&D is higher (typically 0.6 to 0.75% of GDP). Some knowledge-based economies have
government spending of closer to 1% of GDP. This spending creates future R&D capacity
and partially sustains SET human capital and the current R&D capacity of the economy.
The major functions of the SET human resources and R&D are to drive improvement and
innovation in the economy (as well as being involved in smart adoption of imported know-
how). Improvement and innovation directly impact quality of life (for instance in the health
care sector) and business performance (e.g. through innovative products, processes and
services).

From a financing perspective, governments can target their investments in three focus
areas to achieve the desired outcomes:

. creation of a critical mass of SET human capital and a corps of researchers and future
researchers;

. stimulation and enhancement of innovation and improvement (technical progress)
based on new technology and innovation missions and imported know-how; and

. stimulation of enhanced entrepreneurship and enterprise development through
targeted creation of venture capital and provision of fiscal incentives for private sector
R&D.
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It is clear from the above ToC and supporting narrative that the investment in R&D should
have been explicitly included in the diagram (at the bottom). The (reconstructed) ToC would
then read as follows:

. IF a country invests sufficient funds in R&D ... THEN it will (can) sustain the current
SET capital in the country AND the current R&D capacity ... AND create/build the
future R&D capacity.

. IF the SET human resources and R&D are utilised efficiently, ... THEN these should
drive improvement and innovation in the economy ... AND lead to the smart adoption
of imported know-how.

. IF there is sufficient technological innovation and growth, ... THEN more wealth will
be created by SA businesses and enterprises ... AND the quality of life of South
Africans will improve.

The Ten-Year Innovation Plan (TYIP, 2008), takes as its point of departure “government’s
broad socioeconomic mandate — particularly the need to accelerate and sustain economic
growth — and (builds) on the foundation of the NSI. It recognises that while the country’s
science and technology system has taken important strides forward, there is a tremendous
gap between South Africa and those countries identified as knowledge-driven economies.”
(TYIP, 2008; p. vii). It is this analysis that informs the central tenets of the plan that (i)
the gap needs to be closed, and (ii) “the NSI must become more focused on long-range
objectives, including urgently confronting South Africa’s failure to commercialise the results
of scientific research, and our inadequate production (in both a qualitative and quantitative
sense) of knowledge workers capable of building a globally competitive economy” (TYIP,
2008; p. vii).

After a discussion of the general relationship between research output, innovation, and
socio-economic development, TYIP’s strategy introduces five grand challenges, in which
specific advantage is seen to lie for South Africa, and — especially — for its transition to a
knowledge-based economy. In other words, it appears that the grand challenges are seen
as a proxy for the knowledge economy in South Africa. By driving development of these
areas through three ‘enablers’, namely, the development of human capital, the provision
of knowledge infrastructure, and measures to promote technology development and
innovation, South Africa would move in the direction of a knowledge economy.

TYIP’s conceptual framework is graphically depicted in Figure 9. If anything, it is more
difficult (compared to the NRDS), to (re)construct a coherent theory of change for the TYIP.
The reasons for this are already evident from our discussion of the NRDS above. The
TYIP does not make any explicit reference to the two main impact domains that formed
the core of the NRDS, viz. wealth creation and quality of life. Instead, the focus has shifted
towards a different overarching goal: to become a (competitive) knowledge economy. This
is captured clearly on page vii of the Plan: “The purpose of this Ten-Year Innovation Plan is
to help drive South Africa’s transformation towards a knowledge-based economy, in which
the production and dissemination of knowledge leads to economic benefits and enriches all
fields of human endeavour”. The Executive Summary of the Plan continues to argue that
there are “four drivers of progress toward a knowledge-based economy”, namely:

. Human capital development;
. Knowledge generation and exploitation (R&D);

. Knowledge infrastructure;

. Enablers to address the f‘innovation chasm’ between research results and
socioeconomic outcomes.
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Figure 9: Grand challenges and enablers of the Ten-Year Innovation Plan
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Figure 3: Grand challenges and enblers of the ten-year plan

Unfortunately, a few pages later, TYIP (2008) puts forward a different argument. It reiterates
that “the government’s broad developmental mandate can ultimately be achieved only if
South Africa takes further steps on the road to becoming a knowledge-based economy, in
which science and technology, information, and learning move to the centre of economic
activity”. And it continues by stating that the knowledge-based economy rests on four
pillars: innovation, economic and institutional infrastructure, information infrastructure and
education. These statements are quickly followed by a Vision Statement for 2018. This
Vision Statement is contrasted with “many short- and medium-term plans, which amount to
an aggregation of current activities”. Instead “this Ten-Year Innovation Plan has a different
starting point: it begins with where South Africa needs to be a decade from now — an
agreement on what we will have accomplished by 2018. These strategic outcomes are
identified as the ‘grand challenges’, and we are confident that the nation, and our entire
science and technology system, will rise to the occasion”. Here we find that the five grand
challenges are indeed seen as the major outcome or impact areas of the TYIP. In order to
achieve these major outcomes, three ‘pillars’ or ‘drivers’ are subsequently identified and
elaborated upon:

. Knowledge infrastructure;

. Human capital (development);

. Technology development and innovation.

On the basis of this narrative, we have attempted to construct a ToC for the TYIP, which is

shown in Figure 10.

Figure 10: Theory of Change for Ten-Year Innovation Plan
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There is no dedicated discussion in the TYIP of specific strategic objectives, though there
are many references to the plan’s objectives or purposes embedded in the narrative. At the
highest level, the Foreword by the DG (TYIP, 2008; p.vi) states that: “the Plan’s objective
is to ensure that government investment in scientific research not only strengthens the
effectiveness of our National System of Innovation, but also yields tangible socioeconomic
benefits for our country.” Later it is stated that the ‘purpose’ of the TYIP is “to help drive
South Africa’s transformation towards a knowledge-based economy”, which in turn will be
‘driven’ by the four elements (drivers) mentioned above. In the absence of any explicit
statement to the contrary, optimising each of these four ‘elements’ can be seen as the implicit
strategic objectives of the Plan, with the five grand challenges constituting a programmatic
intervention in support of the above four objectives, and not an objective in itself.

The TYIP provides a more comprehensive and quantitative framework for monitoring
progress than the NRDS. For each of the five grand challenges a set of ‘outcomes’ is
stipulated, which can be thought of as impact or outcome indicators and/or system-level
performance benchmarks (as opposed to targets); these have largely been formulated or
selected in such a way that they allow ready international comparison, and most of them
constitute part of the statistical indicators developed countries and emerging economies
would routinely collect. In addition, the strategy lists an additional set of macro-level metrics
through which South Africa’s transformation toward a knowledge-based economy may be
monitored; these indicators are listed in Figure 11, a table lifted from page 8 of the TYIP
2018 report.

Figure 11: TYIP performance indicators and performance measures

Indicators Measure 2018
SA Economic growth attributable to technical progress (10% in 30%
positioned | 2002)
as National income derived from knowledge-based industries >50%
knowledge- | Proportion of workforce employed in knowledge-based jobs >50%
based Proportion of firms using technology to innovate >50%
economy GERD/GDP (0.92 in 2005; short-term 2008 target was 1%) 2%

Global share of research outputs (0.5% in 2002) 1%
High- and medium-tech exports/services as a percentage of all 55%
exports/services (30% in 2002)
Number of South African-originated US patents (100 in 2002) 250
Research Matriculates with university exemption in maths and science 10%
and (5.2% maths and 5.9% science in 2005)
technology | SET graduates as percentage of all students in public higher 35%
enablers education institutions (28% in 2005)
Number of SET PhD graduates [er year (561 in 2005) 3 000
Number of full-time equivalent researchers (was 11 439 in 2005) | 20 000
FTE researchers per 1 000 workforce employed (1.5 in 2005) 2.6

These two examples from SA M&E practices — the National Research and Development
Strategy and the Ten-Year Innovation Plan - both underscore the critical importance of an
adequate articulation of STI policies, designing the appropriate ToC, and getting the ToC
right in terms of implementation into Logic models and performance indicators. The ToC
and Logic models of NRDS and TYIP tend to emphasize government policies that are
designed to shape, support and drive components of the NSI and STI system.

In conclusion: we have argued in this section that any proposed M&E framework for the
South African STI or NSI system needs to be theory-based. In practice it means that the
monitoring and evaluation questions that populate the framework needs to be embedded
in some higher-order conceptual tool or theory of change that guides and explains the
inclusion of such questions. Before we discuss in some detail the monitoring and evaluation
components of the proposed framework, we need to pause and briefly discuss how we
perceive and define the South African STI system in this report. The next section provides
necessary background information on the ‘National System of Innovation’ model and its
core concept: ‘innovation’.
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A country’s STI system is defined as the set of functioning institutions, organisations
and policies, which relate and ‘interact in the production, diffusion and use of new, and
economically useful, knowledge” that ensures the pursuit of a common set of socio-
economic goals and objective (Godin, 2007: p. 7). Such a system is highly complex and very
dynamic, where links between causes and effects are often extremely difficult to determine.
A comprehensive M&E framework will have to address many STI system components - from
small, dedicated initiatives in the business sector to large-scale government programmes.
The framework will need to include the connections between components, which are
essential ‘make or break’ elements in such systems.

Embarking on a trajectory towards an M&E framework, there are a number of key concepts
and terms that require clarification. One of the most elusive are the notions of ‘quality’
or ‘excellence’. Another example is the notion of ‘relevance’ — a dimension that clearly
requires more qualitative judgments by experts in different fields. The same also applies
to attempts to measure the ‘social’ and ‘economic impact’ of science and technology.
Another core concept, ‘innovation’, deserves special attention because it has been one
of the major driving forces of STI policies during the last few decades in all advanced
economies worldwide. Although the core concept of ‘innovation’ is widely used, and with
varying meanings, it is nonetheless fairly well-defined for statistical data gathering — see
Box 2 — and designed for M&E type applications. Our view of the STI system builds on
the very familiar ‘National System of Innovation’ (NSI) model, which has been applied for
several decades in SA policy settings.

NSI captures the interactions, relationships and linkages of system components at the
different levels. The NSI can be viewed as a larger system into which the STI system feeds.
Out of the various NSI variants available, we select the model developed and described
by Kuhlmann and Arnold*. Their framing of the NSI comprises of three dimensions: the
demand environment; framework conditions and the research and innovation performers.

Focussing on innovation, for the success of a new product or service in the market, the
M&E framework will need to fully incorporate the business sector side of the STI system.
Opportunities for R&D-intensive business development, manufacturing production
capabilities, incentives to enhance competitiveness, the available pool of skilled personnel,
and many other issues, all become critical in the value chain that leads from education
and knowledge creation to economic growth. A successful STI system must have these
components in place, and they should therefore be accounted for in an M&E framework.

Box 2. Defining ‘innovation’

The ‘Oslo Manual’, an international reference guide developed by the OECD and
European Commission which is applied by statistical offices worldwide, describes
the concept ‘innovation’ as follows:

“An innovation is a new or improved product or process (or combination thereof) that
differs significantly from the unit’s previous products or processes and that has been
made available to potential users (product) or brought into use by the unit (process)”
(EC/OECD, 2018; p. 21)

... where the generic term ‘unit’ in this definition applies to any ‘actor’ responsible
for an innovation — either an institutional or organisational unit (in any sector of the
economy), a household or an individual.

Following the Oslo Manual definition, it is therefore important to emphasise that the
notion of ‘innovation’ refers to applications of something new in a user environment
— it is NOT about creative ideas, breakthrough inventions developed in a university
laboratory, or brilliant business strategies. Slightly rephrased: ‘innovation occurs
when a novel product, service, design or approach finds its way into the workplace,
market or society’.
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This fairly broad definition encompasses different operationalisations of innovation
activities and associated classes of innovation, such as ‘open innovation’, ‘inclusive
innovation’ and ‘social innovation’.®

Although the M&E framework focuses on the STI system, the notion of innovation
should not exclude domains such as ‘innovation for policy-making’ or the impact of
science on policy-making. Innovation can take place in many contexts, including
government and educational institutions — even the NSl itself.

Many issues and questions that are covered in the Oslo Manual for measuring
innovation in the business sector can also be applied, with some modifications, to
the public sector. However, public sector innovation surveys will have to comply with
another set of policy needs and evaluation criteria that require collecting additional
information and other types of data (Arundel et al., 2018).°

Adapting Kuhimann and Arnold’s NSI model to M&E framework setting, as depicted in
Figure 12, includes a stronger focus on education, research and science, as well as the
importance of intermediate organisations (both public and private) between the Education
and Research sector and Business sector. The model highlights three main elements that
are linked to the STI performance dimensions of the system. First, elements related to
the performance of the main ‘institutional blocks’. Second, elements linked to ‘connectivity
within the system’; and third, knowledge and capabilities.” Arnold (2004) further argues that
the framework conditions (financial environment, taxation and incentives) within which the
institutions operate and interact shape the performance of a system.

Figure 12: Diagram of the National Innovation System structure

Framework Conditions
Financial environment; taxation and
incentives; propensity to innovation and
entrepreneurship; investment

Demand
Consumers (final demand)
Producers (intermediate demand)

The Oslo Manual itself
further operationalises
‘innovation’ with a strong
focus on the business
sector and firms, where
‘business innovation’
activities are defined

in terms of: “Innovation
activities include all
developmental, financial
and commercial activities
undertaken by a firm that
are intended to result in an
innovation for the firm” and
“A business innovation is

a new or improved product
or business process (or
combination thereof) that
differs significantly from the
firm’s previous products or
business processes and
that has been introduced
on the market or brought
into use by the firm.”
Source: OECD/Eurostat
(2018), Oslo Manual 2018:
Guidelines for Collecting,
Reporting and Using Data
on Innovation, 4th Edition,
The Measurement of
Scientific, Technological and
Innovation Activities, OECD
Publishing, Paris/Eurostat,
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304604-en)
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This particular ‘lens’ on the NSI structure is clearly geared towards innovation from a
business sector perspective, not the broader socio-economic context or the broader notion
of ‘innovation’ (see Box 1). The overview therefore omits government innovation and
service delivery directly to the general population where citizens are defined as ‘consumers’
within ‘supply/demand’ relationships. Embracing a broader socio-economic perspective,
the M&E-oriented version of this diagram (see Figure 17 in section 6) replaces ‘Demand’
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Evaluating research and
innovation policy: A systems
world needs systems
evaluations. Research
Evaluation, vol. 13(1).
According to Arnold (2012),
(Understanding long-term
impacts of R&D funding:
The EU framework
Programme; Research
Evaluation, vol. 21) the
NSI framework perspective
has important implications
for understanding ST/
performance. Arnold notes
that “bounded rationality of
actors” in the system has
a significant effect on its
performance. Godin (2009)
notes that, what is important
to the overall performance
of the system is not largely
dependent on how the
individual institutions
perform but rather the
interactions with each other.
The other elements to
consider include capacity
and quality of research
and education; strategic or
managerial performance;
and the effectiveness
of interacting with other
dimensions of the STI
system.
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In addition, Arnold (2004:
p. 6) states, another key
perspective to consider
when evaluating a [...]
system is the ‘historical
path dependence’ of the
institutions in the system.
Decisions made earlier and
how the institutions could
perform previously and the
learning processes that
have happened influence
the current and future
performance of the system.
In Arnold’s model of the
NSI, research institutions
and their environments

are inter-dependent. In
essence, the different
actors in the system do not
work autonomously, that
is, “the performance of the
individual firm or institution
and the system as a whole
are inter-related” (Arnold,
2004: p. 5).

by the more appropriate heading ‘Inclusive and Sustainable Development’ which captures
underrepresented features of the NSI such as social innovation, inclusive innovation and
broader benefits of STI to SA society and economy.

It is also important to emphasise that public sector or private sector R&D only accounts for
a minor share of innovation performance in knowledge-intensive business sectors. More
important contributors are demand factors (consumers, producers), education (availability
of highly qualified and skilled graduates) and other political and economic framework
conditions that shape and drive job creation, entrepreneurship and economic growth.
Targeted public sector investments and incentive systems are needed to spur business
sector innovation and improve the NSI's general performance.

It is evident that prior M&E studies in South Africa have given relatively little attention to
interactions and linkages between the various players in the NSI, especially those that are
not related to government institutions. Gathering standardised and reliable information and
data on such interactions and linkages remains a big challenge for anyone working in this
field. We discuss, in the following section, this issue in more detail and also why it should
be a top priority for future work in this area. Moreover, in the open South Africa economy
and society, many components of the STI system connect to the rest of the world through
linkages, interactions and flows that involve actors and partners outside the national border.
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5.1 Which indicators do we need?

This section is devoted to a discussion and articulation of the monitoring component of the
proposed M&E framework. As is traditionally the case, our focus will be on metrics-based
indicators and composite indicators. These are the quantitative and statistical building blocks
of evaluation methodologies. Whereas evaluation is targeted to ‘how, why, where and who’
questions, monitoring is more focused on the time-dependent ‘how much’, ‘to what extent’
and ‘how fast ‘questions. To arrive at evidence-based judgments, evaluation addresses
specific systems, policy and strategic objectives - such as productivity, effectiveness,
efficiency, inclusivity, diversity, relevance and sustainability - and is supported by a wide
spectrum of background and foreground information as well as selected indicators. These
indicators can be either ‘quantitative’ (based on measurement and statistics), or ‘qualitative’
(extracting their information from sources such as interviews or case studies).

Ideally, a well-designed selection of indicators should serve several M&E purposes
simultaneously:

. monitor how successful a ‘unit’ or ‘entity’ within the SA STI system is (or has been) at
reaching pre-determined goals;

. an effective means to measure progress and scientific strengths (and weaknesses),
and to report on results of reviews and evaluation;

. working backwards from a desired end target position that relates to our objectives
and reasonable expectations;

. compare and benchmark the performance of different units/entities.

In order to select the most appropriate candidates for such portfolio, each proposed
indicator should meet the following quality criteria:

. fairness - degree to which it accommodates key traits and characteristics (specific for
country, region, organisation);

. added value - extent to which the indicator introduces a new perspective;

. transparency - extent to which the data, or data processing, can be independently
verified;

. independence - extent to which the data is resistant to external manipulation;

. cost-effectiveness - costs to obtain the required data, and the expected compliance
cost to institutions and government, related to perceived benefits;

. behavioural impact - likely effects on the practice of universities or their organisational
subunits, and whether thatimpact is in line with desired managerial or policy outcomes.

These quality criteria are especially important in the case of policy-relevant ‘key performance
indicators’ (KPIs) that are designed to compare or monitor the performance of different
units/entities over time. When considered for this purpose, each proposed indicator should
be critically assessed in terms of:

. Information value - reduce complexity and extract meaningful information;

. Operational value - acceptable concepts, definitions and criteria;

. Analytical value - accurate data, measurements and performance indicators;

. Monitoring and evaluation value - relevant information and knowledge for users;

. Stakeholder value - credibility among stakeholders and public confidence.

Meeting all these requirements simultaneously is impossible: compromises and ‘next best’
solutions are inevitable. The most practical way to reach such a solution is to build on
current ‘good practices’ by using the most recently available indicator-based documents on
the SA STI system as a point of departure. These documents present generally accepted
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analytical models of the SA STI system and associated views of systems-level performance.
The methodological challenge is to integrate these documents into a single, overarching
indicator-based model and a generally acceptable viewpoint.

Depending on the available information, level of ambition, and its strategic focus, the
general format of the ‘M Framework’ could be either ‘broad’ (systems-level comprehensive),
in-depth (focussed on specific high-priority elements of the system), or a combination of
both. Many (supra) national STI indicators reports, like the NACI-produced South African
Science Technology and Innovation Indicators Report, tend to select the third option and
strike a balance between breadth and depth. The recent SciSTIP-report for the NRF on
“The state of the South African research enterprise” presents a systems-level, indicator-
driven approach that combines a broad overview with in-depth information of the research
system.®

STI indicators come in all kinds of shapes and purposes. There are many classification
systems and categories. Although indicators can also be based on qualitative data (e.qg.
survey responses that are aggregated), most indicators in STI monitoring frameworks are
‘quantitative’ in nature (numbers, ratios, rates, etc.). The quantitative indicators comprise
‘statistical indicators’ (numerical data) but also ‘categorical indicators’ (yes/no or 0/1 data).
Another basic categorisation is the distinction between ‘summative indicators’ (background
information on context and outcome mapping) and ‘formative indicators’ (performance
monitoring). Depending on the robustness or validity of the information (‘hard’ or ‘soft’)
captured by an indicator, or its analytical value, it could be regarded as a ‘strong indicator’ or
‘weak indicator’. Another difference concerns ‘lag indicators’ (retrospective view) and ‘lead
indicators’ (prospective view). Finally, there is the important subset of ‘key performance
indicators’ (usually these KPlIs refer to issues with the highest level of policy relevance, and
are indicators selected by major stakeholders).

The next sub-section presents a general overview of the quantitative/statistical/lagging
indicators mentioned in the White Paper (2019) and a few selected other sources. In line
with the system-level perspective of the proposed M&E framework, our overview and
review of STl indicators is focussed on indicator categories, not individual indicators. Our
goal is to present those classes of indicators that capture key features of the STI system.
The different types of ‘innovation indicators’ that are mentioned go beyond those of the
Oslo, in so far as they may also refer to innovations outside the business sector, such as
for example social innovations in civic society, science-based innovations produced by
universities, or teaching innovation created elsewhere in the education sector.

5.2 Scoreboards and indicators: the process

For the purposes of this study, we have followed a two-pronged approach (done
concurrently) in the development of a proposed South African STI Scoreboard. The first
phase - a more deductive approach - was to review the major international STI indicator
frameworks, indices and scoreboards. The second one — a more inductive approach - was
to review a large number of other documents (reports and academic studies) which made
reference to specific STl indicators in order to generate as comprehensive a list of relevant
indicators as possible. The outcome of the first approach was a decision to adopt the
European Innovation Scoreboard as the first point of departure for the proposed SA STI
Scoreboard (and Index); the outcome of the second approach, was the construction of a

A . . , Johann Mouton,
comprehensive ‘STI Indicator Bank’ at CREST. Isabel Basson, Jaco
Blanckenberg, Nelius

; L. Boshoff, Heidi Prozesky,
5.2.1 Review of existing scoreboards Herman Redelinghuys, Rein
Treptow, Milandré van Lill
and Marthie van Niekerk

At our M&E expert workshop in March 2019 (see subsection 1.1), the team decided to (2019), The state of the
adopt the main dimensions and categories that are embedded in the ‘European Innovation South African research
Scoreboard’ (EIS) as a general heuristic framework and general point of departure for the fo’;"i,’g,’,.’jﬁéls,gfs;’;’ﬁpo”
proposed South African STI Scoreboard. The team was of the opinion that this Scoreboard Foundation (http://wwwO.
meets most of the criteria for such a scoreboard — being balanced, comprehensive and iZZiZﬁ'ifﬁSﬁﬁ’;"/z%‘ig/oa/
clear with 16 high-level indicators covering higher education, science, technology and state-of-the-South-African-

research-enterprise.pdf)
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The Oslo Manual (EC/
OECD, 2018; p. 2020)
states: “Composite indexes
provide a number of
advantages as well as
challenges over simple
indicators [...]. The main
advantages are a reduction
in the number of indicators
and simplicity, both of which
are desirable attributes that
facilitate communication
with a wider user base

(i.e. policy makers,

media, and citizens). The
disadvantages of composite
indexes are as follows:
With few exceptions,

the theoretical basis for

a composite index is
limited. This can result in
problematic combinations
of indicators, such as
indicators for inputs and
outputs.

Only the aggregate
covariance structure of
underlying indicators can be
used to build the composite
index, if used at all.

The relative importance

or weighting of different
indicators is often
dependent on the subjective
views of those constructing
the composite index.
Factors that are minor
contributors to innovation
can be given as much
weight as major ones.
Aside from basic
normalisation, structural
differences between
countries are seldom

taken into account when
calculating composite
performance indexes.
Aggregation results in a
loss of detail, which can
hide potential weaknesses
and increase the difficulty in
identifying remedial action.
Indicators in RED were
deleted in the revised
version; Indicators in BLUE
were changed in the revised
version
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innovation. In addition, three other considerations played a role in this decision. First,
although this scoreboard is funded by the European Commission and hence is focused
on indicator-based comparisons of European Union member states, it also includes a
number of non-European countries for reasons of international benchmarking - South
Africa is one of those. Second, the most recent NACI Indicator reports are also framed
within the broad parameters of the EIS. And finally, this scoreboard also includes a single-
number ‘composite indicator’ (or ‘index’) to categorise the European countries according to
their overall innovation performance. The advantage is that this allows for relatively easy
comparison and benchmarking across different countries.®

However, it is worth pointing out that the EIS changed in recent years and more specifically
it made quite substantial changes to its measurement framework (and therefore also of its
main indicators). These changes are illustrated in Figure 13, followed by two tables (Tables
2 and 3) which compares the two measurement frameworks.

Figure 13: Changing measurement frameworks in European Innovation Scoreboards

EIS 2016 measurement framework EIS 2017 measurement framework

Human resources Human resources

Open, excellent research systems Framework conditions Attractive research systems

Finance and support Innovation-friendly environment

Firm investments Finance and support

Investments

Firm activities Linkage and entrepreneurship Firm investments

Intellectual assets Innovators

Innovations Innovation activities Linkages

Economic effects Intellectual assets

Employment impact

Impacts
Sales impacts

Table 2: Measurement Framework of the European Innovation Scoreboard (2016
version)'®

HUMAN RESOURCES

1.1.1 New doctorate graduates
1.1.2 Population aged 30-34 with tertiary education
1.1.3 Youth with at least upper secondary education

OPEN, EXCELLENT RESEARCH SYSTEMS

1.2.1 International scientific co-publications
1.2.2 Top 10% most cited publications
1.2.3 Non-EU doctorate students
FINANCE AND SUPPORT

1.3.1 R&D expenditure in the public sector
1.3.2 Venture capital expenditures

FIRM INVESTMENTS

2.1.1 R&D expenditure in the business sector
2.1.2 Non-R&D innovation expenditures

LINKAGES AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP

2.2.1 SMEs innovating in-house
2.2.2 Innovative SMEs collaborating with others
2.2.3 Public-private co-publications

INTELLECTUAL ASSETS

2.3.1 PCT patent applications

2.3.2 PCT patent applications in societal challenges
2.3.3 Trademarks applications

2.3.4 Design applications
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INNOVATORS

3.1.1 SMEs with product or process innovations
3.1.2 SMEs with marketing or organisational innovations
3.1.3 Employment fast-growing enterprises of innovative sectors

ECONOMIC EFFECTS

3.2.1 Employment in knowledge-intensive activities

3.2.2 Medium and high-tech product exports

3.2.3 Knowledge-intensive services exports

3.2.4 Sales of new-to-market and new-to-firm product innovations
3.2.5 License and patent revenues from abroad

Table 3: Measurement Framework of the European Innovation Scoreboard
(2017 revised version)'

FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS INNOVATION ACTIVITIES
Human resources Innovators
1.1.1 | New doctorate graduates 3.1.1 .SMES V.V'th IE Sl TR
innovations

Population aged 25-34 with SMEs with marketing or
1.1.2 . . 3.1.2 S . .

tertiary education organisational innovations
1.1.3 | Lifelong learning 3.1.3 | SMEs innovating in-house

Attractive research systems Linkages

International scientific co- Innovative SMEs collaborating
1.21 L 321 .

publications with others
1.2.2 | Top 10% most cited publications 3.2.2 | Public-private co-publications
1.2.3 | Foreign doctorate students 3.2.3 AL _co-fundmg O pUSB RD

expenditures
Innovation-friendly environment Intellectual assets

1.3.1 | Broadband penetration 3.3.1 | PCT patent applications
1.3.2 Opportunlty-drn_/en 3.3.2 | Trademark applications

entrepreneurship

3.3.3 | Design applications

INVESTMENTS IMPACTS

Finance and support Employment impacts
211 R&D expenditure in the public 411 Employment in knowledge-
" | sector " | intensive activities
2.1.2 | Venture capital expenditures 4.1.2 Employment " fast-growmg
enterprises of innovative sectors
Firm investments Sales impacts

R&D expenditure in the business Medium and high-tech product
2.2.1 421

sector exports
2.2.2 | Non-R&D innovation expenditure 4.2.2 Knowledge-intensive services

exports

Enterprises providing training to
2.2.3 | develop or upgrade ICT skills of 4.2.3
their personnel

Sales of new-to-market and new-
to-firm product innovations

Source: European Commission (2019)

The 2016 version of the EIS measurement framework conforms more to standard analytical
dimensions found in STI scoreboards - with the distinctions between enablers, activities
and outputs. The revisions made in 2017 were clearly informed by a perspective from the
side of business enterprises and innovators and their performance. A good example of this
is the fact that ‘human resources’ and ‘an attractive research system’ are included under

AP YA
s, e

" Indicators in GREEN are
new indicators (compared to
the 2016 version); indicators
in BLUE are changed
indicators
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the heading of ‘framework conditions’ which are seemingly seen as feeding into the next
two big categories of investment and innovation activities. Conversely, making ‘impacts’ a
separate category in the revised framework is a clear improvement.

Hence, although we take the EIS as the point of departure for the SA STI Scoreboard, we
would argue that the EIS has two ‘weaknesses’: (1) ‘upstream’ domains of science and
knowledge production remain under-represented in the revised measurement framework; (2)
some of the selected indicators within the sub-dimensions should be augmented by existing
(standard) indicators. As far as the former is concerned, the emphasis in an innovation
scoreboard towards business, innovation and economic indicators is not surprising in an
‘innovation scoreboard’. Our brief, however, is to develop an STl scoreboard that covers both
‘upstream’ (science, R&D, knowledge production) and ‘downstream’ features (technology,
innovation and socio-economic impact). As to the latter point, there are numerous cases
in the current scoreboard where a particular sub-dimension (e.g. human resources) can
be strengthened through the inclusion of additional indicators (e.g. number of doctoral
graduates per million of the population). In social measurement it is generally assumed that
at least three to five indicators are required to adequately capture the meaning of a construct.
In general, we believe that the measurement framework needs to be strengthened by the
inclusion of additional indicators (and in some cases traditional standard indicators). We
have thus subsequently included additional analytical dimensions and indicator categories
in our proposed framework to address these ‘weaknesses’ in the EIS.

5.2.2 Review of STl indicators and development of an inventory

In addition to a review of existing scoreboards and indicator frameworks, we also reviewed
a large number (more than 50) of reports (including STI Indicator reports, science and
innovation reports, academic studies, and so on) in order to produce a comprehensive
inventory or bank of currently available STI indicators. By way of illustration we list some
of the main reports that we included in this second approach: UNESCO Science Report,
African Innovation Outlook, the most recent NACI Indicator reports, the most recent NSF
Science and Engineering Indicator Reports, the CHINA STI Outlook report, the Technology
Achievement Index and the report on Indicators of Technological Innovation in Latin America
and Caribbean Countries. As part of this second approach we also worked through the
current White Paper on Science, Technology and Innovation which mentions several STI-
related indicators or statistics (on pages 30, 31, 32, 36, 39, 44, 45, 46, 47, 62, 64, 65). And
finally, CREST has recently produced a comprehensive report on the state of the South
African research enterprise which contains 84 indicators (some of them new indicators).
The indicators were also added to our inventory.

The main purpose of this second approach was to enable us to check and validate the results
of the first process. The combination of the more deductive (top-down) approach, which
reviewed the main existing scoreboards, with the more inductive (bottom-up) approach,
which identified and listed individual indicators, enhanced the final product. It is important
to realize that many of the existing internationally administered scoreboards use a relatively
small set of datasets as sources for their indicators (Eurostat, OECD, UNESCO, World
Bank, Patent databases, CIS, UIS, etc.). The advantage of this is self-evident — it allows for
comparative analyses over time and across countries. However, at the same time, there
is ongoing scholarships by STI scholars who conduct more country and domain specific
studies and identify potentially useful and novel indicators. These indicators are as yet not
standardised and therefore do not typically get incorporated in the major frameworks. They
are however useful and deserving of our attention. This is particularly true for those STI
domains where there is a dearth of standard indicators, including measures for knowledge
flows and linkages across the national system of innovation.

Our approach in developing the proto-framework for the scoreboard is illustrated in Figure
14 below.
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Figure 14: Methodology in developing the proto-framework of the SA STl scoreboard
Methodology in developing the SA STl Scoreboard

Review of main STI scoreboards and Review of various sources (STI reports,
frameworks indicator framework, scientific papers)
o .
Preliminary decision to adopt the European Result: A list of more than 1000 STI
Innovation Scoreboard as analytical framework indicators (CREST Indicator Bank)
¥
Revised version of analytical framework for the <
STI scoreboard Validation

Proto-version of SA STI Scoreboard

5.3 Proto-framework of the SA STI Scoreboard

How to assemble all these indicators in order to assess their relevance for the M&E
framework? High-quality M&E frameworks require a logical structure, internal consistency,
clarity, purpose and comprehensiveness in coverage. As for structure, the large multitude of
possible indicators requires meaningful ordering principles that apply to the entire indicator
framework. With regards to internal consistency, clarity and purpose, we organised the
high-level categorisation of possible indicators according to two principles: (1) ‘Analytical
scope’ — the system dimension (or component) addressed by the indicator; (2) ‘Functional
objective’ - the purpose the indicator must perform.

As far as ‘functionality’ is concerned there are many possibilities to consider and implement
(see discussion in Section 2) - here we assign each indicator, mainly for illustrative reasons,
to a category according to the main geographical perspective of the monitoring exercise:

. Domestic benchmarking (within-SA comparisons and trends) ;
. International benchmarking (country-level comparisons and trends).
The overarching analytical framework is that of the Logic model, as discussed in Section 3,

as well as the learnings taken from the European Innovation Scorecard. Here we distinguish
between the following four ‘main system-level dimensions’ of the proposed scoreboard:

. Inputs and enablers (tangible investments, human capabilities and infrastructures);

. Flows and linkages (collaborations, networks and connectivity);

. Outputs (tangible scientific, technological and innovation products);

. Outcomes and impacts (socio-economic and developmental outcomes and benefits).
The framework in Table 5§ disaggregates these analytical dimensions into three further
levels of increasing disaggregation:

1. Analytical dimension Level 1 (Sub-dimension)

2. Analytical dimension Level 2 (Sub-dimension or sub-domain)

3. Analytical dimension Level 3 (Indicator category)

The framework does not contain the actual indicators per category, nor the data sources.
This information is currently being cleaned and updated in the CREST Indicator Bank
referred to above.

| o
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Adopting the Logic model and a derivate classification system of STI indicator categories,
Table 4 provides a preliminary, non-exhaustive outline (or template) of a possible SA
STI Scoreboard. Naturally, this indicator-oriented framework imposes a very simplified
structure onto an extremely complexity STI system. Any kind of scoreboard is by definition
an information reduction tool that can only reflect some elements of the STI system.
Hopefully those elements are carefully selected and considered of high relevance by major
stakeholders of the system. Its composition, in terms of including all relevant systems
components, and the choice of indicators, are two crucial parameters that ‘make or break’
the applicability of the scoreboard.

In the framework below (Table 5) we have provisionally indicated where we believe data
for a specific benchmarking function is available (V) OR — if not currently available - can
be gathered with minimum effort (-). In some cases (for example, the categories related
to the Innovation Survey data), existing data may be quite outdated. However, it remains
possible to gather data on those dimensions and indicator categories included in the (CIS)
innovation survey.
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2. Although many South
African STI policies
specifically acknowledge
NSI as a general
framework, and target
elements thereof, here
we treat the NSI and the
STl system as equivalents
or largely overlapping
systems.

Anote on socio-economic impact: It has become conventional practice in some STI
scoreboards to include indicators or indices related to socio-economic goals such as
quality of life, job creation, social progress and cohesion and the like. We have seen
this in the NRDS examples in Section 3 and this practice is also followed in the NACI
reports. All of these indicators or indices are attempting to link some kind of societal
impact to science, technology and innovation. However, it is well-documented that
the link between these societal impacts — especially of science and technology —
is not well codified in standardised indicators. Problems around causal attribution,
time delays, the influence of extraneous variables and serendipity as well as field
differences simply mean that it is extremely difficult to capture the societal impact of
science and technology in a single number or ratio. Our suggestion, below, is that
some of these ‘constructs” (social progress, quality of life, competitiveness and level
of human development) are best included as contextual variables (predominantly
indices) that form the background to the scoreboard presented here.

Some of the dimensions in this version of the scoreboard need to be further unpacked to
assess their relevance for M&E framework implementation. For example, counting patents
as one of the ‘Technology Output’ indicators may prove less relevant, but monitoring
and measuring the fraction of those patents that are licensed is an indicator of the
commercial value of that invention. Such patents may lead to technological innovations
in the marketplace that generate new economic activity and job creation. The structure
presented in Table 4 and the underlying measurement frameworks will, inevitably, contain
many information gaps. Some are highly problematic because they refer to essential, yet
missing, data.

Some of the STI indicator categories in Table 4 are fairly traditional and well-developed,
such as the ‘Investment and expenditure’ and ‘Science Outputs’ categories. The
‘Technology Output’, focussing on the technological development part within business
sector R&D processes is much less developed. Capturing R&D in the private sector is more
complicated because it often involves the entire chain of interconnected R&D activities (from
basic research and innovative ideas, to applied research, as well as testing of prototype
technologies) up to near-market innovation activities (such as branding and marketing).
Other indicator categories are even more difficult to fill in with carefully selected measures -
either because of conceptual ambiguities, technical or methodological difficulties, and lack
of useful empirical information or statistical data. Take for example the ‘Innovation Outputs’
category, where some quantitative indicators and data can be extracted from the SA
Innovation Survey (on SA firms). Unfortunately, there has not been a recent implementation
of this survey which compromises the reliability of the data.

The broad class of STl indicators with regards to ‘innovation’ deserve a special mention,
given the pivotal importance of the NSI as a dominant perspective on the structure and
functioning of the STI system (see also Box 2 in section 4)."2 Defining ‘innovation’ needs
to be broader than technological innovation with related economic impacts. Gathering
high-quality comparative information on small services-sector firms or those in the informal
sector will require a significant effort and investment in indicator development and data
infrastructures. A more holistic understanding of innovation is needed that encompasses
the whole STI system (and relevant parts of the higher education system) and includes
societal impacts. Adopting a broader conceptualisation of ‘innovation’ and an impact-
driven approach, the measurement framework should prioritise those indicator groups
and indicators that capture innovation-based socio-economic goals as best as possible.
We need to include ‘social innovations’, ‘inclusive innovations’ and other types of new,
innovative outputs and impacts. Only then can we define and interpret those impacts more
broadly, in terms of “direct or indirect impacts from the SA STI system that (can) create
benefits for SA society and economy”.
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The Oslo Manual on Innovation (EC/OECD, 2018; p. 215), devoted entirely to business
sector innovation, describes these indicators as:

“Aninnovation indicator is a statistical summary measure of an innovation phenomenon
(activity, output, expenditure, etc.) observed in a population or a sample thereof for a
specified time or place”, while arguing that ...

“Innovation indicators can be constructed from multiple data sources, including
some that were not explicitly designed to support the statistical measurement of
innovation.

Relevant sources for constructing innovation indicators include innovation and related
surveys, administrative data, trade publications, the Internet, etc.”and ... “

Although increasingly used within companies and for other purposes, indicators of
business innovation, especially those from official sources, are usually designed to
inform policy and societal discussions, for example to monitor progress towards a
related policy target” while noting that high-quality indicators should have ...

“... desirable properties of innovation indicators include relevance, accuracy,
reliability, timeliness, coherence and accessibility”

Gathering information on these business sector components can be challenging. In the
current stage of development, we are also facing missing information on: non-economic
innovation impacts (such as inclusive innovations); SA-specific transformation goals
(for example, specific programmes to boost employment of university graduates in SA
industries); Policy coordination and alignment (e.g. among SA government departments or
agencies to promote knowledge-based innovation); Human capability (such as the number
of university students engaged in innovation-promoting courses).

Note that the overview in Table 4 may also include multi-measure ‘composite indicators’
(such as GERD/GDP) or an even more sophisticated ‘index’, an ‘overall indicator’. The
latter type is mentioned explicitly on page 28 of White Paper: “A composite South African
Innovation Index will be developed that responds to the specific needs of the country, for
example, in terms of skKills development, inclusive economic growth and transformation.
Furthermore, to ensure that research remains responsive, a system for evaluating research
and reflecting on its impact will be developed and institutionalised.”

Current surveys of the South Africa’s NSI, or its STI system, will not cover the full spectrum
of STI activities that are important for South Africa’s social and economic well-being.
Manzini, for example, proposes additional indicators with regards to: ‘knowledge demand’;
‘knowledge mobilisation’; ‘knowledge application’; ‘knowledge flow’; ‘social impact’.’
Further selection or prioritisation of individual indicators, mostly to identify strong indicators,
involves further considerations and criteria that are specific for lower levels within the
STI system (policies, programmes), which are outside the scope of this M&E framework
proposal.

Moving towards a STI Scoreboard, which Level 1 or 2 indicator categories and Level 3
or 4 individual indicators could be fed into it? To address this question we have to ask
ourselves: what is the main M&E objective of the scoreboard? Is it a detailed historical
benchmarking within South Africa, is it international comparative benchmarking, or perhaps
both? And secondly, how comprehensive should the scoreboard be in terms of its Level 1
and 2 dimensions? When selecting and applying indicators, one faces a trade-off between
feasibility and comprehensiveness, and between quantity and quality. Indicator selection
needs to be driven by considerations of policy relevance, information value, and technical
credibility. The selected indicators should present a workable and cost-effective ‘fit for
purpose’ solution that is acceptable and useful for all major users and key stakeholders.

The South African STI Scoreboard should try to include such indicators as much as
possible. Given the current development stage of the SA STI system, there is a clear

8 Manzini S. (2015).
Measurement of innovation
in South Africa: an
analysis of survey metrics
and recommendations.
South African Journal of
Science;111(11/12), http://
dx.doi.org/10.17159/
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need for ‘Flow and Linkages’ indicators to test whether the building blocks of interactions,
partnerships, relationships, and other beneficial connections and collaborations are
increasing or becoming more effective. There are also several policy intents in the White
Paper that touch on topics where such indicators are needed, such as the White Paper’s
Policy intent 4.1 (“Support innovation for social and grassroots innovation”). Collecting
information and designing appropriate indicators will take time, but it is feasible in several
cases. The White Paper also includes several policy intents that touch on issues of Policy
coordination and alignment, which could also serve as input to information gathering and
a qualitative (case study based) indicator. Universities should also be able to provide
statistics on the (estimated) numbers of students (masters or PhD) that have enrolled in
in-house entrepreneurship courses or are involved in innovation activities.

Similarly, to the European Innovation Scoreboard (see Figure 16), a series of ‘contextual
indicators’ are required to ‘normalise’ performance indicators orinterpret the general findings.
Probably the most well-known (as well as controversial) of such indicators is the share of
the national GDP spend on R&D, a macro-level economic statistic of a country’s general
wealth level. The indicator ‘GDP per capita’ provides a (very crude) micro-level estimate
for each inhabitant. Such contextual indicators may provide background information on
relevant demographic developments and economic developments, but also business sector
structure, as well as governance and policy frameworks. Any indicator-based system-level
M&E framework, should include contextual indicators to provide appropriate background
information for fair assessments of STI performance.

Figure 16: Contextual indicators as background information

. . Information
Time period
source

PERFORMANCE AND STRUCTURE OF THE ECONOMY

GDP per capita (PPS) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
Average annual GDP growth (%) 2016-2018 Eurostat
Employment share Manufacturing (NACE C) (%) | Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
... of which High and Medium high-tech (%) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat

Employment share Services (NACE G-N) (%) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
... of which Knowledge-intensive services (%) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
Turnover share SMEs (%) Average 2013-2016 | Eurostat
Turnover share large enterprises (%) Average 2013-2016 | Eurostat
Foreign-controlled enterprises — share of value
added (%)

BUSINESS AND ENTREPRENEURSHIP
Enterprise births (10+ employees) (%) Average 2014-2016 | Eurostat

Global

Total Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) (%) Average 2016-2018 | Entrepreneur-
ship Monitor
World Bank:
World
Development
Indicators

EU Industrial

Top R&_D spending enterprises per 10 million Average 2016-2018 R&D
population Investment

Scoreboard

World
Buyer sophistication (1 to 7 best) Average 2016-2018 | Economic
Forum

Average 2014-2016 | Eurostat

FDI net inflows (% GDP) Average 2015-2017

56 MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

y



GOVERNANCE AND POLICY FRAMEWORK
World Bank:
Ease of starting a business (0 to 100 best) Average 2016-2018 | Doing
Business
Basic-school entrepreneurial education and Cloiezl
S P Average 2016-2018 | Entrepreneur-
training (1 to 5 best) . .
ship Monitor
Government procurement of advanced tech World
P Average 2015-2017 | Economic
products (1 to 7 best)
Forum
World Bank:
Worldwide
Rule of law (-2.5 to 2.5 best) Average 2015-2017
Governance
Indicators
DEMOGRAPHY
Population size (millions) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
Average annual population growth (%) 2016-2018 Eurostat
Population density (inhabitants/km?) Average 2015-2017 | Eurostat
INDICES
Environmental Performance Index
Gender Development Index
Score on social progress performance
Human Development Index Rank

The Logic model that underpins the proto-framework of the STI Scoreboard does not
necessarily have to be the only source of guidance on selecting analytical dimensions
and indicator categories. The NACI-commissioned synthesis report, to review an earlier
version of the White Paper on Science and Technology (Walwyn, 2016)', introduces
a complementary perspective. It mentions the following six cross-cutting ‘High-Level
Framings’, each of which aim to “transform system capability into competence”
Accelerating Business Innovation; Strengthening Synergies and Partnerships; Innovating
for Social Benefit; Providing the Skills for Innovation, Education and Training; Improving
Delivery and Service, Innovation in the Public Sector; Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning.
Each of those six ‘system dimensions’ presents a list of recommended indicators, many
of which would fit into one or more of categories included in Table 4. For example, the
‘Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning’ Frame consists of four performance indicators, such
as ‘Proportion of programmes, including incentives and instruments, which are formally
evaluated'.

Only when sufficient information is made available — across the key components of the
SA STl system and various policy objectives — and high-quality, credible ‘key performance
indicators’ have been developed and tested, can one engage in the computation of a ‘South
African Innovation Index’, a single statistic capturing the overall performance of the SA
innovation system fed by those KPIs. Which indicators should form part of that Index, and
how their relative contributions should be determined and weighted, is a matter of further
data-analytical research and consultation with stakeholders.

In conclusion: The proposed SA STl Scoreboard should form the core ‘high-profile’
element in the M-part of the M&E framework. The Scoreboard could act as a structuring
device, and incentive tool, to shape and drive STI data collection across the entire STI
system. It should be fed and supported by several other analytical tools or information
sources on monitoring components of the STI system, such as research programmes,
knowledge-producing universities, public-private R&D networks, science and innovation
hubs, and innovation-driven business enterprises. There are still remaining gaps between
the currently applied set of quantitative indicators and those that are probably needed to
conduct a full-scale assessment of the STI system.

e
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CREST is in the process of developing a large-scale ‘STI Indicator Bank’, specifically
aimed at providing a tentative classification system of STI indicators and assembling
indicators to be considered for M&E usage in an STI Scoreboard and/or an STI Index.
Most categories in the CREST STI Indicator Bank are now populated with one or more
quantitative indicators. More of those indicators will be added in the coming months.
Currently, the share of the STl indicators with recent data on the performance of SA actors
remains limited. To expand and upgrade this list, focussing on technical feasibility and data
availability of key performance indicators, and gathering the necessary high-quality data
will require a substantial investment in information infrastructures and human capability.
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ion 6

Sect

Evaluation




The next step in the STI
policy implementation
process — the development
of a decadal plan —

entails the further
operationalisation and
elaboration of the policy into
measureable interventions
(with clear activities,
outputs, outcomes, impacts
and quantitative and
qualitative indicators). The
development of the new
decadal plan for STl is
currently under way and is
expected to be produced by
mid-2020. This means that
we could not use the White
Paper in any strong sense
as a heuristic framework as

6.1 The 2019 White Paper on STl as an analytical framework

Effective evaluations should be guided by the questions we want to answer and appropriate
M&E models, not by predefined analytical toolkits, misguided performance indicators, or
outdated epistemological traditions. As indicated in the introduction to this report, we follow
a theory-based evaluation (TBE) approach to M&E. TBE requires that both the evaluation
and monitoring components of a M&E framework are embedded within an explicit theory
or theories of change. Given the complexity of STl systems, it is often difficult to formulate
a single high-level theory of change that applies to an entire policy domain. In such cases
domain-specific ToCs might be required. As indicated in subsection 3.1 of the report, there
are five key steps in TBE processes:

Formulate a plausible programme theory;
Formulate and prioritise evaluation questions;

Use programme theory to guide the evaluation;

Collect and analyse data focussing on programme theory and evaluation questions;

o > 0N

Test the theory.

In this section, we report on two different approaches to constructing a TBE-approach to
STI evaluations. The first approach is based on a national policy document (the current
White Paper); the second, on an analytical framework of the STI system (the adapted
Kuhlmann and Arnold framework as depicted in Figure 12). We have already shown that
it is common practice in STl-evaluations to frame monitoring and evaluation questions
based on some national policy, strategy or plan. In our discussions of the NRDS and TYIP
(both of which emerged out of the 1996 White Paper), we (re)constructed their theories
of change and showed how monitoring questions (and indicators) can be derived from
such theories of change (even if incomplete and not entirely cohesive). In this section,
we follow the same procedure and extracted from the new White Paper (2019) a set
of possible evaluation questions that can guide M&E in the system in the near future
(section 6.2). We subsequently mapped these evaluation questions (clusters) to the
Kuhlmann and Arnold framework as a first validation test for their coverage and relevance.
It is important to emphasise that these questions are simply illustrative as the further
articulation and operationalisation of the White Paper into the decadal plan will undoubtedly
generate more evaluation questions.

Our second approach took the Kuhimann and Arnold analytical framework as our point
of departure. Focussing on the main systems and sub-systems components, as well as
the ideal linkages between these, we generated a second (higher-order) list of evaluation
questions (section 6.3). Again, this list should be taken as illustrative and provisional.

In summary: we describe the two approaches to generating STl-related evaluation
questions below: the first deriving more domain-specific evaluation questions from the
current White Paper; the second, inferring system-wide evaluation questions from an
analytical framework of the STl-system. It is easy to see that these two approaches
are and should be read as complementary to each other. It is also obvious that other
methodologies can be employed to either elaborate and/or refine on these two preliminary
lists, e.g. through stakeholder engagements, Delphi-surveys and scenario-building.

6.2 Domain-specific evaluation questions

Applying this TBE process, we turn our attention to the current White paper on Science,
Technology and Innovation which was approved in March 2019." The White Paper
introduces, on page 11, its vision statement:

“The White Paper proposes policy actions to achieve its vision according to the following
conceptual logic:

input to our proposed M&E
Framework.
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The premise of this White Paper is that STI, being significant contributors to inclusive
and sustainable development, can shape a different South Africa.

It is through partnerships between business, government, academia and civil society
that the potential contribution of STI to addressing South Africa’s socio-economic
development challenges will be realised.

The success of these partnerships will require a coherent whole-of-society STI
agenda, the collaboration of all NSI partners in pursuing this agenda, and for all NS/
partners to regularly reflect on and learn from the implementation of STl initiatives.

Specific STl-related challenges, such as insufficient skills and funding, as well as
constraints in the business environment for innovation, will also need to be addressed
for the partnerships to have an optimal impact.

To make all of the above possible, society will need to value science, appreciate the
impact of innovation on development, and anticipate and plan for change. A society
that is permeated by a culture of creativity, learning and entrepreneurship will provide
a fertile environment for harnessing the potential of STI.”

Box 3. Overview of explicit ‘Policy intents’ in the White Paper

CHAPTER 3: ACOHERENT AND INCLUSIVE NATIONAL SYSTEM OF
INNOVATION

1.1. Enhance policy coherence and programme coordination in the NSI

1.2. Strengthen the governance of public NSI institutions

1.3. Expand the NSI

1.4. Upgrade the M&E and policy capacity of the NSI

CHAPTER 4: AN ENABLING INNOVATION ENVIRONMENT IN SOUTH AFRICA
1.1. Brand South Africa as an innovative country

Adopt a broader conceptualisation of innovation beyond R&D

Adopt a whole-of- society approach to innovation

Use public procurement as a vehicle to further innovation

Increase support for, and collaboration with the business sector

Policy intent: Support commercialisation of publicly funded intellectual
property

1.7. Ensuring that legislation on intellectual property rights from publicly financed
research and development responds to the changing policy context
Increase the spatial footprint of innovation in South Africa

Support innovation for social and grassroots innovation

1.10.Exploit new sources of growth

1.11.Innovation to revitalise existing sectors

1.12.Strengthen government’s role as an enabler for innovation

CHAPTER 5: INCREASED HUMAN CAPABILITIES AND AN EXPANDED

KNOWLEDGE ENTERPRISE

5.1. Expanding research outputs and transforming the research institutional
landscape

5.2. Transform the profile of the researcher base

5.3. Improve the research system’s output of human capabilities

5.4. Strengthen skills in the economy

5.5. Ensure an open, responsive and diverse knowledge system

5.6. Support a science-literate and science-aware society

5.7. Upgrade and expand research infrastructure

5.8. Expand internationalisation and science diplomacy

—_— e )
O ah ®id

1.8.
1.9.

CHAPTER 6: FINANCING SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION
6.1. Increase levels of funding

6.2. Develop funding priorities

6.3. Institutionalise a framework for guiding public STI investment

6.4. Improve funding efficiencies
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It is not uncommon that policy documents do not have a clear and explicit ToC. We have,
therefore, embarked on an experiment to see how far we can proceed with the above-
mentioned five-step TBE process. This ‘experiment’ consists of three phases: first, we
extracted from the White Paper a possible theory of change; second, we commenced
with identifying possible evaluation questions (EQ’s) contained - sometimes explicitly and
sometimes implicitly - in the White Paper (see Appendix 4); and third, we subsequently
clustered these EQ’s under more general headings and STI domains.

The White Paper provides some useful ordering of the interventions around explicitly
mentioned ‘policy intents’ (see Box 3). Each of those intents refers to specific aspirations
and initiatives to tackle STI system constraints. We focus our attention on M&E applicable
policy intents that are accompanied by an ‘actionable item’ - in terms of an explicitly proposed
measure, initiative or intention - that can be translated into an ‘evaluation question’. Such
a question can be addressed — in principle — in terms of suitable empirical information and
appropriate indicators.

Timelines are not explicitly mentioned in any of the EQs, which is obviously an essential
methodological parameter in the context of a Logic model. However, the White Paper
mentions, on page 25, a three-year evaluation cycle in its policy intent 3.3.1 (‘Coherence of
the NSI at the system level: A Ministerial Structure on STI'):

A standing ministerial-level STI Structure, chaired by the Minister of Science and
Technology, will be established. The Ministerial STI Structure will comprise the relevant
STl-intensive departments, the chairpersons of the government clusters, National
Treasury and the Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME). The
committee will focus on setting a high-level public agenda for the NSI, approving
decadal plans on innovation for South Africa, committing public resources to research
and innovation, and reviewing reports on the performance of the NSI over three-year
cycles.

We will therefore assume that EQs involve a policy trajectory time-line, from ‘Objective’
to a desired ‘Input’, which would take at least two or three years. Some ‘Outputs’ may
also occur within this time-period, but we consider this less likely. Longer-term ‘Results’ or
‘Impacts’ are highly unlikely but are included if such expected achievements are explicitly
mentioned, or implicitly implied, in an EQ.

Table 5 provides an overview of all potential EQs extracted from the White Paper organised
by ‘policy intent’ and ‘STI-domain’. A subset of ‘M&E-applicable’ policy intents and EQs in
the White Paper is derived from a selection process following three analytical steps:

(1) developing ‘domain-specific evaluation questions’ (D-EQs), for as many of
those policy intents as possible, based on a series of selection criteria (see below in
Box 4);

(2) D-EQs are subsequently collated and mapped into ‘EQ clusters’ according to policy-
relatedness and/or their position within a Logic model;

(3) ‘information scoping’ of those EQ clusters against required analytical infrastructures,
(potentially) available information sources, and feasible data-collection methodologies.
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Box 4. Key criteria for selecting D-EQs
Viable and relevant EQs should, ideally, comply with the following selection criteria:

1. Policy issues and goals are sufficiently aligned with (a) the object of analysis
(i.e. performance of the STI system); (b) theoretical or conceptual models; (c)
analytical model of Logic model

2. Those issues and goals are addressable in terms of: (a) observable and
recognisable entities; (b) identifiable inputs, processes, (intermediate) outputs,
outcomes or impacts

3. Relevant features of these elements can be captured appropriate information
collection tools (either opinion-based, fact-based, or a mix of both; either
SA or international sources; either small-scale case studies or large-scale
comprehensive statistics).

4. The required information lends itself for (a) internal or external verification; (b)
high-quality indicators - either qualitative (‘narratives’) or quantitative (‘metrics’).

Moving towards operationalisation, the availability of required empirical information in
South Africa, or the possibility to gather reliable and verifiable information, to address
D-EQs is a major practical concern. One needs to develop data collection strategies and
infrastructures, and data management tools. As for data collection, one should distinguish
between the following general categories to represent the likelihood of facing obstacles in
terms of being able to systematically collect high-quality (accurate, complete) information:

. Available - readily available and accessible;

. Feasible - not readily available/accessible, but collection is likely to be feasible;

. Problematic - not readily available/accessible; may prove difficult or impossible to
collect;

. Non-existent — the information currently does not exist and hence needs to be
developed and made accessible;

. Unknown — information status is unclear; may require verification or validation.




. Saniiqedes pue yoieasal palinbai ayj

juswdojansp

punj o} se jjam se Auwouods ay) buiussib o} yoeoidde || S ue Qo\m\,m.w Awouoos ay} Bulusals) :z' || 1 usiul Aoljod T e e L
0} sieuped |SN JueAs[al 8y} UM YI0M 810jaldy} [IIM 1 Sd 8YL,
. uoneaouul sjoousselb 1o} Juswniisul buipuny uoljeAaouul syoolsselb juswdojanap
ajeudoidde ue dojarsp 0} sisuped |SN YIM YI0M [[IM Juslwiuionob, - pue |e1o0s Jo} uoneAouul yoddng | Jusjul Aoljod | @AISnjdul 10} UoiBAOUU| b
« BusjLo Ajiqejusied joLjs ay)
[yny Ajjensn Bchb\:o\s b1=10)] m:on:@E /ealiuyosy Joy awiiba. :m.co&EQ T R
uoljeujuwexs-ou ‘desyd e buliayo ‘wejsAs jusjed Jai-puodss ‘oiioads o L
) pue |eioos Joj uoneAouul Joddng |4 Jusjul Ao1l0d | @AISN|oUl 10} UOlBAOUU|
-A13unoa e dojanap Jim eaLyy yinos ‘uonesouul sjoosselb poddns o)
dl papuny Aja11gnd jo jenusjod sy} abeiss] Jaypiny [jIM JUsUUISA0L),
.sueid
ur bunnoas uoleAouul pue ‘uoljeaouul sjooasselb Joj poddns apnjoul uoneAouul syooisselb uswdojanap
0} pabeinoous aq Jim ‘saibajel;s Juswdojorsp pue yimoib jerouinoid pue [e1o0s 1o} uoneAouul Joddng | Jusjul Aoljod | @AIsSnjoul 10} uoieAouU| r
se Jjam se ‘sue|d Juswidojersp o1LIoU08 (0] JO Siadojera(,
. “ .@to\smfg 9N Juensjel uoljeAouul syoolsselb juswdojanap
[ 2 [S2ACTVIE (9013 el TeelE (S AT ] IR ) e B ue |eIo0s 40} uoneAouul yoddng : | 4 usiul Ao1j0 BAISN|OUI 0} UoleAOUU _‘
J1e ur fjuond Buiuueld e aq [jim uoijeaouul sjooisselb o) poddns, PUE |€l ) ol o S Ly usiul foliod ISnjout Jo} tioy _
« SORILUNLILLIOO [EINI PUE UEQIN LjOq uoAaqg uoneaouul Jo uswdojana
Buusmoduws pue buidojaasp Jo 1x8ju0d oy} ul Ajjeroadss ‘Juswdojarsp asd p ) p .H H ) 19ASP L
uonjesijenideouod Japeolq e jdopy :g'{ Jusjul Ao1l0d | @AISn|oul 10} UoljeAOUU|
BAISN[oUl 10j UoljeAouu] uoldweyd 0} enunuo [iIim | S ayl,,
. Hoddns Jo uoneuwojul
paiinba. ay) apinoid o3 Ajjusiolye pajnoJ salinbus pajejai-uoleAouul Boll)\y YInos ul uoleAouul juswdojansp
988 [[IM YoIym ‘Jens] Juswiuianob [erouinoid pue [eaoj je Alenaied 10 julidioo) jeneds ay) asealou| (g 1 JUdlul A2Ijod | @AISNjoul 10} UoIIBAOUU| r
quawiuianob ssoloe pajdope aq jim Aaiod ,1o00p buoim ou, B, "
- padojarap aq [|Im swoajsAsoos uoneAouul [B20] pue (S|3H pue Bol}Y YInoS ul uoneAouul juswdojanap
SJ10UN0J 82UBIVS ‘A1Snpul BUINJOAUI) SB4JUBI Y21e8Sal dAljelado0o), 10 julidiooy} eneds ay) asealou| (g° JUdUl A2Ij0d | SAISN|OUl 10} UOIIBAOUU| b
o BRI IS eoll NOS ul uoijeAouul uswdojona
Abojouyoa; jeiouinoid sjowoud pue ‘saibaje.is jusuidojarsp pue HIV LHhos Ui uoly : } |oASp L

ymo.b [eisuiroid eaueyus 0] papuedxs aq [IM ,Sqny UoieAouUj,,

10 1uudiooy [eneds ay) esealou] i1 Jusiul Aoljod

SAISN[oUl 1O} UoNBAOUU|

. 'suejd uoneaouur
apnjaul im saibajels juswdojansp pue yimoub jejouinoid pue (o207,

(pa3enieas aq 03) aAneRIUI B]qRUOHOY

BOLJY YINOS Ul uoneAouUl
10 Juudiooy [eneds ay) esealou| ;g Jusiul Aoljod

juajui Aorjod

juswdojansp
BAISN[OUI 10} UoHBAOUU|

utewoq |1S

eale
Kaijod

saAljeniul ajgeuoi}oe ‘sutewop [LS ‘seate Aoijod :suonsanb uonenjeas pue sjuajul Ao1jod s, saded a}YA 8Y3 JO MBIAIBAQ :G d|qel

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE




.o} JoA0 onjed Siy} moJb 0} pue ‘S82inos [euoeuUIdS)uUI L0 Aoewoldip @ousios Anqon
ay39 S.eolyy ynos Jo jusd Jad G| }ses| je a8inaaes 0} SI jusjul 8y, pue uonesijeuoneusajul puedx3 :6°G Juajul Ao1jod | :SUOIPUOD YJoMawel 4
. ‘Sjuswinasul
pue SuoioUN} UBBMIBq UOIISUBI) SSBJLLIBSS B 8/NSUd 0} SI UOKjUd)UI
8y H¥N 8y} jo sped pue ‘Dqgj| 8y} JO SjusLWwsld ‘UuoeAouU| [BLISNPU|
JoJ swwelboid poddns mwS awiwelbold A13snpuj 10j S824N0S8Y ceinlisiBllle BUlpling s Aoldil] e ionlel Aallom | Buipung >
uewnH pue Abojouyos] ay) Aousby juswidojorsq asudisjug jjews :SUONIPUOD YIoMmawel
8Y) JO suonoss juersal ‘ONGIN ‘VIL 8y} :pasiuouwliey aq [[IM ‘Siay)o
Buowe ‘suonnysul buimojjo) ey} Jo spuswnisul buipunj pue suoljouny
ay)] ‘uoneandnp sanpai pue sessaaoid uonesijdde ayj Adwis oy,
“+* AB3[D 8pel 8q [[IM SaljIAoe uolleAouUl Jayuny 0} 9|9IYdA juswalinooud
pojelal-aeY Ul 6661 1OV Juswabeueyy aoueulH dljgnd dyj} Jo 8joJ 8y ], e se juswainooid olignd asn :G'{ Jusiul A21j0d | :SUOIIPUOD MHlomawel 4
. 'Saibojouyosj [eaoj spnjoul o} papuedxs aq os/e [IM ‘STOS uoljeAouUl Jayuny 0} 3[0IyaA Juswainooud
Aq pauoidweyd ‘swweiboid Juswdojpraq Jaiddns aannadwo) ayy, e se juswainooid o1ignd 8sn :G'{ Jusjul A210d | :SUORIPUOD Ylomawel 4
“+* . §]084JU0D uolnjeAouUl Jayuny 0} 9[01YaA Juswa.inoold
Juswainoo.d abuej ojul }jinqg 8q [jIm Ajeuonipuod Abojouyosay, e se juswainooud o1ignd asn G Judjul Ao1jod | :suonipuod ylomawel 4
. 'Salbojouyoa) padojonsp Ajjeao| buisn o} SaWo Ji usym JaLosnod uolleAouUl JayuNy O} 9|9IYdA juswa.inooud
1SJ1j 8y} SI JuswiuIoA0b jey) ainsua o) padojansp aq [jim soibojels, e se Juswainoold o1gnd 8sn :G'{ JUdUl ADI|0d | :SUORIPUOD Hlomawel 4
uoljeAouUl Jayuny 0} 8[oIyaA Juswainooud
painsua aq [jIm Jusiuoinug aijelsiba] aaipoddns v, e ) Z
e se juawainooid o1ignd as :G'{ Jusiul AD1j0d | :SUOIIPUOD MHJomaulel
. ‘pajebnsanul aq [im ‘serousbe
peaj buiuonounj-jlam maj e Japun ‘sjqejieae Ajpua.ind SaAjuadul Jo . SaAlUBoUI
) salouaiole buipuny anoidw :G 9 sul Aoljod | . Z
Jaquinu ayj} a3epijosuod o} Aujiqissod e ‘GNdd 8y} Aq psj Seaiusau| :SUOIIPUOD YJOoMBWEelH
$S8UISNg JUBLULUIBAOL) JO MBINSY BY} JO SUORBPUBILLIOISI Y)IM Ul U],
. Juswuienob-e
se yons saAneniul ybno.yj Aisaijep 821A18S 8sealoul 0} |SdD 8y} Yim
YIom [im | S 8y} ‘“Ajjeaioads mwos\ ‘Sjepow sjoJ buneiqs|eo pue way) LOIBAOUUI 10} JO|QeUs UE SeANUBOUl
OIBAJOLL O] SDIEME BUISN 'SJUBAISS /IqNd JO JOS-PUILL SIOA-SL Se 9|0J s uswuianob uayibuang g1 usiul AoI1jo0 :SUOIIPUOD Ylomawel 4
oy} buibusjieyo uo seiousbe |0 pue [eiouinoid ‘leuoijeu jJues|e. 10484 W 1S ‘el usiui foliod | -sUohip A 4
J2yjo pue (]SdD) uoieaouu| 821AI88S 2l[qnd 104 843Ud0) 8y} YlIm Xiom
/M 1Sd 8y} ‘Juswiuionob ui uolijeaouul Jo 8injnd e youaJjue djay of,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

Juajui Aojjod

utewoq |1S

ealy

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




. "8Ji] Jo Ayjenb senoudwil jey) yoiessal
aouejsul 1oj ‘A18100s swiiojul Jey) yaiessal poddns osje o) pajeblsenul

adeospue]| [euonnyiisul yoleasal ay) Buiwiojsued)

Buipuny

aq [[IM ainjeu SIy} JO SBAIUBaU| *SIndino yaleasal Uo Jo8ys anlsod pue sindino yoleasal Buipuedx] :z'G juajul AoIjlod | :SUOIIPUOD YIiomawel 4
e pey £00Z Ul paonpo.jul sem jey; ejnuiioy Buipuny AjsieAiun ay |,
. 'Selbsaje.s Juswdojarsp pue yimoib Jisyj jo ped se [ S Buloun
ul JuswijsaAul Joj syebuej ejeldoidde jas [im ‘ew} Jeno ‘pue buipuny Buipuny Jo s|@A8] 8sealou| :z'9 Juajul Aaljod | . tpund Z
SUOJ}IPUOD YJomawel
[LS 0} 8Jow 8pnquuod AjaAioe [[iM SjusLiUIsnob [Ba0] pue [eIouIn0id], T
. A1Buipioooe way) 0} podau jey) sjrounod 8ausias 8y} Ul JSeAul
Im pue ‘sueid |gy \m:omo“mm JoJ &m%:.o J1ayj jo ebejusoiad e Jwiwoo BuIpUNy O S|OAS] SSBSIoU| :Z-9 Uil Aolog | Buipuny 2
Iim spuswipedep auly Jeinaiued uy “syebpnq Jiayj ui |1 S 104 Sjebie) :SUOIIIPUOD HJomauwlel
ajelidoidde jos Jim sjuswipiedap JUsBUWIUIBA0D aAISUB)UI-[[ S Jeuoijen,
. . o Buipung
. ‘Sejousiolys buipuny ainsus o} 8ae(d uj ind aq [Im SWosAs, Buipuny Jo s[aA8| 8sealdu| :z'9 Juajul Aaljod LSUONIPLIOD SOMOLUEI] Z
. 1eje| apeosp e jJusd Jad gz jeuoneidse ue pue ‘epeasp jxau ayj ul BUIDUN
ddo 40 Jusd uad G| seyoeal oI5 jey} oS AWouods 8y} ul JusLiSanul Buipuny Jo sjaAs| 8sealou| :Z'g Juaiul Adljod SUONIPUCO v_ho\sm.mhm_“ Z
axy jo Aususjur ayj buisealour Jo jobie) oy} 0} SHPUILIOIS. JUSUIUIBAOL), T
. 'Yyoseasal oynuslos uj JuswisaAul a1qnd paseasoul buipnjoul ‘ISN 8y} ISN 83U} Jo aseq abpajmouy| Buipun4
JO 8seq 8ouvlas ay) puedxs 0} saunseaw bujyaieiano bunuswejdwy, J1JIUBIOS 8y} JO uoisuedx3 g G ¢ Juajul Ao10d | :SUORIPUOD YIomawel 4
. ‘uonesyersawwos BuIbUn
ABojouyoa; ul sdeb ssaippe 0} s.10308s vjesld pue algnd ayy Aq Buipuny Jo s|9A8] 8sealou| :Z 9 Judjul Ao1jod SUORIPUCD v:o\sm.m@“ Z
JUBLLISBAUI-00 8bBISAS| O] PBULIO) 8q [lIM pun+ uoneaouu| ubloJaos v, T
. 'Spunj uoneAouul 10308s papuedxs ybno.y) swuy Joddns 0} JuswAojdap pue juswdojarsp Buipuny
‘b 8 ‘poddns buipunj o} pejab.ie; aq jim jenusjod yimoib yim Si0jos8s, ABojouyos) pajabie] :z 9 { jJusjul A210d | :SUORIPUOD Ylomawel 4
. 'suonolsal buueys 1oy paau BuIbUN
ayj] jo vauesiuboo bunye) ‘Ajejeridoidde panoidwir aq Jim uoieaouul salouaiolye buipuny anosdw] ;G 9 sul Aoljod | . Ipund Z
:SUOIIIPUOD HJomauwlel
pue g9y ssauisnq Joj poddns olgnd U0 uoewWIOUI S,JUBLIUIBAOL), o
« SOunyoddo
8saY) Jo asn Jsjealb axyew o) buisies sseuaieme pue buipuny buiyojew
Se yons spuswniiSul 8anpo.ul [jIm Juswiuianos) ‘buipuny jejded
alnuaA ybnouyj ‘sjdwexs Joj ‘UoieAouu] [BI20S pue S}00.IsSelb BuIbUn
saueApe 0} saljunpoddo syussa.d suonesiuebio jyold-uou pue spuny Buipuny Jo s[aA8| 8sealdu| :z'9 Juajul Aaljod Ipund Z

JuBLLISaAUI [BI20S 821002 JO 10]08S Buimoib sy ‘siapioq pue
SJ0]08S JUBIBYIP SSOJOE SI0)oB U8dM}aq suoleioqeljod/sdiysisuped
pue ‘buipuny pmoio JUSLWISOAUI [2120S 8)eiodiod apnjoul Sejduwexg
"pasN aq [[IM UIBYD 8NJeA UOIJBAOUUI Bl) SSOJ0. Sjapoul Buipun) map,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

Juajui Aojjod

-SUOI}IPUOI yiomawel

utewoq |1S

ealy

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE

66




. A1qeurejsns pue Ajjeaibejelis buipuny yasessa. Aojdep o} suonniasul
buipuny Jeyjo pue | S 8y} Mojje 0} payisusjul 8q [[iM eaLJY Ynos splal} abpajmouy Jo AysiaAiq :Z'9°G Jusjul Aoljod I8N €
ul spjely ebpajmou Jusiayip ayj Jo yjesy Jo 8jejs ayj uo salpns,
. Ylomawiely uonenjens
8y} ojul JjIng 8q [im — uoljeloqe||od uedly-ued pue sdiysisuped SB[l I9IN e
. S ’ ’ ‘ ‘ J0 @oueuwIBA0b By} uayjbuans ¢ Jusiul Aoljod
uoisnjoul ‘eausjjeoxa —daded a)ypA Siy3 buiuuidispun suoniquie ay |,
. ‘S|eng| Aousialye Jisy] JO JuBLISSBSSE aA13o8lqo suonnsul SN 21gnd
aJqeus o0} vagld ul nd aq JjIm Miomawel) uonenjers sjelidoidde uy, 10 @oueuwIanob ay) usyjbuaus ¢ Jusiul Aoljod 8N €
. Juswisaaul pue apedj uo snxau Aojjod pasodoid ayj jo Juswiysijqe}se uoneAouul 0} uoneuip.io
ayj aq jim Aaijod jeLsnpul pue | S buiubie spiemoyj dejs juepodwi uy, | yoeosdde Aya100s-j0-ajoym e 1dopy ' Jusiul Aoljod -00 pUB 92UBUIBA0L) €
. 'SeAIjo8lqo oiWou029 pue [eLISnpuUl [eUOIIBU 80URAPE uoljeAouul 0} uoljeulpJlo
0} uonelsibs| pue syiomaliely ainynj ojul pajeibajul oq Jim (1S, | yoeosdde A1o100s-j0-ajoym e 1dopy 4 1usiul Aoljod -02 puB 82UBUIBAOL) €
.'(0@l) uoneiodion
Juswdojenseq |eLiysnpuj ey} QﬂSo buowe ‘Aq paynuspl senunioddo LONBAGUUI ) UONBUIDIO
ymoub mau yjim se jjam se ‘si0)a8s [eLpsnpul Aoud yim paubije . e
yoeoudde A1o100s-j0-aj0ym e 1dopy {1 Jusiul Ao1jod -00 pUB 82UBUIBAOL)
aJe S[1aunod 82UvIdS Jo sawiwelboid 8y} jey} ainsus o} pauadosp
8q aJojaiay] [[IM dYd| O} [SN 8y} Jo SuoinqLiuod Juelind ey|,
"WISN ISN 8y} Jo aseq abpajmous uonjeulpio
8y} Jo sjoadse jeuonepunoy 4oj poddns 8jeuIpioo Jsyuny [lIM | S 8yl o1JIUBIOS By} Jo uoisuedx] :Z'G ¢ Juaiul Aoljod -00 pUB 92UBUIAA0D) €
- sueld 1S ISN 98U} JO aseq abpajmouy uoneuiplo
10)28s dojonap 0} ssauisnq pue spuawipedap auill YIMm 3IOM [IM [ S, " J1J13UBI0S By} JO uoisuedx3 g G ¢ Juajul Aoljod -00 PUB 92UBUISAOL) €
. 'Slepjoyaxe)s Je Jo s8jod
8y} Junoaae ojul buiye] 4anN oyl Aq pepinb se juswidojerap jeuoneu suonnysul SN 21gnd uoneulplo
0] JueABJBJ SUOIINIISU| Y2JB8SBY 21jqnd JO aueuIoA0b pue suoiouny 10 @oueuIan0b ay} uayibuang ¢ Juajul Aoljod -00 puB 92UBUIBA0L) €
‘esodind sy} aqLosep o) padojansp aq [iim Yiomawels Aaoljod e,
.'sueyd |1 S 40jo8s ayj juswaldul 0} SI0J08S SS0JIE UONoR JUSIBL0I
ainsus 0} ajelidoidde asaym pafojdwe aq osje jim ‘Juswssibe Jo uoneuIpJIo0d uoneuipJio
swinpueiowaw pue WajSAs 1ajsnjo ayj ‘SespiuIuI0d [eLId)SIuILU-Id]ul Jl]BeWaY}/I0}08S puUE |BJUOZIIOH :9°¢ ¢ Juaiul Adljod -00 puUB 92UBUIBA0L) €
Se yons ‘uoljeupJo09 je pawie aie jey) SJUsLWINJISUl JUsUUIBA0L),
. 'S10}08s AjoLd Joyjo spnjoul
. UolBUIPJ00D uolneuiplo
0] popuedxe pue pooueyud aq [lIM ‘SJ03oos Buluiw pue ainjnalibe o €
. 2l1BWSY1/I0108S puUe |BJUOZIIOH :9°¢ € 1ualul AoIj0d -02 puB 82UBUIBAOL)
8y} ul Ajulew paonpo.jul Usaq eABY YoIYMm ‘Spun- UoeAouU| 10joss,
« Spund
, ISN 8y} ssouoe sabexul| uoneuiplo
uoljeAouU| 10joas pue ‘@ausjadwior) JO Seljuss) Se yans Sjuswnsul - e
. alow pjing pue uoisnjoul aAocldw :z'¢ Juajul Aoljod -00 pue 92UBUIBA0L)
axy arieloqeljoa buiusyibus.is je pajoslip aq [IM LIoys,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

Juajui Aojjod

utewoq |1S

ealy

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




L uonsanb ur uonnisul ey jo Aiunjew dejsuel) Abojouyoss) pue
Aususjul yosessa. ayj 0} buipioooe pajenualoyip o4 [|IM S8d10 osay)

0} poddns juswiuionob Jo adA} ay) ‘uoneonpe aybiy JO UoleULIOSUE) Auadoud jenyoseiul pspuny Apignd dl :ainonusedyul
ayj poddns o] ‘sjndino jo Ayjenb pue Ayauenb ayj Jo Siseq oy} Uo JO uonesijenJawwod poddng ;74 jusiul Aoljod abpajmouy v
‘awny sono ‘pue Apoedes dojarsp o) Ajeniul ‘syuswiniisul bunsixe
ybnouyj pasea.oul 8q Jim Jgjsuel] Abojouyoss] Jo saaO Joj poddns,
. 'Pasijerosewiwod s Auado.d jenjosjeiul yons usym
sinauaida.ijus }oe|q pue uswom poddns o} suonipuod ajerido.dde o dl :8inonasedul
Japun g9y papuny Ajpignd wouy Ausdoud jenjosjgjul esn oy ‘sisuped SE 15 80 PIEE NS SR = e, e el abpajmouy 4
ISN juersjal yym uoijesadood uj ‘seuliepinb dojarsp jim 1S, "
R . 'S49jsuel) ABojouyos) punog-uj Joj puewisp m:zmm.gm uoISNIP eBpeIMOUY| :9°9"G JuBIUl ASIOg d| :ainjoniseul .
pooueyUS 8q 0] Spoau dgjsuel] ABojouyoa] Jo SedlyQ JO 8j0J 8y, abpajmouy
. o UTIED EUT 20T EIERE] /8 o) @y puoAag uoneaouul Jo d| :@injonuseljul
8y} Jo Jyausq 8y} o} ‘ebpaimouy siy} Jo uonesipn pue uopasjold . 1%
. uonesijenidasuod Jspeolq e 1dopy ¢ 1 usjul Aoljod abpajmouy
buip.Jooa. 8y} usybus.js 0} SeAeIIUI YIM 8NUUOI [IM | Sd 8YL,
.'o|qelisap pue juensjel aiaym
‘uonosjoud puly Aew ‘einjeu pue 82.nos Jo SSajpiebal ‘suonesouul agxy puokaq uoneaouul Jo dl :ainonasedul
J[e jey} ainsus 0] paonpo.jul 8q Jim woejsAs uonessibal (Hdj) siybu | uonesijenidaouod Japeouq e jdopy £ { Jusiul Aoljod abpaimouy v
Auadoud jenjosgjajurl jeulio) ayj 0} swisiueydsW Ss89k djeLidoiddy,
.'(ssauisnq
pue JuswuIan0b) seAlieniul uoieladood || S [euoijeuIdul S, oLy e
ynos J/e Jo Juswabeuew abpajmouy paoueyus 1oj SWojsAs apnjoul o 9N €
) 10} UoneuIpIood pue Buluueld :£°6'G uaul Aoljod
M siy | ‘sdiysieupied [ S jeuoneula)ul Jo SaUI0a)no pue joeduwi ey}
abneb uojaq 0} padojorsp aq [lim yiomauwiel) 9y ue pue SJojesipu,
«'(Buipuads |1 S 21qnd jo
sisAjeue Jeinboa. buipnjour) uonoun; W LS Juspuadapul ue spiroid JuswisaAuUl | 1S 21gnd Buipinb
pue saipnjs Jybisa.o) exerspun o} 8q [[IM 8]0J S,|DYN Ylomaliel) 10} yJomawel} e 8si|euonniisu| ;49 1uaiul Aoljod I8N €
juswysanul 1S 21ignd e dojersp [iim ‘|OYN yim bupriom 1S 8yl,
« Selpnjs
uosLedwod Aiunoa pue 8ausios Jo suoldaasad alqnd uo Aenins salllAloe Juswabebus aoualos S9N e

pasijeuonnisul ue wJojui o) pajdope aq [jim sauewiopad juswabebus
80UBI0S 8PIM-LLIBISAS JO SS820NS 8Y] 8INSLABLU 0] SI0JR2IPU|,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

JO SSBUBAIJOBYS pue yoeal ay] :g°/°G Jusiul Aoljod

Juajui Aojjod

utewoq |1S

ealy

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE

68




. Sjuswiaiinba. jebs| pue uoneSIuILpeE aLWosuspINg < 101 uoddns owoade b0 b 1UBILI Aollo oddns
se Jjem se ‘sg|piny Aiojeinbau o) usaib aq [|IM UOIRIBPISUOI, " NS Jop HIo9ds -1’9’y Jusiul Adliod H ans g
« P8dnpo.ul
aq [IIm (s4epinod 8aInIes 9y palejsibal yjim Ul ysed 0} Suilij STINS Jo} poddns ou0ads 49 Jusiul Aoljod yoddns gNS g
8/qibIje 40} BLWBYIS 18YINOA (9 ue b8) sjuswiniisul poddns map,
. dn pajeas aq im swiiy Jeb.ie| pue JuswuieAob o} o
sJaiddns se weyj buipeibdn Jo/pue buidojonsp je pawie seAnelIul, SIS 40} Hoddns oy1oads 179’y Jusul Adlod Hoddns JNS g
« SO uoleAouU| 9ousIdS
ay] Wayj passu jey) SuoinyIsuUl pue SaiIuNwWwWo ay) o,w $82/n0sa. usdo pue esues usdg :|'9'g Eo#.__ - uadQ :ainjonyiseul ¥
[eybip jo uoisinoid ayj 4oy buipuny asiLoud [jim JuswuisAob ‘elojelsy ], abpajmouy
.’PNojo ejep yoieasal UedLY Yinos
e 10J [8poLu SSauisnqg ejqeurejsns wlie}-buoj e dojarsp [iim 1S ayl uonEAoul| 20uaIog
‘passalippe aq 0} Spaau jey} Jepew jayun) e si abe.lojs ejep jeuoneN L : uadQ :ainjonsseul ¥
‘abe.Jo)s pue juswsbeuew ejep oyiuslos Jo) seidiould buipinb My UsdQ pue 82uBIdS LSO :|°9'g JuBUl Adliod abpajmouy
ay] spoddns i jey) ainsus 0} palapISU0Ial 8q [[IM 1OV Md] Jua.ind ay|,
.‘ejep uado Jo asn ay) 20udI10g
uoneAouU| )
J0J pue ejep buiyisodap 1oj wisjsAs asusdil e Ajiuapl J[im JUdUWUISA0L) L uadQ :ainjonJiseljul ¥
; uadQ pue 8ousl0g uadQ :1°9°G Juaul Aolj0d
saseqejep J0J Uoijo9jo.d [euliof aAey Jou S80p eIy yinos, abpajmouy
. ‘eanoeid poob uo
buiuiely pue buisiel ssausaieme Ioj 8]2I4dA B Se pasn aq [[IM YIomaliel) uonEASuU| ERlIET IS
8y 'eol)y yinos ur 8duslas uado Jo uondope ayj o) sauljepinb pue o ‘ uadQ :ainjoniselul ¥
so|dioulid jo Buisisuod yiomawely (ejep puk) eousios usdo jeuoneu UsdQ pue 8ousIos USdQ +1°9'G Juslu Aolod abpaimouy
e 9onpoJd [im I JHJ pue Sd1d Ypm uopensuod ul 1 Sd 8yl
) 90UsI0g
.'suonealqgnd yaJessal pue ejep ya1easal 0] SS82oe uoneAouU| )
L uadQ :ainjonJsequl ¥
buiuienob suoinysul pue sajaijod 8y} MaiA8. OS[e [[IM JUBLUUIBAOL), uadQ pue aoualog uadQ :1°9°G Juaul Aolj0d T —
. ‘eAIsnjoxa Ajjeninw
. . ; 20uLI10g
Jou aJe ‘spybL pajeroosse ayj pue o pue uoneaouul usdo ‘@ousios uoneAouU| )
o uadQ :aJ4njonuiselul %
uado jey; bundeaooe pue yaisessai papuny Ajoiqnd wouy Y4 jo Sjoadse uadQ pue 8ousl0g uadQ :1°9°G Juaul Aoljod oBDBIMOU
ureLI99 JuNo9ode ojul bunye) ‘esay) MaIAal 810Jai8Y] [[IM JUBLLUIBAOL), pel A
. Suwuly dn-piejs Jo jJuswianjoAul 8y) Se yons elis}lio uo buipuadsp
‘siojenouul bunoA pue ‘sjenpiripul pabejuespesip Ajsnoinaid ‘suil)
JusuIamodwa 21LLIOU0IS XoB|q paseq-peoIq ‘SIS 10 paanNpoul uoleAouul sjoousselb dl :8inonasedul
aq JIm wejsAs uoneuiwexs Jusjed pajeisjgaoe [enuaisjeid e (Dd1D) pue |eIo0s 10} uoiieAouul yoddng :|°4 usiul Aoljod abpajmouy v
uoissiwwoy Auadoid [enjosjgiul pue seiueduwon) ayj je wojsAs
uoljeulwexs pue yaiess jusjed aAuUBISGNS B JO UOIJoNPO.IUI 8Y] YIM,,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

Juajui Aojjod

utewoq |1S

ealy

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




« SenIIoe)

8s8y] Jo Juswiysijqe}se pue souewiopad ayj ur sjuswsoidwl pue
Aupqeurejsns ‘dn-ajeoas ajejijioe) 0} pabueyd 8q aojalay] [jIM [epo
Juswebeuew oy ‘suliojjeld 8injoniiseljul Yyoieasal se 44N oy}

Aq pabeuew Ajpus.ing saijijioe) Yyoieasal [euoljeu xis 8y} uiejaJ [[Im
JUBLUUIBAOKL) “UOIJRUIPJ00D JO XoB| 8y} Ssalppe 0} sejdiouud buiuueid
juiof pue ‘sjusweaibe juswainooid paieys ‘buipunj-09 ‘ssuljgpinb
Aoyjod pue Absjesis ‘edoas pue sjepuelu 1esjd e yyum uliojjeld bulias)s
pue uoleuIpJo09 [ejuswIuIdaA0bIsIUl Ue YSI|Qe]Sa [[IM JUBLUUIBAOL),

aJlnjonJisedjul

yoJessal puedxs pue apelbdn :g'G Jusiul Aoljod SIMONAJSELU! Yolessed 9

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

. eanjonJisequl
yoJeasa. U] JUsWiSaAUl 10Jo8s djenlid abeinoous o) paysi|qe)sa
aq [Im swiojeld poddns ainjoniiseljul yoiessal sS8ooe-usdQ,

aJnjonJysequl

yoleasal puedxa pue apeibdn :g°G usjul Aoljod SIMONASELU] UoIeesay 9

."(uoneibajul
|BOILIBA) [8A8] Jeuojeu pue jeuoibal ‘euonnysul je saiijigedes N aJnjonJiseujul SINJONSEIUl YoIEasoY 9
aJnjonJiselul yaoeasal Jo LWNNURUOI e pling jey) suoljusiisiul pue yoJeasal puedxa pue apelbdn :g°G uayul Ao1j04

sawwesboid dojarsp [iim Juswiuisnob ‘ebusjieysd siy) ssaippe o,

. -eogejdxiom 8y} ojul uoidiosqe

pue ‘s|gH ul sebueyd wninaLng ‘sdiysuiaiul ybno.y) ssueusjuiew
pue juswidojersp ainyoniisejul Joj (jeaiuyoas) pue oynuslos) poddns
juswdojasap 82nosa. uewny apnjoul sajaijod uoisinoid ainjoniiseliul
jeyj Juswalinba. Aiojepuew e 82npoJjul 8104848Y] [[IM JUBLIUIBAOL),

aJlnjonJisedjul

yoJessal puedxs pue apelbdn :g'G Jusiul Aoljod SIMONAJSE.Ul Yolessed 9

.Sy ublaao) wouy uey) Jjoyjel suoNySul pue siapiroid 8oInIes
/eo0] wouj Anq jim seaeds ABojouyas) ayroads ur s30S ‘ws) buoy

0] Wnipaw 8y} ul ‘jey} os ‘uolje/nuwinooe Abojouyosj 1o seieadul
jeuoljeu o} paxyuil 8q pjnoys peo.qe wody burainos oibsjelis ‘sejdiould
A9Anq pews, ayjy yum buoyy -ejenbapeur si Ajiqeded oisewiop asoym uoneAouul
$8SBI Ul UoNjesI|eao] Jo/pue Jojsued) Abojouyos} yoj Absjelps deinoied Ul SJOS J0 9j0J 8y} Buisijelnay :G 9 Judjul Aoljod
e 0] payuill 8q pinoys Aseyj ‘|elolyausq aq o} sjuswabuelie buioinos
|euojeuUId)UI YINS 10 "PBOIQE WO SBINIBS (9 pue abpajmouy

Jo Burainos ayj aJinba. sdeb abpajmouy jeaibojouyos] aisawioq
:pajdope aq Jim seibaje.lis Buimojjol 8y) ‘punole pusJj Siyj uin} of,,

. ‘uonesieriswiwiod Abojouyosyponpo.d ul poddns

pue juswidinbs ‘Se2iNI8S SS820e URI STS 8.0W UBAS Jey) ainsus

0} dn pajeas aq [Im (suonels Abojouyos) je poddns ui-yiem ybnoiy)
‘6°8) SIS 0} Joddns paseq-peo.q buipinoid 1o) [spowl Jus.iind ayj,

pajenjeAa aq O)/oAljeIUI d|euol}doy juajui Ao1jod urewoq |LS ealy

poddns 30| ¢

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE

STINS Jo) poddns oui0ads (479 Jusjul Aoljod poddns JNS ©

70



. ‘uswom pue sjdoad xoe|q bunsbie) ‘peoiqe sdiysmojjsy jeioyoopisod
ans.ind 0} sueaLyy yinos Joj swwesboid e ysiqejse |im | JHJ pue
1Sd 8y} ‘ewiy swes ayj Jy S)oousfjjoq Alosiniedns oejeingjje 0] seale
Auoud o1bsjes)s ui pajabie; aq [jim smojs) [eiojoopisod ublelo,

Aoedeo Aiosiniedng | G Jusjul Aoljod

SMO|[8}
[2J0100pISOd :QYH

. 'SMOJja) [ei0joopisod Jo uonNqLIU0D ay) asiuido
0] Moy Uo sauljapInb Jo jos e asijewwoy [im [ JHAJ Pue 1Sd 8YL,

Ayoeded Alosiniedng 4G Jusjul Aoljod

SMO||8)
[e10100p1SOd :QYH

. l1BefIoys ayj buissaippe ui JSISSe [IM SUOIINJISUI [euoljeuajul

pue SaljISIvAIUN BAISUBJUI-Y2JB8Sal YlIM Sawiwelboid buiuuim] -uLiou
8y} Mojaq SI Jyejs palienb-qyd Jo uoiodoid ayj aieym saljisioniun

1e yejs Joj Auenaiued ‘pasnuiold aq [im guyd e buiuiepe Joy joddns
JoalIp ‘Squd yim yejs Aysianiun jo uorpodoad ayj esealoul 0} 1epJo uj,

Aoedeo Alosiniedng @ G Juajul Aoljod

#B1s dud ‘ddH

. 'Yyosessal
pue sousias bulissulbus Jo) poddns asesaloul 0} pasu [lIm JusLuuionob
Aipunoo ay) ul siesulbus pajys Jo abelioys Jussaid ay) UsAIL),

sp[el ebpajmous jo AyisieAiq :Z'9'G Jusjul Adljod

Buesulbug :QyH

. Seuwiwelboid
Aiesinq ejenpeubjsod | 38 aney jey; sjuswipiedap yum Alenaied
Quawiuianob ssosoe uoneladood 1oj padojansp aq [[IM YIOMaLIEI)

auljadid yuswdojansp
90In0sal uewny a8y :Z't'G Jusiul Aoljod

[eJouas) :QyH

. Juswabeuew 4| Ul Se yons ‘sjjis pajejal-uojeaouul pue
diysinasua.daijus ‘buLiesulbus ‘[eaiuyoas) Jo Jusuidojarsp ayj epnjoul
0} sewweboid poddns juspnjs S} puedxs 8.10jaiday] [[IM JUBUIUISAOL),

auladid juswdojansp
92JN0sal uewny a8y :Zt°G Jusul Aoljod

juswdojanap
SIIMS ‘dYH

. 10j08s uoneanpa Jaybiy ayj ui SJUspnis | 3S
JO &JnaLLINg 8y} ul dn usye) S|iIYS 8Say] 8ARY 0] WIE [[IM JUBLILIBAOL),

slayoleasal 10} S8AJUSDU| (Z" /'S Judiul Aoljod

1uswdojansp
SIS :dYH

.18yl unoqe| 8y} 1oj pepasu
SIS 8y} yum aulj ui sjebie) juswjoius dojaAsp JSnui 10}osSs 8y |,

uolieonpa
Arepuodas-jsod jo AlsIaAIq ("G G Juaiul Aoljod

uswdojarap
SIS :ddH

. ’SUinoAeapus 8say] ul Juswuianob ayj yim Jauped o)
pabeinoous aq [jim 10jo8s djeald oy Sjis [ebip synpe yoes} o} pue
‘buipod pue buiweb o} ualpliyd 82npPOJUI 0} S8LIBIqI| JO S|JO0YIS ‘SO0

Jsod se yons seaJe [einJ uj ainjonJiseljul aiignd buisixe pue Abojouyos;
auoyd ajiqow Jo asn Jajealb bunjew apnjoul pjnod sejdwexgy

“ajeloji] Ajjenbip awo2eq 0} (s)npe ‘ejeudoidde aieym ‘pue) usipjiyo

J|e 8jqeus 0] suonuaAiBiul olj1oads aoeld ui jnd JjIM JUBLWIUIBAOL),

auljadid Juswdojansp
90In0sal uewny a8y :Z't'G Jusiul Aoljod

uoneonpa oiseq :QYH

. POOYP[IYD Alied WOl J8s-pulll UuoljeAouU] ue

pjing o} sewweiboid dojarsp o) Quswdojars( [elo0Ss Jo Juswpedsq
8y} pue uoneonp3 aiseg jo juswpedsd ay) ‘L JHJ 8y} se yans
‘Sjuswipiedap JUBLLUIBAOD JuBABaI YJIM X}IOM 810j8Jdy] [lIM | SJ 8YlL,

uolneAOUU 10} I8|qeus ue
se 9|04 s,Juswulanob usyibusng g wsjul Aoljod

Juajui Aojjod

uoneonps oiseg :qyH

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

utewoq |1S

ealy

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




. 'sdoys)iom pue s8aus18ju09 J0)
poddns paoueyus buipinoid pue ‘peoiqe buiuie.y 4oj poddns pasealoul
Buipinoid ‘salLipunod 4syjo ul SUORNISUI 0} SI8YdIessal UBdLYY Yinos Jo

Juswipuo2ss 8y} 4o sewwelbo.id ayroads buronpo.jul 4spseq Syiomjau
abpajmouy pue sdiysisuped jeqoib buisixe buibeiars| Aq abpajmou
JO uoisnyip ay) pue bunjiomjau pasealoul 1oddns [jIim JUsluUIBA0L),

. padojersp aq |im yasessa. Aieuldiosipsuel) pue

-J8Jul Ul SUOIINJIISU| Y24e8Say 2IjQNd J19Y]0 pue SaljISIoAIuUN Usam}aq
uoI1eJ0qQE||0D BSIAJUBIUI O] SBLIBYIS Juelb yoieasay paoueyud uoisnyip abpaimouy] :9°9°G juaiul Aoljod uoneloge|o :awy Ll

a8q 0] spasu saiLioud jeuoneu pue Aaijod juswiuisnob buipoddns ui
sndino Jisy) pue suoiNISU| Yya4easay dljqnd JO uonnqLijuod ay |,

uolsnyip abpajmouy :9'9°G Jusjul Aoljod uoneloqe|o9 :avy L

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

. Juswiuodinue yaiessal Aieujdiosipsued) e

ul sayjeboj ‘sayoeoudde gjdiynw bunussaidal ‘SUoCN)ISUI [BIOASS WIO.Y Areundiosipsuel; pue -iajul
sJayoeasal bulq o} se Aem e yans uj sjoefoid buiobuo apisino woly | pue swajqoid [e}a10os xa|dwo) 4°9°G usul Aaljod
uonedioied pue jndur ebeinoous o} sainjonyis dojensp osje [jim A8y,

uopeJoqe|o) ‘\avd | i

. 'Swesj yoJessal
Aseurdiosipiajul pue yosessal Aieuldiosipsuel) 0] Sialiieq [euoiniisul Areundiosipsuel) pue -1ajul
Buronpau Aq yosessa. Aieuydiosipsued) sjowoid Ajjeuonusjul 0y | pue swajqold |e1a1oos xa|dwo) :4°9°G Juajul Ao1jod
S[10UN0J 82UBIIS pue SaljISIoAIUN 8beinoous [IM | JHJ pue 1Sd 8Yyl,
. 'S190.40 Aseuldiosipsue.; Joj seuojs buidde)s ajealo pue yoieasal Areunjdiosipsues) pue -ia1ul
Areujdiosipsuel) poddns jim 45N 8y} se yans sajousbe buipun, | pue swajgoid |e1e100s xa|dwo) :4°'9°G Juadul Aoljod

Aseundiosipisiu] :agy | 0L

Areundiosipiau) :agy | 0L

. Jes Aysieniun Jo uoisodwoo pue equinu 8y}

abueyo 0} swie yaiym ‘yiomauwielH SelISIoAIU S,edlyy ynos bulyels
S, 1 3HQJ 8y} Joj poddns sy enunuo Jim | S YL ‘Yejs uswom pue
)oe|q Ajjeroadse ‘yejs oiwepeoe jusuewiad buisixe jo  Ajuolew jugys,
aAljoeUI-yaIB8SD. ‘paljifenb-quyd 8y} ojul dej jjim jey) SuonuaAIe}ul
bunjoelj-jse; ‘pasnaoy ybnouy) parsiyoe aq [IM Siey24easal JO
Jaquinu ay) Ul 8SeaJoUl Ue ‘ULI9) JI0YS 8y} JOAQ "SUOIINIIISUI 82UBI0S
pue juswebeuew yaiessa. ui suonisod juswebeuew Jojuss dn ayej}
0} uonealiienb puoAeq weyj jojusw pue ‘(Usuiom x3oejq Uuo SNaoy
oy108ds e yjm) 1ong| Joyaieasa. buibiowe je Sioyoieasal Usuiom
pue xoe|q jo Juswdojersp ayj esiseydws [jim | JHJ pue 1Sd oyl,
. owwelbold diysmojjao [B10}o0pISO4 8Yj Ul ‘SuedLyy

ynos Apenaiped ‘sejenpelb [B10jo0p UBLIOM pue Xoe|q JO Jaquinu
Jueayiubis e urejal pue jobuej Im | JHJ pue | S 8y} ‘Sieyoiessal
paysijqejse buowe uonejussa.ida olydesbowsp anoidwi o],

pajenjeAa aq O)/oAljeIUI d|euol}doy juajui Ao1jod urewoq |LS ealy

aseq JoyoJlessal

8y} Jo ayoid ay) wuojsuel] :¢°G jusyul Aoljod UORBLLIOJSUBLL -QYH 6

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE

Aoedes Aiosiniedng | 4G Jusjul Aoljod uonew.ojsued] :ayH 6

72



-+ Juswobebus
80UBI0S BPIM-LIBISAS 8)jeulpiood o) Aousbe ue Jo juswysiiqe}se ayJ,

Aunoo
BAI}BAOUUI UB SB BOLJY YINOS puelg :Z' Juaul Aoljod

wswabebus souslog

€l

< Juswabebus 82usI0S UI
8]eJ0qE||09 0} SIop|OY8X.]S JUBAS|8. J8Y]0 PUB S8.judd 82UdIdS ‘S[Iounod
yaJessal ‘Aisnpur “4ojoses uoneonpa Jsybly eyy buiqeus ‘sanipus Sy
pue |Sg 8y} puofeq buiob ‘pajnjasul 8q (M [8pOW UOBUIPJO0D
Jusweabebus 8ouslds BpIM-WajsAs Y ‘uonejsibsl ybnoiy) psayous.jus
aq [Im eaLly yinos ul juswabebus 82usios JO J0jeulpJood [euoijeu Vv,

JUSWUOJIAUS [euoiIniIsul 8y :|°/°G sl Aoljod

swabebus aousiog

€l

. Buipunj-00 uojoss ajeALd aiinbal [jim SIy | "SWNasnw Jo
saJjusd 8ouvIos diysbey jeuoneu SSeo-plIoMm Buipnjoul ‘SeJjudd 8ousIos
pauolisod Ajeaibejeis aiow ysiqeise o) padojorsp aq jim sebexoed
poddns pue ‘pauiejsns oq [iM SaJjusd dousios bunsixe Joj poddns,

JUSWUOJIAUS [euolInIsul 8Y] :|°/°G sl Aoljod

swabebus sousiog

€l

. 'Ssaualjeme aauslas buisies uo juads
aq 0} SI sanue Jisy) 0} sjuswpedoap aAIsusiul-| 1S Aq Ssiajsuel) 8y} Jo
abejusaiad paxiy e Aqaioym yoeoidde ue 8anpo.aul [[IM JUBLLUIBAOL),

JUSWIUOIIAUS [euOlNISUI Y | °/°G 1us)ul Aoljod

uswabebus souslog

€l

. (swweiboiy

uoiesijeoo] Abojouyos] ayj pue swwelbold suone}s Abojouyoss] ay)
Buipnjour) suoiuarisyul poddns paseq-Abojouyos] mau pue buisixe
ybno.y; payisuajul 8q [jim sa1bojouyod] asnyip pue 8sijedo] 0} SLoYT,

swuy Joddns 0} JuswAojdap pue juswdojarsp
ABojouyoa) pareblie] :z 9’ usul Adljod

uswdojansp
ABojouyos|

¢l

. 'Pepasu aJe yjoq jey) buipuejsiepun
8y} yam ‘ssauisnq o} poddns jos.ipul pue Josiip ussmjaq aouejeq
ajelidoidde ey} ainsus 0} paiojiuow aq [[IMm awiibal aAud2UIl 8y,

spaau gwy ssauisng buuoddng :1°9° usul Adljod

awy ssauisng

¢l

. pausayjbua.is aq Jjim 10308S djeaLid sy}
poddns 0} sjuswinisul Jayjo pue qny ey buluiw ey} ‘eioulisyrin,

pajen|eAs aq 0}/aAleRIUI 9|qRUOHIY

spaau ¥y ssauisng bunuoddng :1°9° usul Aoljod

Juajui Aojjod

awy ssauisng

cl

utewoq |1S

ealy

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




74

Table 6:

Domain-specific evaluation questions and methodological parameters

Logic model

dimension(s)

Information
availability*

Mode(s) of information gathering

3.1 | Inputs Feasible Case study

3.2 |Inputs Feasible Case study

3.3 | Inputs Feasible Case study

3.4 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Case study

3.5 |Inputs Feasible Case study

4.1 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.2 |Inputs Feasible Case study

4.3 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.4 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.5 |Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

4.6 |Inputs, Outputs |Feasible Survey; case study

4.7 |Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

4.8 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.9 | Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

4.10 | Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

4.11 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.12 | Inputs Feasible Case study

4.13 | Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

5.1 | Inputs Feasible Case study

5.2 | Inputs, Outputs f\e\;aslilslt:ale; Databases (government, other); survey

5.3 | Inputs, Outputs Avai_lable; Databases (government, other); survey
feasible

54 :nmppu;(s:iSOutputs, Feasible Case study

B3 :nmppu;[(s:ESOutputs, Feasible Survey; case study

5.6 |Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

5.7 | Inputs Feasible Case study

5.8 | Inputs, Outputs Feasible Survey; case study

5.9 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Survey; case study

5.10 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Survey; case study

5.11 | Inputs, Outputs Feasible Survey; case study

5.12 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Survey; case study

5.13 | Inputs Feasible Case study

5.14 | Inputs, Outputs Feasible Survey; case study

5.15 | Inputs Feasible Databases (government, other)

5.16 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Case study

6.1 |Inputs fé\;asiilglbele; (I?:Stzt:jg; (government, other); survey;

6.2 | Inputs, Outputs | Feasible Survey; case study

6.3 | Inputs Feasible Survey; case study

* Provisional judgement by authors based on currently available information in reviewed indicators reports

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

y



Collating the above information on the various D-EQs, Table 6 provides a tentative overview
in terms of where they fit into the Logic model. For those questions where the informational
status is sufficiently clear, we indicate the (likely) information availability, and associated
mode(s) of information-gathering that are deemed most appropriate for sustainable M&E
activities. With regards to modes of information collection, the main categories are:

. Database - existing information systems and/or databases at government department
/agency, or other available databases (either commercial or publicly accessible);

. Survey - conducting large-scale surveys and/or a series of interviews among relevant
actors and stakeholders (either within or outside the government);

. Case study - conducting one or more dedicated, small-scale case studies;

. Unknown - to be determined or developed.

Having ascertained the M&E potential of feasibility of these D-EQs, we grouped the
corresponding policy intents (see Table 5) into the following 12 aggregate-level ‘STI policy
areas’

Innovation for inclusive development;

Framework conditions;

Governance and co-ordination; monitoring and evaluation;

Knowledge infrastructure;

Support of SME and SOEs;

Research infrastructure;

Human resources development: basic education;

Human resources development: skills development;

© © N o g A~ 0w N =

Human resources development: general; engineering; PhD students; Postdoctoral
fellows transformation;

10. R&D: interdisciplinary; cooperation;
11. Business R&D; technology development;

12. Science engagement.

The goal of this selection process is to arrive at a set of aggregate-level D-EQs that
enable an evidence-based understanding about (progress towards to) desired changes
in the STI system, and to identify the indicators and other information sources that need
to be accessed or developed in order to attain that understanding. To test the coverage of
these results of the TBE approach, we mapped these 12 policy areas onto the NSI model
presented in section 2 (Figure 1). Figure 17 builds on that Kuhimann & Arnold model of NSI
while incorporating the SA STI policy areas as they appear in the White Paper. The areas
are projected onto the structure as red, numbered boxes. For illustrative reasons, the items
listed in the two boxes at the top (‘Demand Environment’, and ‘Framework Conditions’)
refer to those policy areas, thus replacing the original items in Figure 1.

a | S Y
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Figure 17: National Innovation System structure - White Paper ‘policy areas’
superimposed
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By mapping these policy intents to the different system component, we move a crucial step
closer to developing a STI policy-driven ToC that is able to link STI system components
to a various Logic model-driven M&E applications. The modified diagram draws attention
to several general characteristics of the STI system that are relevant for developing an
appropriately comprehensive M&E framework:

. The (demand) environment - within which the STI system, like other social systems,
is embedded,;

. The framework conditions - which need to be met for efficient and effective performance;

. The political system - which is the site of government (ministries and departments
mandated to contribute to STI performance), as well as the required governance and
policy arrangements;

. The knowledge infrastructure - which refers to the inputs (human resources, equipment
and facilities), institutional connections and networks, and other support structures
that contributes to system performance;

. The research and innovation ‘performers’ - both the public and private sector actors,
whose main mission is to (co-)produce and distribute outputs, outcomes and impacts.

It is much easier to collect empirical information on inputs, than on medium-term outputs,
let alone longer-term outcomes or impacts. Gathering information on STI processes and
connections between STI actors also tends to be challenging. At this point it should be
obvious that the input and output-related system characteristics - and associated policy
domains, policy intents and evaluation questions - are typically assessed through quantitative
(metrics-based) performance measures, such as the number of publications as a measure
of output at systems, institutional, field and individual levels, whereas other processes,
outcomes or impact-related properties of a NSI/STI system, such as collaboration and
efficiency, are not as evidently captured in numbers only; here qualitative (narrative-based)
performance indicators should also provide helpful information.
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6.3 System evaluation questions and an outline for the M&E
Framework

Thus far we have unpacked the policy intents in the White Paper and mapped them, as
areas of evaluation questions, to components of the NSI/STI system. In doing so we have
taken the overall STI system for granted and developed the outline of an M&E framework
for the individual policy domains and priorities. One could also make an argument for
a unitary ‘system-wide’ national approach to R&D priorities, which could be explicitly
addressed in the context of a proposed framework. The required policy framework should
align different actors and research organisations towards a common goal and STI focus
(such as Inclusive Development).

Any comprehensive framework will also need to incorporate information with regards to
relevant system-level patterns and trends such as: human mobility (inflows and outflows
of students or highly qualified personnel); international research cooperation and
infrastructures (university networks and joint research facilities); imports and exports of
technology-embedded innovations and equipment and foreign direct investments by firms.
The degree of the openness and internationalisation is an important structural feature that
should be captured with key performance indicators.

These overarching issues have not been addressed. The White Paper further itemises (on
p. 28) a few of those issues, and explicitly addresses the need for performance measures
and indicators. “This framework will include both quantitative and qualitative measures, as
well as benchmarks relative to the rest of the world, covering at least the following:

. Investments/inputs into the NSI (funding sources and spending, people, infrastructure
as well as partnerships/linkages) to indicate how the size, shape and strength of the
NSl is evolving;

. The performance of the NSI (innovation activities, including R&D and outputs in terms
of knowledge, products, technology transfer and applications);

. The behaviour of NSI actors;

. How the STI system is transforming the economy;

. Responsible Research and Innovation indicators;

. The systemic impact of sustained investment in specific programmes/fields;

. A composite South African Innovation Index will be developed that responds to the
specific needs of the country, for example, in terms of skills development, inclusive
economic growth and transformation. Furthermore, to ensure that research remains
responsive, a system for evaluating research and reflecting on its impact will be
developed and institutionalised.”

Continuing the trajectory of developing a TBE-approach to underpin the M&E framework,
and addressing these items according to a Logic model type of structuring, the following
non-exhaustive list of ‘system evaluation questions’ (S-EQs) — based on the Kuhlmann and
Arnold framework - emerges that refer to interrelated components and processes within
the NSI/STI system:

. Is the rationale and structure of the STI system sufficiently aligned to user needs and
policy objectives?

. How does the behaviour of institutional actors (including regulatory and governance
structures) affect STI management and funding allocation processes, especially in
terms of supporting effective coordination and cooperation?

. What is the effect of investments in funding and physical infrastructures on the
composition and strength of the STI system, especially the sustained investments in
specific programmes or targeted fields?




What is the effect of investments in human capability development at the tertiary level
on the STI system, especially the employability of university graduates and the quality
of human resources in science?

. What is the effect of scientific and engineering research on technological development
and innovation, especially in terms of effective knowledge transfer and utilisation?

. Which R&D and innovation outputs should be prioritised to boost performance of
the STI system, especially in terms of strengthening the national science-innovation
ecosystem and boosting innovation-led economic competitiveness?

. How do those R&D and innovation outputs enable the creation of valuable socio-
economic outcomes and impacts, especially on business creation and enhanced
employment levels, economic transformation and the Sustainable Development
Goals?

. Are there sufficientincentives in place to assist businesses to become more productive
and competitive, notably by importing and applying new, innovative technologies.

Needless to say that these S-EQ’s should always be read in relation to D-EQ’s. The
difference is one of perspective: where the D-EQ’s address evaluations issues ‘inside’
the STI system ordered according to STI domains or policy areas, the S-EQ’s address
evaluation issues about the STI system in its entirety and also within the larger national
settings as well as international and the global contexts.

Figure 12 exhibits a diagram of such an ‘ecosystem’ M&E framework, which should not
be confined to the many policy intents in the White Paper. Such a framework should,
in an important sense, transcend specific policy intents and subsequent strategies. A
comprehensive review of the South African NSI/STI system not only needs to be driven
by policy considerations and evaluation questions, it also needs to be appropriately
contextualised.. In line with the need to embracing dynamic and ever-changing complexity
in such systems, some M&E applications will need to move beyond addressing STI
activities, outputs and impacts as a rational, ordered and linear process, and should
therefore transcend the linear ‘input-output-outcome-impact’ Logic model approaches. By
applying a more system-wide ‘configurational’ M&E approach, which combines structural
and inter-relational data; analysed in combination rather than in isolation - may prove more
effective in showing how a range of STl variables affect inequality in the higher education,
boost socio-economic transformation, or support innovation-driven business sector
competitiveness.

The evaluation challenge lies in how to assess the overall performance of the system and
its high-priority ‘key’ components. Given the complex, dynamic connections between the
components, any evaluation will require a sophisticated, tailored approach. The units of
evaluation will differ by time frame and different methodologies will be required at various
stages. While some results will be easy to identify and assess within a short span of time
(for example STI funding outlays), some impacts may take many years to materialise
before they can be evaluated. Monitoring of processes should be incorporated in evaluation
designs.

This outline of an M&E framework remains ‘experimental’ for now, as the final Decadal
Plan should include more specific operationalisations of policy intents, as well as further
clarification of expected outputs, outcomes and impacts. These changes will necessitate
revisiting the underlying models and the framework itself. Irrespective of the framework’s
final structure and content, it will critically hinge on multi-method/multi-source approaches
and will involve ‘qualitative’ information sources (such as programme reviews, system-wide
audits, OECD reviews) as well as measurements and ‘quantitative’ indicators.
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For the sake of simplicity
and consistency, from here
on we will refer in our texts
as much as possible to

the overarching concept
of ‘STI system’ rather than
the ‘National Innovation
System’ (NSI) which is used
extensively in the White
Paper.

Walwyn, D. & Cloete, L.
(2018). Draft White Paper
on Science, technology
and Innovation neglects

to prioritise issues of
performance and human
capacity, South African
Journal of Science, 114
(11/12), Art. #5679.

7.1 Key questions

Further elaboration and implementation of the M&E framework’s outline should be guided
by a series of ‘framework implementation questions’ that address its functionality and aims:

. Which dimensions and general properties of the system should be subjected to M&E?
Which system-level components and entities should be targeted? At what lower levels
of the STI system should M&E activities be undertaken?

. What are the ‘qualitative’ information and ‘quantitative’ data requirements to
ensure effective M&E? Which sources of information should be assembled? Which
performance indicators are crucial? Which ones are missing and should be developed?

. How should the M&E system be organised, embedded and implemented? When
and how often should M&E studies be conducted? Which M&E methods should be
employed, and by which M&E organisations?

The following sub-sections provide further reflections to help address these implementation
questions.

7.2 System-level M&E: White Paper on Science, Technology and
Innovation

A major input to the M&E framework is the “White Paper on Science, Technology and
Innovation: Science, technology and innovation enabling inclusive and sustainable South
African development in a changing world” (Department of Science and Technology, 2019).
The document stresses the need for STI investments and more effective deployment in
the pursuit of societal transformation, economic development, and greater inclusivity within
the STI system™. The White Paper promotes a wide range of objective and measures
to enhance the STI system’s effectiveness, mainly by grasping opportunities in SA and
worldwide STI trends (such as ‘Industry 4.0’), building on prior successful initiatives, and
offering some new approaches. The White Paper contains a very wide range of policy
objectives, but is strongly focused on initiatives and ‘soft instruments’ with regards to the
objective ‘policy coherence and coordination’ (Walwyn & Cloete, 2018)'". Other frequently-
mentioned objectives fall under the categories of ‘enhanced economic growth’, ‘enabling
innovation environment’, ‘improved STI funding regimes’ and ‘expanded STI system and
research enterprise’. Across all objectives, most of the policy instruments are related to
either funding allocation, intra-governmental coordination, or planning and consultation.
Issues of M&E are mentioned mainly with regards to the ‘policy coherence and coordination’
objective.

Our review of past evaluations and reviews (see subsection 2.5) has shown that various
actors in the system, such as the DST, NRF, NACI, CHE and ASSAf have in the past
commissioned and continue to commission, co-ordinate and/or undertake M&E studies. In
the White Paper (Chapter 3, paragraph 6) the importance of upgrading the national M&E
capacity (linked to policy capacity) of the NSI is made explicit:

3.6.1 Policy intent: Upgrade the M&E and policy capacity of the NSI

Agenda-setting and oversight of the NSI require effective monitoring and evaluation
(M&E). Policy implementation needs to be improved by monitoring the progress of
initiatives and assessing their impact to enable early corrective action. An effective
M&E system will keep all stakeholders informed about what is and is not working.
Processes need to be established to ensure that M&E information feeds into policy
development and planning.

Under the same heading, it is clearly stated that NACI will be reconfigured to act as the
national STI M&E institution:

80 MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




3.6.2 Institutionalising M&E for the NSI

NACI will be reconfigured to act as the national STI M&E institution, charged with
analysing STI information and undertaking work to inform government planning on
STI.

Good performance information forms the bedrock of any effective M&E system. NACI
will therefore implement knowledge management systems to enhance the analysis
of NSI performance and support evaluation work informing strategies. In this, NACI
will draw on the work of existing specialist centres collecting STI-related information.
Existing institutional arrangements for data collection (e.g. innovation and R&D
surveys) will be maintained and strengthened and, where necessary, expanded.

In addition, DPME is also specifically mentioned in the context of expanding the M&E skills
base in the country.

3.6.3 Skills for M&E in the NSI

The DST and the Department of Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation will cooperate
with the higher education sector to expand the STl-related M&E skills base of the NSI.

And finally, as far as the development and implementation of the M&E framework (presented
here) is concerned, the following is stated in the White Paper:

3.6.4 New M&E framework for the NSI

South Africa will intensify its work on international STI measurement guidelines.
Particular attention will be given to the Sustainable Development Goals, innovation
for inclusive development, and the NDP objectives.

NACI will convene a high-level forum to develop a framework of indicators to monitor
South Africa’s NSI performance (see box below). The DST will work with NACI, the
DPME and the National Treasury to ensure that the framework delivers actionable
and comparable information that can inform the management and funding of NS/
initiatives.

It is clear from these extracts from the White Paper that the Department of Science and
Innovation is serious in expanding and institutionalising the current M&E infrastructure and
capabilities as these relate to the STI system. However, further clarity is still required on
many of the issues raised in the paragraphs above. We discuss these issues in more detail
below.

7.3 Lower-level M&E: STl system components, domains and
programmes

The SA STI system has a rich history of reviews and evaluations at all levels of the system
(see Table 1 in section 1.2). These reviews and evaluations often lack comparability. They
are more like disconnected perspectives of a complex STI system, rather than different
windows onto a ‘panoramic view’ of the system’s landscape. A transparent and effective
system-wide management of the M&E framework, and implementation across a variety of
levels and activities, requires a certain degree of standardisation in terms of methodology
and conceptual frameworks. Such a M&E framework should provide the main grid for
mapping the system’s inner workings.

Any such a M&E framework, designed for multi-level applications across that system, will
also have to accommodate performance assessments of organisations and institutional
entities with that system. These assessments of such ‘system components’, such as the
series of national institutional reviews, will have to be sufficiently aligned with general
requirements and analytical parameters of that M&E framework: these reviews should
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6 Note: options b and c are
not mutually exclusive.

be based on a ToC and Logic model that is derived from the overarching, systems-level
framework; the selected performance indicators should be aligned to, and ‘interoperable’
with, similar indicators at higher or lower levels in the M&E framework; the information
sources should be identical or as closely linked as possible; the definitions of key concepts
should be identical; the same methodological standards should be applied, etc.

The same alignment principle applies to M&E applications at the level of ‘system domains’,
such as institutional or industrial (sub) sectors; fields of science and technology areas.

Where the White Paper mainly addresses system-level policy issues, the resulting ‘system
interventions’ tend to materialise as dedicated initiatives targeted at specific components
and domains. M&E of these ‘programmes’ should also be conducted in a way that complies,
as much as possible, with the M&E framework requirements and parameters.

7.4 Who will own the M&E framework?

The White Paper specifies a role for NACI in the South African M&E system. What does
‘reconfiguring’ NACI mean in practice? Different possibilities can be imagined:

. NACI creates a new in-house unit that is dedicated to M&E and specifically implement-
ing the M&E framework (if adopted);

. NACI establishes a consortium-like institution (bringing together various data pro-
ducers and research entities) that can manage the implementation of the M&E frame-
work;

. NACI assumes an oversight (liaison) role with an external agency (SA STI M&E
Centre/ Observatory) that assumes the responsibility of managing the implementation
of the M&E framework.

What does it mean that NACI will be charged with ‘analysing STl information and undertaking
work to inform government planning on STI'? This statement can be interpreted in a number
of different ways:

. NACI expands its current analytical and research capacity to perform this function on
its own;

. NACI expands its current analytical and research capacity to perform this function
but in collaboration with external agencies and research centres in a structured (but
virtual) manner (as if often found in a STI Observatory);

. NACI expands its current analytical and research capacity to perform this function but
outsources/ commissions ad hoc work to external research centres and consultants.'®

Next, what does it mean when the White Paper states that ‘DST and the Department of
Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation will cooperate with the higher education sector to
expand the STl-related M&E skills base of the NSI'’? This statement, surprisingly, makes
no mention of NACI's role and even more important any involvement by the NRF. It is
not clear why DST and DPME would be seen as the main agencies to set up some co-
operation agreement with universities to expand STl-related M&E skills? There is currently
only one centre in the country (CREST) that has an accredited programme that focuses on
Research Evaluation specifically. If this co-operation entails providing funding support for
both accredited programmes and short course in R&D evaluation, this capacity needs to
be recognised.

In addition to the questions that flow from statements made in the White Paper, the main
question of this section (“Who owns the M&E framework?”) speaks to a number of other
issues and challenges:
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. To avoid unnecessary contestation about the framework and its implementation, it
is crucial that (a) it is clarified what the status (authority) of this framework is if it is
housed at NACI; and (b) even it is accepted that this framework is ‘owned’ by NACI,
what its relationship with other M&E activities and actors in the system will be.

. It is essential to avoid a situation where the implementation of the framework is
fragmented and as such is scattered in different components across the system. The
framework must have integrity and clear authority. Its implementation, though, can be
de-composed into logical units that are then managed in a decentralised manner by
different actors.

7.5 Whose interests need to be reflected in the framework?

The White Paper’s views on such a new M&E framework, displayed on page 28 of the
document, specifies some of the proposed elements and performance measures to be
included in that framework. There are a number of stakeholder groupings that would claim a
direct interest in the framework — in terms of coverage and contents, as well as its analytical
power and structuring capacity.

We can identify at least the following categories:

. The actors in the public sector that have as their missions to oversee or commission
monitoring and evaluation reports (Presidency, Treasury, Parliamentary Portfolio
Committee and DPME);

. The key state and parastatal actors in the STI system: DST, NRF, dti, DHET, CHE and
SO on;

. National agencies that already gather M&E data (e.g. CESTii);

. STl-active organisations (universities, government research labs, science councils,
national research facilities, science and innovation parks, etc.);

. Other actors (NGOs, business enterprises, organised labour, etc.).

7.6 Who will implement the framework?

The M&E framework design should minimise the risk of adopting a wrong ToC, selecting
inappropriate indicators or implementation plans. Design failures might lead to sub-optimal
M&E practices, introduce misguided performance incentives, or incentivise inappropriate
behaviour, unintended outputs or negative impacts on the STI system.

Working towards an operational ‘M&E system’ that will become applied in due course, the
next steps (if the underpinning M&E framework is adopted) will be to develop a detailed and
feasible implementation plan. Once this plan is adopted, which department and/or agency
will implement the framework? The answer to this question will — evidently — be determined
by the answer to the first question above: Who owns the framework? An implementation
plan would typically include reference to the following five steps:

1.  Specification in each case of the commissioning and implementing agencies for
specific components of the M&E framework and the resources required for such
activities. The implementation plan must be very clear about the respective authorities
of those who may commission evaluations and those agencies (government and
outside government) that will be tasked with conducting such evaluations.

2. Populating the listed indicator categories with indicators which are accompanied by
appropriate technical descriptions to ensure consistency in application across different
studies.

3. Populating the indicators with the required information and data depending on
availability of existing sources and the feasibility of creating new sources.
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Specification of the frequency of the evaluation and monitoring activities to be done.
Evaluations (or reviews) of components of the SA STI should in some cases be done
on a regular basis and in other cases on ad-hoc bases depending on contextual
demands. As an illustration of what the plan may indicate, we would suggest the
following:

a. System-wide reviews be undertaken in five-year cycles (to be synchronised with
national institutional reviews);

b. Domain-specific reviews be undertaken in three-year cycles (to be synchronised
with strategic goals and outcomes of interventions derived from the White Paper
and other relevant policy documents;

c. Benchmarking studies (including the publication of the SA STI Scoreboard
and SA STI Index) be undertaken every two or three years. We believe that a
more frequent benchmarking report (annually) is neither required nor desirable.
Changes at the system-level are rarely as dramatic and revolutionary as to
manifest itself in annual indicator reports.

5. Discussion of the dissemination and use of the evaluation findings of such studies. It
is essential that a proper ‘uptake and evaluation use’ strategy be developed as part
of the implementation plan. Anecdotal evidence suggests low uptake and follow-up
regarding the findings and recommendations of many evaluations and reviews done
in the country over the past two decades. The implementation plan should, therefore,
include recommendations regarding the categories of users and use, modalities of
documenting learnings from evaluation and monitoring studies (systematic reviews,
evaluation and policy briefs).
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Designing an M&E framework requires an understanding of the general context of the
evaluation ‘object’; in this case the socio-political and historical context of the SA STI
system. Most post-1994 STI policy documents use the concept of a ‘national system of
innovation (NSI)' as point of reference. Graphical depictions of such systems want to be
based on a grid of building blocks connected with straight lines or arrows that seek to show
the relationships and hierarchies among the various institutional actors in such systems.
These schemas convey the notion of an ordered system that in turn might imply that the
system lends itself to coordination. An example of such a schema is shown as Figure A1.1.

Figure A1.1: Overall governance structure of the South African NSI (2006)
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Whether intended or not, this schema serves to reinforce the linear model thinking that
this explicitly guided the work of most national departments and agencies (DACST/DST/
NACI/NRF) through to the present. The linear model is ever-present, and constitutes the
underlying theory of change that informs policy, instrument, project and funding decisions.
This is clearly evident both in the National Research and Development Strategy of 2002
and the Ten-year innovation plan of 2008 (see discussion in Part Three below). According
to Godin (2006), the durability of the linear model is widespread. The linear model allows
for easy justification of investment in science.

It is suggested that a more realistic depiction of an NSI would attempt to recognise the
non-linearity of interactions among the innovation actors; indeed, without such interactions,
or linkages, or exchanges, the system does not really exist. Such a depiction is offered as
Figure A1.2 that shows some of the interactions characteristic of a functional innovation
system. It serves to set any evaluand in the larger context, be this the system as a whole,
being open to the world system, the invisible college of science, the mobility of innovation
actors. Other local systems, such as that for financial innovation, might be appended. This
schema might be termed the ‘spaghetti model.’ Bessant and Tidd (2011) have also referred
to it as such.
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Figure A1.2: A non-linear visualisation of the NSI

NON- FINANCIAL
MARKET VENTURE CAPITAL
PARE SYSTEMS OF

INNOVATION

STS
INCUBATORS

INTERMEDIARY SERVICES

REGULATIONS & TECH TRANSFER AGENT

STANDARDS LARGE
NCENTIVES SME
INVISIBLE COLLEGE 4:' MNCs
UNIs GHER ED NOVATION

TORAL

N

UoTs v

FUNDING AGENCIE ' ‘ OVATlON
N

N .
A o = <\ SYSTEMS

—
DBRs

MUSEUMS INFORMAL SECTOR

PERFORMERS

NPOs DONORS
ASSOCIATIONS
SOCIAL
NEEDS

NSI-thinking was adopted through the 1996 White Paper, and subsequently, as the
department gained strength and confidence, reinforced more through discourse than
in practice, since linear model thinking had captured the policy space. Prior to 1994,
‘coordination’ of the public sector component of the then NSI was vested in the Department
of National Education (DNE) — see Figure A1.3.

Source: M. Kahn (2019)

Figure A1.3: Coordination via budgeting
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The DNE functioned as a central institution of the government of the day, with extensive
policy oversight. Since parliamentary allocations flowed through DNE, a modicum of
coordination was possible, though as argued elsewhere (Kahn, 2019; Mouton, 2014;
Maharajh, 2011) the state adopted a hands-off approach to the then Republic of Science
(the ‘framework autonomy’ policy adopted in 1988), provided that science came forward
with the solutions required of the siege economy. A senior management echelon, some ten
persons strong, carried out these functions.

The inception of a democratic government ushered in a process of legislative corrective
action and modernisation, inter alia informed by the Bill of Rights, the Washington
Consensus, accession to the World Trade Organization, and New Public Management
(NPM). NPM in turn promoted a culture of performance measurement and accountability.
The various instruments that embody these intents are as follows:

. Auditor-General Act 12 (1995);

. DACST White Paper on S&T (1996);

. SETI Reviews (1997);

. Performance measurement system for the Science Councils (1998);

. Employment Equity Act 55 (1998);

. Public Finance Management Act 1 (1999);

. Renewal of indicator measurement (HSRC 2002);

. Ministerial compacts (2009);

. Establishment of DPME (2010);

. Ministerial Review of the STI Landscape (2012);

. DST White Paper on STI (2019).

Taken at face value, the 2010 elevation of the M&E function to the Presidency, coupled
with the set of Presidential-Ministerial Compacts, would seem to signal a deliberate policy
of government openness and accountability. It is perhaps ironic to record that this is the
very period during which overall governance failed. Constructing an M&E framework is
necessarily informed by the above, but must also consider the evolution of the government

structures that have a bearing on the NSI, and attempts to exercise coordination (Figure
A1.4).
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Figure A1.4: Decentralisation of control
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Perhaps the most significant and durable outcomes of the post-1994 government as a
whole - and the 1996 White Paper and 2002 National R&D Strategy in particular - were the
creation of new institutions and reorganisation of pre-existing institutions. For the public
sector of the NSI, these embraced:

(i) The creation of NACI, ASSAf, NSTF, NRF, the Innovation Fund, BRICS, TIA (including
NIPMO);

(i) The dismantling of the Science Vote;
(iii)  Shift of CSIR from DTI to DST;

(iv) Multiple dismembering of Ministries.

These consequences are shown in the above figure. Arguably, far from improving the
prospects for coordination, these actions render coordination less likely, and confer
increased autonomy on the various institutions. A further consequence was the explosion
of the senior management echelon from its original 10 to close to 300 staff.

In conclusion, it is useful to examine the changing roles of research and innovation in
response to the demands of the times in South Africa, as summarised in figure A1.5. This
four-quadrant schematic overview summarises the socio-political-economic changes that
South Africa has traversed since the 1910 founding of the Union, and allows one to situate
where research and innovation fit as defined by epoch on the vertical axis and economic
policy on the horizontal. Three critical junctures are identified — that ushered in by Union, then
apartheid, and more recently, constitutional democracy. Economic policy is characterised
by two approaches, state-led (dirigiste) as opposed to market capitalism (laissez faire).
The political crisis embodied in quadrant 1 during the construction of development state
1, leads to the NSI being deployed toward the war economy, while in parallel the needs of
the market economy and the promotion of a sense of ‘normality’ allows for freedom of ‘own’
research and innovation. In the current epoch this division continues, even as development
state 2 is built. Instead of ‘warfare research and innovation’ the emphasis shifts to Big
Science with its prestige projects. ‘Own’ research and innovation continues.

| o
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There are parallels in these phenomena with the Frozen Revolution scenario of the
Research and Technology Foresight (DACST, 1999). It might be possible to associate a
distinct theory of change with each quadrant.

Figure A1.5: Changing role of research and innovation in South Africa (1910-present)
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Over the past two decades, various forms of monitoring and evaluation activities have been
institutionalised within the public sector in South Africa. In the words of Michael Power
(1993), we can quite correctly claim that South Africa has also become a typical example of
an ‘audit’ society. This is also true of the SA STI system where numerous evaluations and
reviews - at different levels of the system — have been commissioned and conducted. These
evaluations have been commissioned either as part of ‘legal’ or ‘regulatory’ imperatives
or more informally on an ad-hoc basis as the need arises. The main bodies that have
commissioned these studies are government departments (DST/DHET/dti), Science and
HE agencies (NACI/NRF/CHE) or autonomous entities (ASSAf).
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The origins and ‘
development of TBE X

LAUREN PWILDSCHUT (CREST)




19

20

21

Weiss (1997b) divides her
discussion of TBE into three
phases (past, present and
future). Her delineation

of phases assumes there
was no contribution to TBE
before Suchman.

Funnell and Rogers discuss
the origins of the term
“black-box” and describe

its links in evaluation to

the flight recorders used

in aeroplanes. They also
raise Patton’s objection to
the term due to its negative
connotation and his
suggestion that evaluators
utilise the term “empty box,
magic box or mystery box”
(Patton in Funnell & Rogers,
2011:4). | have continued to
utilise the term “black-box”
as | think the nickname
given for the original flight
recorders (which are
actually orange in colour)
vividly conjure up a visual
image of secrets hidden in a
dark box.

A publication of The UCLA
Center for the Study of
Evaluation.

104

This appendix traces the roots of TBE and examine key contributions to its development.
The discussion of the development of TBE has been divided into four key phases: '
The seeds of TBE (1909 - 1959);

The roots of TBE (1960 - 1979);

The establishment of TBE (1980 — 1999);

The current state of TBE (2000 — present).

A

These phases are not discreet and contributors to one period may certainly have contributed
to the next, but the four phases provide a useful framework for a discussion of the different
periods of development, and the nature of the various contributions. Before the discussion
of the development can begin, the concepts of TBE and programme theory need to be
unpacked.

“Black-box"?° evaluation (Bickman, 2000; Chen, 2005b; Chen & Rossi, 1997; Stame, 2004,
Weiss, 2007) is a term used to describe the practice of evaluating social interventions with a
strong focus on the benefits accrued in a programme, with little attention paid to how those
benefits are produced. This results in very little knowledge about the mechanisms that
cause change. Black box evaluation, which occurs when the process of transformation in
a programme is concealed through a lack of focus on the relationship between programme
components, was very prevalent in the 1960s (but still occurs today). Chen & Rossi describe
the result of black box evaluations in the following way:

... the outcomes of evaluation research often provide narrow and sometimes distorted
understandings of programmes. It is not usually clear whether the recorded failures of
programmes are due to the fact that the programmes were built on poor conceptual
foundations, usually preposterous sets of “causal mechanisms”... or because
treatments were set at such low dosage levels that they could not conceivably affect
any outcomes ... or because programmes were poorly implemented (Chen & Rossi,
1983:284).

Later, Chen (1994:18) in criticism of black-box evaluation, stated that this kind of evaluation
may “show a new drug to be capable of curing a disease without providing information on
the underlying mechanisms of that cure, [but] physicians will have difficulty prescribing
the new drug because the conditions under which the drug will work and the likelihood of
negative side effects will not be known”. This was primarily a criticism of the experimental
tradition in evaluation (Campbell & Stanley, 1963), which was commonplace at the time.
Chen emphasised the importance of understanding the ‘underlying mechanisms’ of change
in interventions and promoted the idea of TBE as a means of extracting the set of cause-
and-effect relationships in a programme.

TBE is thus an evaluation approach which opens up the ‘black box’ of the programme logic
for scrutiny and is also referred to as ‘glass box’, ‘white’ or ‘clear box’ evaluation (Astbury
& Leeuw 2010; Scriven 1994). Weiss (1997b:51) pointed out that evaluation needs to get
‘inside the black box’ but added that this should be done ‘systematically’. Evaluations which
go ‘inside the black box’ or utilise a programme’s underlying theory are referred to in many
different ways. The first published use of the term ‘theory-based evaluation’ was in 1975 by
Carol Taylor Fitz-Gibbon and Lynn Lyons Morris in a four page contribution to Evaluation
Comment?':

A theory-based evaluation of a programme is one which the selection of programme
features to evaluate, is determined by an explicit conceptualisation of the programme in
terms of a theory, a theory which attempts to explain how the programme produces the
desired effects. (Fitz-Gibbon & Morris, 1975. Reprint 1996:177).

Chen and Rossi (1980) were the first to use the term ‘theory-driven evaluation’ while
Bickman (1987), in the special edition of New Directions for Program Evaluation which
focused on utilising programme theory in evaluation, in fact did not label this approach
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to evaluation as a separate type, but simply focused on the use of ‘programme theory’ in
evaluation. Following on this landmark edition of the journal, the definitions and different
meanings used to describe the approach multiplied with each practitioner or theorist
discussing the approach. The following table shows some of the confusing array of terms
found in evaluation literature which refer to evaluation that utilises programme theory:

Table A3.1: Some of the terms used to label evaluation utilising programme theory

TERM USED SOURCE

Chains of reasoning Torvatn (1999)

Impact pathway analysis | Douthwaite, Kuby, van de Fliert and Schulz (2003)
Logic analysis Brousselle et al. (2007)

Outcomes hierarchies Bennett (1975)

Program logic Funnell (1997)

Program theory Bickman (1987, 1996)

Program theory analysis | Brousselle et al. (2007)

Program theory-driven Chen (2005a)

evaluation
Program theory Rogers (2000); Stufflebeam (2011); Brouselle &
evaluation Champagne (2011)

Programme theory-driven

. . Donaldson (2005)
evaluation science

Fitz-Gibbon & Morris (1975); Friedman (2001); Weiss
(1995, 1997a)

Bledsoe & Graham (2005); Chen (1990b); Chen &
Theory-driven evaluation | Rossi (1983); Sidani & Sechrest (1999); Turnbull (2002);
Worthen (2001)

Theory-led Molas-Gallart & Davies (2006)

Theory- based evaluation

Also cited in Funnell and Rogers (2011:23-24) are the terms: ‘Causal chain’ (Hall & O’Day,
1971); ‘Causal map’ (Montibeller & Belton, 2006); ‘Intervention Framework’ (Ministry of
Health, NZ 2002), ‘Intervention logic’ (Nagarajan & Vanheukelen, 1997) and ‘Intervention
theory’ (Argyris, 1970; Fishbein et al. 2001). Sometimes the terms listed in the table
are used interchangeably, but in other cases authors have used slightly different terms
usually to distinguish their own brand of evaluation that utilises programme theory. Weiss
(1997b), and more recently Davidson (2006) and Astbury and Leeuw (2010), make the
point that proponents and authors in the field of TBE need to be more careful in their use of
terminology associated?? with TBE.

This study utilises the popular Weiss term ‘Theory-based evaluation’ as the notion of
evaluation being ‘based’ on theory or using theory as the foundation or starting point of
the evaluation, seems most useful. The term is also broad enough to encapsulate the
wide range of evaluations carried out under the banner of TBE to a greater degree than
terms such as ‘driven’ or ‘led’. Torvatn’s definition of TBE is used for this study for the same
purpose — it is broad enough to cover a wide range of evaluations that are labelled as TBE:

In short, programme theory is a model that describes the logic and context of the
programme and enables the evaluator to check on programme progress and impact
before the programme is conducted. A programme theory-driven evaluation is one
where the evaluator constructs a programme theory and uses this theory as a guide
in the evaluation process. (Torvatn, 1998:74).

Rogers, in her later work (2008), also follows this generous, all-encompassing definition
(which focuses on the notion of guidance) and is not as prescriptive as other definitions.
Most definitions of TBE include the idea of surfacing the assumptions/theory/theories on
which the programme is based and then using this to guide the evaluation (Bickman, 1990;
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2 |llustrative authors
have been provided in
the unpacking of TBE
definitions as the number of
authors including particular
elements is so numerous.

Birckmayer & Weiss, 2000; Brouselle & Champagne, 2011; Chen, 1990a; Chen & Rossi,
1983; Carvalho & White, 2004; Costner, 1989; Douthwaite et al., 2003; Fitz-Gibbon &

Morris, 1975; Mercier et al., 2000; Rogers, 2000a; 2000b; 2007;2008; Sidani & Sechrest,
1999; Weiss, 1995; 1997a; 1998; 2001; Williams & Morris, 2009)?3,

Shadish, Cook and Campbell (2002) claim that most TBE approaches share three
fundamental characteristics: (a) to explicate the theory of a treatment by detailing the
expected relationships between inputs, processes, and short- and long-term outcomes
(b) to measure all of the constructs in the theory and (c) to analyse the data to assess the
extent to which the expected relationships actually occurred. Coryn et al. (2011) expand
these three features of TBE into five: (a) theory formulation (b) theory-guided question
formulation (c) theory-guided evaluation design, planning, and execution, (d) theory-guided
construct measurement, and (e) causal description and causal explanation. Figure 3.1 is
based on their description of TBE.

The five key elements of the TBE process are:

1.

Formulate a plausible programme theory

TBE is a form of evaluation that illuminates the set of cause-and-effect relationships
in a programme. According to Coryn et al., 2011 this theory can be

. Based on existing theory and research (e.g. social science);

. Impliciti.e. based on the unarticulated assumptions and experience of programme
staff;

. Emergenti.e. developed from data collection (e.g. observations and interviews);
. Developed by an evaluator or;

. Integrated i.e. based on the best combination of all previous types of theories
listed.

These five varied sources of theory indicate that programme theory is “theory with a
small t” (Chen & Rossi, 1997) rather than the type of theory developed in the natural
or social sciences which is based on repeated testing and used for prediction. The
first step of the TBE process, theory development, often involves the construction of
a model to represent the programme theory.

Formulate and prioritise evaluation questions

TBE utilises programme theory to develop evaluation questions, but the life cycle and
evaluation purpose should also determine the process of prioritisation of evaluation
questions.

Use programme theory to guide evaluation

TBE should guide the focus of the evaluation, but time, budget and the proposed
use of the evaluation will also play a role in decision regarding which elements of the
programme and theory are focused on during the evaluation.

Collect and analyse data focussing on programme theory and evaluation
questions

TBE should result in the collection and analysis of data at critical points that are
primarily determined by the programme theory, but also generally by evaluation
questions (Birckmayer & Weiss, 2000; Weiss, 1995; Carvalho & White, 2004; Monroe
et al., 2005; Torvatn, 1998)

Test theory

TBE should systematically test the articulated theory (Astbury & Leeuw, 2010; Rogers
et al., 2000; Torvatn, 1998; Weiss, 1972, 1995, 1997b, 1998, 2001) and indicate if a
breakdown occurs at a particular point in the theory (Carvalho & White, 2004; Weiss,
1995).

106 MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




10Ss829pa.ld
J8Y/SIY JO Seapl ayj Uo }jing Joyine auo moy ‘o'l ‘ABojouo.iyo jusjuod e mojjoj Aeyj Joyjel Leplo [eaibojouoiyo ainjosqe ui jou
aJe sajep o] "Jg.[ JO yul| 8y} 0} JUBASJS] JOJNQLILOD Y} JO yIoMm paysiignd }siy a8y} 0} Si8jal 8|qe} 8y} ul uwnjod ajep ay |

ve

sseo04d ay) 81eN|BAS pue

J1ay) pue (sndino Ajuo jou) ssaooud e jo sjusuodwod A8y uo sSnoo
391 03 jun

Jonqguuon

(6561 — 6061) 39L Jo spaas ay] :| aseyd

pue Juswabeuew d11IUSINS

jydasuon

uswa|dwi Yyloq 0] }Jomawel e JO 8sh 8y} pue $sa204d JO uonenoiuy HoLEdLI uoheniens Buiuies Jo spaeT N0 | 6561
PR [PUE SEIED USR0S € SalleI2ID Ja]salio uswsabeue Buljjepoln solweuAq swalsA
pue suondwnsse |esned joidep 0] sdew |esned Jo Juswdol|arag } 4 } W IISPON SO! a 1SAS | 956l
awuwelboud ay} jo sisayjodAy e jo Bunsa| UOYB|N\OBIA yjeeH Juswys|jduwoooe 9661
. . pue |e21uyda} JO uolen|eAg
Bujuiyy Juspnis Jo xog-x3oe|q ayy buoedun woo|g IEMEEIEAED salyolelalH saAoalqo | 9661
o : wN[N21LINO — uoleonp : : T
uoIoNIISUOD uonen|eAng
Aiosyy bunsal 1AL win|noLIND — uoieonNpg 0} ainpadold de}g-usnag cvel
‘slapjoyayels oIk juswdojanap 9ouanJbuod
Jo uonedioiued "wnnouINd pulyaq sasayjodAy uo pasnoo4 AL win[NJLIND -uoieanp3 SaAjoa[go-souewIONad 0€6l
juswdojanap sisAjeuy AlIAIOY palipow
SOl}IAIJOB 0] SBWO091N0 wody syled jesned jo Buiddew piemyoeg siaueyD WNINOLING- UONEINDT — WNNOLLING DUNUBIDS 6061
juswdojansp
sassa20.d Jo Buiouanbas pue sjusuodwod A8y UO SN20H niqgog TR - MO sisAleuy AIAOY | €L6L
Aousiole wnwixew Joj sdiysuoneal sisAjeue qol
J0]AeL uswabeuew pue ssauisng LL6L

‘L°Ev dlqel

"SMOJ|0} Sain)es) s)I pue Aloay) swwelbold Jo uoISsnosIp v (8661 ‘Ul1BAIOL

‘€002 49009 @ UOSP|EUO() UBALIP POYIBW 8 J0U p|noys uonien|eAd jeyy pue ‘(G661 ‘SSIBM ‘€661 ‘0661 “Aosdi ige6L ‘1SSOY B UsyD ‘0661 /861 ‘uewolg) Alosy)
uonejuswsa|dwi pue Alosy) swwelboid usemiag ysinBunsip pinoys g1 18yl ate [gpow (110z) ‘|e 1@ uAloD ay) Ul PaIaA0D 10U Jg | JO Sainjes) UoWwWod Jayl0

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




10Ss829pa.ld
J8Y/sIy Jo seapl a8y} uo }jing Joyine auo moy ‘o'l ABojouo.iyo jusjuod e mojjoj Asyj Jeyjel Jep.o [ealbojouoiyd 8injosqe ul jou
aJe sajep o] "Jg.[ JO yul| 8y} 0} JUBASJS] JOJNQLILOD Y} JO yIoMm paysiignd }siy a8y} 0} Si8jal 8|qe} 8y} ul uwnjod ajep ay |

14

9]BD00APE pUB 8}egap 0} WnJo Q\Mww_mmm uonen|ea slojen|ens
341 8} pe p 1eqep o} E| cﬂzms_mm henjens 10} UOIBIOOSSE [BUOISSBI0IY 9.61
9]e00APE pUE 8}egap 0} WnIo PHOMISN uonenjea siojen|eas
JaLel PeP 1eqep 0} 4 uoneneas eniend JOJ UOIJBID0SSE [BUOISSD)0Id 5.6l
padojansp Aioay] swuwelbolid ouauab Ale] neuuag uonen|eAng SOwW09IN0 Jo AyodJelaly Gl6l
SO\ pue paj|@ge| ,uonenjeas
pajege| 391 uoqqID-2314 uonenjeAs poseq A10sy ), Wis] G.61
Alsianiun uebiyoly UIBISaAN pue ‘BloSauulIl| sewwelboud
) ‘ ) : uonenjens €161
Jo Alsianiun ‘v1oN ‘eba)jon uoisog ‘Alisianiun plojueis ‘sioul||| Jo Alsiaaiun AlIsiaAlun uonenjean]
swelbelp Aemyied
ssa20.d jo uonduosag . NP paquosap
JUSJUOD |BoNBI0dY | 19 Heniens 1s41} uonenjeag paseg-Aloay | L6l
:diysiejoyos
sjuaUOdWoo [SPO weagajyn uonen|ea apow
ABerens swwesboid uo snoo qeWms Henien3 lopou ddio | k261
uonenjeas Aouedalosip Aue ul
sewwelboid 1ayjo pue elLld Jsuiebe uosuedwo)
sSnAOId uonenjeAag | deys uonenjeas-aid |enuassa | L2611
[@pow 21607 Jo Juswdojanag
ue sawooaq Aloay] welboid
el1a}uo jsuiebe uosuedwo) 'SOW09INQ pue suoloesuel |
ayels uoneonp3 ) 1961
[9pow JO jewlo} Jejnqel SJUBPBIBIUY JO [9POIN
sawuwelbouid [e1oos Jo xoq
1d Joj sjess jo asn uo siseydw3
uewyong uonenjeAng )oe|q, bunsaey jo souepodwi | 2961
1d ul waysAs uadp
ay} pue saAldalqQ 4o ureyd
sAemyied aidyiniy aouewopad SUBUD MOJ} Se salyoJelaly
subeo - 2961
Aioay) Bunsa] Jaules| —uoneonp3 | ©Anoalqo jo suonejuasaiday
391 03 Juiq Jonqiiuod ydasuo)
(6261 - 0961) 391 jo sjoo1 dy] :Z aseyd :Z'ev dIqel

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE




10Ss829pa.ld
J8Y/sIy Jo seapl a8y} uo }jing Joyine auo moy ‘o'l ABojouo.iyo jusjuod e mojjoj Asyj Jeyjel Jep.o [ealbojouoiyd 8injosqe ul jou
aJe sajep o] "Jg.[ JO yul| 8y} 0} JUBASJS] JOJNQLILOD Y} JO yIoMm paysiignd }siy a8y} 0} Si8jal 8|qe} 8y} ul uwnjod ajep ay |

9

3JOM [euUIWSS SIY}

yoeouddy

0} pappe sjepow 21607 pue Alosy) swwelboid uo Jsydeyd e awi 1Sii4 Aesdr pue uewes. 4 ‘Issoy oNewa)sAS v uonenieAag swwelbold 6661
JaLio uoyed | uonenjea oy yoeouddy pasnoo4-1asn | 2661
anjeA ay} pue 39| Jo juswdojaAap ul uay) JO 8]0J 8y} sebpajmousdy
pajeooApe S| 3g] 1o puelq Jejnoiued v A9||IL pue uosmed uonenjen onisiieay | 2661
pauljep Sa1J08Y} UIBWOp XIS pUe uoljen|eans LS RS USRI Ea
SAI}ESNED PUB SAIJBUIOU UBBM}S(] UOOUlSIJ— JAL U0 A|9]0s 4004 1sdi4 ‘ :
A1oay) swwelboid ul seoueApe UO S8SNJ0) UOKEdIIgnd uew|olg BMN:WO:_Mbw_MWMHMNL%MMM%_WH__M 0661
. Buiuue|d swwelbold pue uonenjeas
sJaLleq pue AjplieA ‘3L Uo sasnodo} uonealignd uayo 10 6nss| [e108dS € J0] SYPe 15en6 LB 6861
Aioay) swwelboid uo Ajpaius pasnooy uoneoigng uewnolg B“N:Nw_m\m,m_cMN\NEN%_WLM_H“MM wﬂM_Wﬂ__m 1861
papuno-
sayoeosdde uoien|eAs uo UoISSNISIP 0} SMO|[e WnJo4 UOIJBID0SSY Uolien|eA] uedlawy UOQBIDOSSY  UONENIEAT  UBaLBuy 9861
s|jepow A1oay) swwelboid pue isiposyd Asjoypn juswssasse Aljigenieng | €861
3a.L .o} ISSOY pue usy uonenjeag uaAug-Aloayl | 0861
sassa004d pue A10ay} Jo uonou uo sOge | 8y Ul suonealgnd jo abuel

391 o3 Ju

Jojnguyuon

(6661- 0861) 9L Jo Juswysljqeisa ay L

jydasuon

‘e°ev 9dlqeL

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




Evaluation o
questions extracted
from
White Paper




The phrases referring to areas of proposed policy actions are underlined. The overview is
sequentially organised per chapter in the White Paper and EQs are numbered according to

their mentioning in each chapter.

Chapter 3: A coherent, inclusive National System of Innovation

EQ 3.1 (Policy intent 3.2: Improve inclusion and build more linkages across the NSI):

Formal mechanisms (e.qg. sector-based planning instruments) will also be
institutionalised to improve interaction among actors. Furthermore, where necessary,
effort will be directed at strengthening collaborative R&D instruments such as Centres
of Competence, and Sector Innovation Funds.

EQ 3.2 (Policy intent 3.3.6: Horizontal and sector/thematic coordination):

The sector STI plans will be supported by financial and non-financial instruments.
Sector Innovation Funds, which have been introduced mainly in the agriculture and
mining sectors, will be enhanced and expanded to include other priority sectors.
Government instruments that are aimed at coordination, such as interministerial
committees, the cluster system and memorandums of agreement, will also be
employed where appropriate to ensure coherent action across sectors to implement
the sector STI plans. Sector science councils will continue to report to their line
departments. This will allow councils to conduct research and promote innovation
to further modernise and enhance the competitiveness of relevant sectors. The
science councils will increasingly help the country to translate research into products
and services, demonstrate the use of knowledge in transforming society, and inform
government policy related to their respective sectors.

EQ 3.3 (Policy intent 3.4: Strengthen the governance of public NSl institutions):

Consequently, under the guidance of the DST, such a policy framework will be
developed to describe the purpose, functions and governance of Public Research
Institutions relevant to national development as guided by the NDP, taking into
account the roles of all stakeholders. This will involve clarifying the general purpose of
such institutions and the strategic mandates of the DST and other line departments in
this respect, and taking into consideration the current capacities of these institutions.
Interventions to enhance coordination across different Public Research Institutions
and funding agencies will also be developed. The work of the STIIL Review Panel will
inform the implementation of the policy framework by way of the decadal plan.

As the mandates of Public Research Institutions are refined according to this policy
framework, an appropriate evaluation framework will be put in place to enable objective
assessment of their efficiency levels. This will be a prelude to interventions to improve
productivity across the focus areas of Public Research Institutions.

The evaluation criteria will include requirements for expanding collaboration with civil
society, industry and international partners (e.g. to establish international research
institutes). In particular, the requirement to maintain and expand the science base
will be incorporated. The ambitions underpinning this White Paper — excellence,
inclusion, partnerships and pan-African collaboration — will be built into the evaluation
framework.

EQ 3.4 (Policy intent 3.5.2: Expansion of the scientific knowledge base of the NSI):

The DST and DHET will collaborate in implementing overarching measures to expand
the science base ofthe NSI, including increased public investment in scientific research.
The DST will specifically target the expansion of selected strategic, emerging and
underdeveloped STI areas in order to improve economic competitiveness through
long-term and cross-cutting research, with a specific focus on postgraduate research.
As discussed above, the DST will work with line departments and business to
develop sector STI plans, which will form the basis for the expansion of research
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and knowledge creation in priority sectors and relatively mature domains where such
activities will lead to increased competitiveness. The DST will further coordinate
support for foundational aspects of the NSI, such as human capital development and
infrastructure provision related to these ST/ priority areas.

Chapter 4: An enabling innovation environment in South Africa

EQ 4.1 (4.2 Policy intent: Brand South Africa as an innovative country):

The establishment of an agency to coordinate system-wide science engagement will
be guided by the DST’s science engagement strategy. Such an agency will play a
critical role in shaping perceptions among South Africans by profiling South African
science and science achievements, and demonstrating their contribution to national
development and global science, thereby enhancing its public standing.

EQ 4.2 (4.3 Policy intent: Adopt a broader conceptualisation of innovation beyond R&D):

The White Paper adopts a broader conceptualisation of innovation and its sources.
Recognition that the sources and nature of innovation go beyond R&D-led and radical
innovation, and include imitative, frugal and incremental innovation, is critical for
a developmental state and emerging economy. Design and engineering activities,
on-the-shop-floor attempts to improve productivity, and investment in organisational
learning, learning by doing, using and interacting, and observing what others are
doing are important activities that drive innovation. Appropriate access mechanisms
to the formal intellectual property rights (IPR) registration system, will be introduced
to ensure that all innovations, regardless of source and nature, may find protection,
where relevant and desirable.

The concept of open innovation will be supported, acknowledging that open innovation
and protection of IP assets are not mutually exclusive, but can complement each other
in strengthening the NSI. In developing countries, indigenous knowledge and know-
how are particularly relevant. The DST will continue with initiatives to strengthen the
recording, protection and utilisation of this knowledge, to the benefit of the knowledge
holders and the country. Previously, focus resided on the supply-side of innovation
with less of a market-driven approach. This White Paper has a strong focus on
addressing the needs of the business sector and thus has an increasing demand
side focus, all the while noting that innovation may result from a combination of both
demand- and supply-side driven activities. Innovation for inclusive development and
frugal innovation are essential to meet societal needs at grassroots level. The DST will
continue to champion innovation for inclusive development, especially in the context
of developing and empowering both urban and rural communities.

EQ 4.3 (4.4 Policy intent: Adopt a whole-of-society approach to innovation):

In addition to the general innovation compact and the policy nexuses around critical
policy areas, there is a need to strengthen the role of STI policy in enhancing the
competitiveness of firms, sustaining high growth in the productive and services
sectors, and supporting the development of new firms and industries. The NSI currently
contributes to the Industrial Policy Action Plan (IPAP), but there is room for the DST,
science councils and relevant public entities across the NSI to achieve greater impact.

The current contributions of the NSI to IPAP will therefore be deepened to ensure
that the programmes of science councils are aligned with priority industrial sectors,
as well as with new growth opportunities identified by, among others, the Industrial
Development Corporation (IDC). STI will be integrated into future frameworks and
legislation to advance national industrial and economic objectives. An important step
towards aligning STI and industrial policy will be the establishment of the proposed
policy nexus on trade and investment.




EQ 4.4 (4.5 Policy intent: Use public procurement as a vehicle to further innovation):

Therefore, strategies will be developed to ensure that government is the first customer
when it comes to using locally developed technologies. Government’s Infrastructure
Build Programme is one example where locally developed technologies can be
supported and tested. A supportive legislative environment will be ensured, and
where the success of new industry development efforts (e.g. in the fields of medical
devices, ICT and environmental technologies) depends on government procurement,
a formal strategy will be jointly developed by the DST and the government department
responsible for procurement.

The role of the Public Finance Management Act, 1999 in R&D-related activities will
be made clear (e.g. to differentiate collaboration and partnerships from procurement-
related activities). Technology conditionality will be built into large procurement
contracts (e.g. fleet procurement for rail) to ensure that South Africa acquires the
latest technologies and that there is technology transfer in the localisation process.
The Competitive Supplier Development Programme, championed by SOEs, will also
be expanded to include local technologies.

EQ 4.5 (Policy intent 4.6.1: Supporting business R&D needs):

Public funding of private sector, needs-based R&D will be increased. A 2014 study by
National Treasury on the effectiveness of South African science council partnerships
with industry found that there was significant room for improving the focus of research
on industry needs. Therefore, government will continue to incentivise partnerships
among business, HEIs and Public Research Institutions. The incentive regime will be
monitored to ensure the appropriate balance between direct and indirect support to
business, with the understanding that both are needed. Furthermore, the mining R&D
hub and other instruments to support the private sector will be strengthened.

EQ 4.6 (Policy intent 4.6.2: Targeted technology development and deployment to support
firms):

Efforts to localise and diffuse technologies will be intensified through existing and
new technology-based support interventions (including the Technology Stations
Programme and the Technology Localisation Programme). Sectors with growth
potential will be targeted for funding support, e.g. through expanded sector innovation
funds.

EQ 4.7 (Policy intent 4.6.4: Specific support for SMEs):

Besides identified challenges such as access to finance and credit, and inadequate
infrastructure, SMEs often struggle to innovate, perform R&D, access knowledge
and absorb new technology. Therefore, the current model for providing broad-based
support to SMEs (e.g. through walk-in support at technology stations) will be scaled
up to ensure that even more SMEs can access services, equipment and support in
product/technology commercialisation.

SMEs play an important role in the industrial value chain, and initiatives aimed at
developing and/or upgrading them as suppliers to government and larger firms will
be scaled up. Tailored technological support (e.g. through technology assistance
packages) will be intensified to enable SMEs to meet the technical and commercial
requirements for becoming qualified suppliers, both locally and globally. Links
between SMEs and larger firms will be incentivised to diffuse technology and improve
the ability of SMEs to innovate.

A comprehensive support package for SMEs in priority focus areas will be developed
collaboratively by the relevant government departments. The existing instruments
(e.g. those of the DST, the dti, the Department of Small Business Development, the
Economic Development Department and the Department of Public Enterprises) will
be aligned to support SMEs and emerging industries.
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As an example, both technological and other innovation support to SMEs will be
provided to develop new markets or to support systems innovation. New support
instruments (e.g. an R&D voucher scheme for eligible firms to cash in with registered

R&D service providers) will be introduced. The maturation and growth of technology-
intensive SMEs (e.g. university spin-out companies, or niche SMEs in hi-tech sectors)
should be facilitated through the establishment of more innovation hubs providing
standard support and coaching/mentoring services, focused on market and enterprise
development, including intellectual property strategy development and access
strategies to markets. In addition, consideration will be given to regulatory hurdles, as
well as burdensome administration and legal requirements.

In pursuit of an inclusive innovation system, particular attention will be given to
supporting SMEs in informal settlements, rural areas and cooperatives. Furthermore,
to support the transformation of the demographic ownership profile of technology-
based firms (and in particular SMEs) in South Africa, DST will develop guidelines,
in cooperation with relevant NSI partners, to use intellectual property from publicly
funded R&D under appropriate conditions to support women and black entrepreneurs
when such intellectual property is commercialised.

EQ 4.8 (Policy intent 4.6.5: Revitalising the role of SOEs in innovation):

State-owned enterprises are important actors in the South African economy, given
their role in providing infrastructure and services (e.g. energy, water, transport and
communications). SOEs serve as clusters of expertise and have important linkages
to various parts of the economy — as anchor institutions in their sectors, as channels
for international knowledge spill-overs, and as hubs for human capital development.
SOEs are users, funders, performers and collaborators in R&D and technological
innovation.

Ten such enterprises account for about 99 per cent of all SOE R&D. However, recent
data shows a decline in SOE expenditure on R&D (from a peak in 2008/09. To turn
this trend around, the following strategies will be adopted: Domestic technological
knowledge gaps require the sourcing of knowledge and R&D services from abroad. For
such international sourcing arrangements to be beneficial, they should be linked to a
particular strategy for technology transfer and/or localisation in cases where domestic
capability is inadequate. Along with the “smart buyer” principles, strategic sourcing
from abroad should be linked to national imperatives for technology accumulation, so
that, in the medium to long term, SOEs in specific technology spaces will buy from
local service providers and institutions rather than from foreign firms.

EQ4.9 (Policy intent4.7: Support commercialisation of publicly funded intellectual property):

Offices of Technology Transfer in higher education and science councils play an
important role in identifying and protecting new technologies, sourcing licensing
partners, and establishing firms to market new technologies. Support for Offices
of Technology Transfer will be increased through existing instruments, initially to
develop capacity, and, over time, on the basis of the quantity and quality of outputs.
To support the transformation of higher education, the type of government support to
these offices will be differentiated according to the research intensity and technology
transfer maturity of the institution in question.

EQ 4.10 (Policy intent 4.9: Increase the spatial footprint of innovation in South Africa):

Local and provincial growth and development strategies will include innovation plans.
“Innovation hubs” will be expanded to enhance provincial growth and development
strategies, and promote provincial technology competencies.

As part of these, cooperative research centres (involving industry, science councils
and HEIs) and local innovation ecosystems will be developed, where appropriate.




Furthermore, a “no wrong door” policy will be adopted across government, particularly
at local and provincial government level, which will see innovation-related enquiries
routed efficiently to provide the required information or support. This intervention could
initially be implemented through an appropriately located hotline or information kiosks.

EQ 4.11 (Policy intent 4.1: Support innovation for social and grassroots innovation):

The approach will involve widening the range of stakeholders and deepening their
engagement in deliberative planning. Over the past decade, grassroots innovation, as
a particular priority within the broader innovation for inclusive development agenda,
has gained prominence in STI initiatives, both globally and in South Africa. Support
for grassroots innovation will be a planning priority in all relevant initiatives. It will be
funded accordingly, and monitored in all relevant M&E frameworks.

Developers of local economic development plans, as well as provincial growth
and development strategies, will be encouraged to include support for grassroots
innovation, and innovation scouting in plans. A multi-tiered package will provide
support appropriate to the level of development of grassroots innovators. Mentorship
will be incentivised through a government-funded voucher system and awards, and
complemented by corporate social responsibility programmes. Grassroots innovators
will be capacitated and supported by, for example, supplier development programmes.

Government will further leverage the potential of publicly funded IP to support
grassroots innovation. South Africa will develop a country-specific, second-tier patent
system, offering a cheap, no-examination protection regime for technical inventions
that would not usually fulfil the strict patentability criteria. With the introduction of a
substantive patent search and examination system at the Companies and Intellectual
Property Commission (CIPC), a preferential accelerated patent examination system
will be introduced for SMEs, broad-based black economic empowerment firms,
previously disadvantaged individuals, and young innovators, depending on criteria
such as the involvement of start-up firms.

Finally, as part of its drive to increase funding to the NSI, and to target investments
to help address national priorities, government will work with NSI partners to develop
an appropriate funding instrument for grassroots innovation. The objective will be to
target both neglected and marginalised groups of innovators, including the youth, as
well as to support innovations with high social returns that are unlikely to gain traction
because of market and other failures.

EQ 4.12 (Policy intent 4.11.2: Greening the economy):

The current economic crisis and climate change considerations present opportunities
to transition to a low-carbon economy by accelerating eco-innovation. Policy makers
are also increasingly paying attention to the need for radical and systemic policy
innovations as a powerful lever in enabling a long-term transition towards a greener
economy. Leading firms and entrepreneurs are looking to create and capture value
from new business models that benefit not only the economy, but the environment as
well. South Africa is signatory to the Paris Agreement and the SDGs.

To meet these goals will not only require government interventions, but also close
cooperation with industry. [...] The DST will therefore work with the relevant NS/
partners to develop an STl approach to greening the economy, as well as to fund the
required research and capabilities. In addition, the economic opportunities of greening
the economy will be harnessed to provide jobs. It is estimated that green innovation in
South Africa can lead to the creation of around 400 000 jobs.

EQ 4.13 (Policy intent 4.13: Strengthen government’s role as an enabler for innovation):

To help entrench a culture of innovation in government, the DST will work with the
Centre for Public Service Innovation (CPSI) and other relevant national, provincial
and local agencies on challenging the risk-averse mind-set of public servants,
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using awards to motivate them and celebrating role models. More specifically, the
DST will work with the CPSI to increase service delivery through initiatives such as
e-government.

The DST will therefore work with relevant government departments, such as the DHET,
the Department of Basic Education and the Department of Social Development, to
develop programmes to build an innovation mind-set from early childhood. Successful
innovators, mentors and entrepreneurs will be celebrated as role models. Initiatives to
achieve this will include advocacy and awareness, awards across society at all levels
of government, and exchange and incubation programmes. Particular attention will be
paid to equity considerations, ensuring that people who seldom have the opportunities
to become innovators — such as the youth, women, people with disabilities and those
with low levels of formal education — are coached, mentored and celebrated. These
initiatives will be implemented as a partnership between government, the private
sector, higher education and civil society.
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Expanded capabilities o ©
to support the
knowledge enterprise




EQ 5.1 (Policy intent 5.2: Expanding research outputs and transforming the research

institutional landscape):

The university funding formula that was introduced in 2003 had a positive effect on
research outputs. Incentives of this nature will be investigated to also support research
that informs society, for instance research that improves quality of life.

EQ 5.2 (Policy intent 5.3: Transform the profile of the researcher base):

The DST and DHET will emphasise the development of black and women researchers
at emerging researcher level (with a specific focus on black women), and mentor them
beyond qualification to take up senior management positions in research management
and science institutions.

Overthe short term, an increase in the number of researchers will be achieved through
focused, fast-tracking interventions that will tap into the PhD-qualified, research-
inactive “silent majority” of existing permanent academic staff, especially black and
women staff.

The DST will continue its support for the DHET’s Staffing South Africa’s Universities
Framework, which aims to change the number and composition of university staff.

EQ 5.3 (Policy intent 5.4.1: Supervisory capacity):

In order to increase the proportion of university staff with PhDs, direct support for
attaining a PhD will be prioritised, particularly for staff at universities where the
proportion of PhD-qualified staff is below the norm. Twinning programmes with
research-intensive universities and international institutions will assist in addressing
the shortfall.

Postdoctoral fellows make an invaluable contribution to the research system by
mentoring postgraduate students. The number of postdoctoral fellows hosted at
universities and science councils has generally increased, but their contribution has
not been optimised because their status has not been defined. The DST and DHET
will formalise a set of quidelines on how to optimise the contribution of postdoctoral
fellows.

To improve demographic representation among established researchers, the DST
and DHET will target and retain a significant number of black and women doctoral
graduates, particularly South Africans, in the Postdoctoral Fellowship Programme.
Foreign postdoctoral fellows will be targeted in strategic priority areas to alleviate
supervisory bottlenecks. At the same time, the DST and DHET will establish a
programme for South Africans to pursue postdoctoral fellowships abroad, targeting
black people and women.

EQ 5.4 (Policy intent 5.4.2: The human resource development pipeline):

Government will put in place specific interventions to enable all children (and, where
appropriate, adults) to become digitally literate. Examples could include making
greater use of mobile phone technology and existing public infrastructure in rural
areas such as post offices, schools or libraries to introduce children to gaming and
coding, and to teach adults digital skills. The private sector will be encouraged to
partner with the government in these endeavours.

Currently, too few students are supported at a too low a financial level, and public
support for postgraduate studies needs to be increased, especially given that
the gradual implementation of free higher education might result in increased
postgraduate enrolments. Increased public support for postgraduate studies will also
require government, industry and international funders to coordinate their efforts. A
framework will be developed for cooperation across government, particularly with
departments that have SET postgraduate bursary programmes.
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In addition to research Masters and PhDs, the NSI and the economy require technical
and other skills that support innovation. Government will therefore expand its
student support programmes to include the development of technical, engineering,
entrepreneurship and innovation-related skills, such as in IP management.

EQ 5.5 (Policy intent 5.5.1: Diversity of post-secondary education):

The availability of high-quality STEM graduates and teachers, especially secondary
school Mathematics and Science teachers and early childhood development
practitioners, is essential. At technician level, there is an undersupply of engineering
technicians and associate professionals. The sector must develop enrolment targets
in line with the skills needed for the labour market. This, in turn, requires assurance
that TVET staff have the necessary competence and recent relevant experience.

Increased absorption of doctoral graduates into the economy is only possible if
the acquired PhD-level skills and training are appropriate to the needs of industry,
government and science councils, among others. Government and industry must be
co-creators of human resources and must nurture an increased appetite for PhD-level
Skills.

EQ 5.6 (Policy intent 5.5.2: Education and training for a future of digital jobs):

Successive industrial revolutions have brought about changes in the nature of work,
Job markets and training activities for the workforce. Many of the roles, skills and job
titles of tomorrow are unknown to us today, and universities have an agile role to play
in not only equipping students with approaches to learning and relevant content, but
also in understanding and mapping the consequences of the 4IR. Every researcher,
whether in the natural or engineering sciences, social sciences or humanities, has
a role to play in characterising the impact of the 4IR. Government, universities and
relevant research councils will undertake surveys as a form of a reflection-in-action
activity on how the country is responding to the 4IR.

EQ 5.7 (Policy intent 5.6.1: Open Science and Open Innovation):

The DST is actively examining the transition to open science and open innovation.
This will call for appropriate regulatory frameworks and data skills development, as
discussed below. Incentives for open science will be fostered through education
programmes and career development programmes for researchers. A focus on
citizen science will also be introduced. Barriers to open science will be evaluated and
where necessary removed, ensuring that legislation and practice support, rather than
thwart, the principles of open and collaborative science. Government will therefore
review these, taking into account certain aspects of IPR from publicly funded research
and accepting that open science, open innovation and IP, and the associated rights,
are not mutually exclusive. Government will also review the policies and institutions
governing access to research data and research publications.

The DST, in consultation with DTPS and DHET, will produce a national open science
(and data) framework consisting of principles and guidelines for the adoption of open
science in South Africa. The framework will be used as a vehicle for awareness raising
and training on good practice.

South Africa does not have formal protection for databases. Government will identify a
license system for depositing data and for the use of open data. What is in the public
domain, what is not, or when it becomes available are pressing issues that need to be
dealt with. Ensuring that the needs and wants of the data provider are respected, and
determining who can use the data, and under what conditions (research use, teaching
and commercial use) are also important considerations. In this regard, the free and
open access to public-good data, for instance to monitor environmental impact, also
needs to be ensured. The Creative Commons license is a good example for starting
to draft specific license types for different types of open data.




Contemporary open science and open innovation requires data to be findable,
accessible, inter-operable and reusable (FAIR) in the long-term, and these objectives
are rapidly becoming expectations of funding agencies and publishers. The current
IPR Act will be reconsidered to ensure that it supports the FAIR guiding principles for
scientific data management and storage.

National data storage is a further matter that needs to be addressed. The DST will
develop a long-term sustainable business model for a South African research data
cloud. Institutional data repositories will be encouraged. More support is also needed
for the harmonisation of repositories, which can take place through DIRISA.

Digital technologies are making the conduct of science and innovation more
collaborative, international and open to citizens. In the next decade, as connectivity
becomes ubiquitous, the shift to more distributed, networked and open organisational
models will become commonplace. Those who are unable to make the change will
be left behind. Therefore, government will prioritise funding for the provision of digital
resources to the communities and institutions that need them the most.

EQ 5.8 (Policy intent 5.6.2: Diversity of knowledge fields):

Studies on the state of health of the different knowledge fields in South Africa will be
intensified to allow the DST and other funding institutions to deploy research funding
strategically and sustainably. However, support to all academic disciplines, that is, the
arts (performing arts and visual arts), humanities (such as languages, literature and
philosophy), social sciences (including economics, law, psychology and sociology),
natural sciences (physics, chemistry and biology) and applied sciences (engineering
and technology, medicine, health sciences, agricultural sciences and computer
science) must continue and expand. Government policies need to recognise the
importance of language, particularly the home language of children, as the carrier of
scientific meaning and information.

Many of the challenges facing humans in the near future, particularly in developing
countries, will be solved by the engineering sciences (e.qg. infrastructure for rapidly
growing cities and improved transport and logistics, water and energy infrastructure,
and satellites to ensure information security for the state). Given the present shortage
of skilled engineers in the country, government will need to increase support for
engineering science and research.

EQ 5.9 (Policy intent 5.6.4: Complex societal problems and inter- and transdisciplinary):

The DST and DHET will encourage universities and science councils to intentionally
promote transdisciplinary research by reducing institutional barriers to transdisciplinary
research and interdisciplinary research teams. They will also develop structures to
encourage input and participation from outside ongoing projects in such a way as to
bring researchers from several institutions, representing multiple approaches, together
in a transdisciplinary research environment. Funding agencies such as the NRF will
support transdisciplinary research and create stepping stones for transdisciplinary
careers.

EQ 5.10 (Policy intent 5.6.6: Knowledge diffusion):

The contribution of Public Research Institutions and their outputs in supporting
government policy and national priorities needs to be enhanced. Research grant
schemes to incentivise collaboration between universities and other Public Research
Institutions in inter- and transdisciplinary research will be developed.

Government will support increased networking and the diffusion of knowledge by
leveraging existing global partnerships and knowledge networks better, introducing
specific programmes for the secondment of South African researchers to institutions
in other countries, providing increased support for training abroad, and providing
enhanced support for conferences and workshops. An appropriate quota of inter-
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national research cooperation engagements and resources will be channelled to
historically disadvantaged institutions and universities of technology. Similarly, the
role of Offices of Technology Transfer needs to be enhanced, creating demand for
in-bound technology transfers.

EQ 5.11 (Policy intent 5.7.1: The institutional environment):

A national coordinator of science engagement in South Africa will be entrenched
through legislation. A system-wide science engagement coordination model will
be instituted, going beyond the DST and its entities, enabling the higher education
sector, industry, research councils, science centres and other relevant stakeholders
to collaborate in science engagement.

Government will introduce an approach whereby a fixed percentage of the transfers by
STl-intensive departments to their entities is to be spent on raising science awareness.
Support for existing science centres will be sustained, and support packages will be
developed to establish more strategically positioned science centres, including world-
class national flagship science centres or museums. This will require private sector
co-funding.

EQ 5.12 (Policy intent 5.7.2: Incentives for researchers):

Conditions for research training grants and research development programmes to
science councils and public universities (e.g. research chairs and Centres of Excellence)
will make it mandatory for recipient individuals and institutions to communicate their
research to the public. Initiatives such as digital literacy programmes can only produce
the required results if society is science literate. It is therefore necessary to train
scientists and researchers in science communication and science engagement skKills.
These trained researchers and scientists would then help to introduce developmentally
appropriate engagement activities and projects for both adults and school learners.
Government will aim to have these skills taken up in the curricula of SET students in
the higher education sector.

EQ 5.13 (Policy intent 5.7.3: The reach and effectiveness of science engagement activities):

The development of science engagement and communication skills will be prioritised.
Such skills development initiatives will target journalists, scientists, students, learners,
educators and science interpreters. Indicators to measure the success of system-
wide science engagement performance will be adopted to inform an institutionalised
survey on public perceptions of science and country comparison studies.

EQ 5.14 (Policy intent 5.8: Upgrade and expand research infrastructure):

Lack of coordination and integration among departments in providing and accessing
research infrastructure leads to bottlenecks and the duplication of effort. Government
will establish an intergovernmental coordination and steering platform with a clear
mandate and scope, strategy and policy guidelines, co-funding, shared procurement
agreements, and joint planning principles to address the lack of coordination.

Government will retain the six national research facilities currently managed by the
NRF as research infrastructure platforms. However, the implementation of the South
African Research Infrastructure Roadmap will require many more. The management
model will therefore be changed to facilitate scale-up, sustainability and improvements
in the performance and establishment of these facilities. Training and developing of
key human resources is critical to ensure the optimal and sustainable use of research
infrastructure. Government will therefore infroduce a mandatory requirement that
infrastructure provision policies include human resource development support
(scientific and technical) for infrastructure development and maintenance through
internships, curriculum changes in HEIs, and absorption into the workplace.

Not sharing or integrating research infrastructure leads to isolated and duplicated
approaches to research infrastructure deployment and use. To address this challenge,
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government will develop programmes and interventions that build a continuum of
research infrastructure capabilities at institutional, regional and national level (vertical
integration). It will also establish distributed national research infrastructure to optimise
and share resources, including for the humanities and social sciences.

There are weak links and partnerships between the private and public sectors on
investment in research infrastructure. Open-access research infrastructure support
platforms will be established to encourage private sector investment in research
infrastructure.

EQ 5.15 (Policy intent 5.9: Expand internationalisation and science diplomacy):

There will be an intensified focus on attracting STl-related investment to the country,
and these efforts will be better aligned with government’s general efforts to attract
foreign investment into South Africa. The intent is to secure at least 15 per cent of
South Africa’s GERD from international sources, and to grow this ratio over time.

EQ 5.16 (Policy intent 5.9.3: Planning and coordination for international cooperation):

Coordinating mechanisms will be developed to ensure greater strategic focus and
efficiency in international STI cooperation, avoiding fragmentation and duplication.
These will include intelligence and information sharing, joint priority setting, and
encouraging the exploitation of synergies. Indicators and an M&E framework will be
developed to better gauge the impact and outcomes of international STI partnerships.
This will include systems for enhanced knowledge management of all South Africa’s
international STI cooperation initiatives (government and business).

Chapter 6: Financing science, technology and innovation

EQ 6.1 (Policy intent 6.2: Increase levels of funding):

Government recommits to the target of increasing the intensity of R&D investment in
the economy so that GERD reaches 1.5 per cent of GDP in the next decade, and an
aspirational 2 per cent a decade later. However, funding increases are needed for the
STl ecosystem, not only for R&D. A number of specific interventions aimed at realising
this objective are discussed below. The efforts of all funding partners complement
one another in improving the STI performance of the NSI. Therefore, collaboration
and co-funding between the business and higher education sectors, as well as
business and science councils, will be strengthened to help address the constraints to
business R&D. While the bulk of the increase in STl investment should come from the
private sector, government has an important role to play — firstly, through creating an
investment-enabling environment, and secondly through increasing its own levels of
STl investment. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 6.5, systems will be put in place
to ensure funding efficiencies. Government supports the integration of STI in national
development, and is of the strong view that ST| are key drivers of economic and social
development. This is especially so when STI policies are well integrated into national
development strategies and combined with institutional and organisational changes
to help raise productivity, improve firm competitiveness, support faster growth and
create jobs.

National STl-intensive government departments will set appropriate targets for STI in
their budgets. In particular, line departments will commit a percentage of their budgets
for sectoral RDI plans, and will invest in the science councils that report to them
accordingly. Provincial and local governments will actively contribute more to STI
funding and, over time, will set appropriate targets for investment in STI as part of
their growth and development strategies. Examples of investment opportunities are
incubation and testing facilities.

New funding models across the innovation value chain will be used. Examples include
corporate social investment, crowd funding, and partnerships/collaborations between
actors across different sectors and borders. The growing sector of corporate social
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investment funds and non-profit organisations presents opportunities to advance
grassroots and social innovation, for example, through venture capital funding.
Government will introduce instruments such as matching funding and awareness
raising to make greater use of these opportunities.

There is a specific need for increased commercialisation funding. A Sovereign
Innovation Fund will be formed to leverage co-investment by the public and private
sectors to address gaps in technology commercialisation. The fund will be designed
to complement and enhance existing funding instruments, and to provide large-scale
funding for the development and maturation of radical innovations and emerging
industries. Within the public sector, agencies such as the TIA, the IDC and the
Development Bank of Southern Africa, in cooperation with National Treasury, can
contribute to this fund.

EQ 6.2 (Policy intent 6.4: Institutionalise a framework for guiding public STI investment):

The DST, working with NACI, will develop a public STI investment framework. NACI’s
role will be to undertake foresight studies and provide an independent STI M&E
function (including regular analysis of public STI spending). The framework will be
based on an analysis of STI funding requirements in line with strategic and sovereign
priorities, as well as consultation across government through an interdepartmental ST/
Budget Committee at the level of Director-General, including national and provincial
governments with significant STI mandates.

EQ 6.3 (Policy intent 6.5: Improve funding efficiencies):

Although the case for increased funding is clear, it will also be necessary to optimise
existing funding through improved coordination (across government, as well as
between the public and private sectors), reduce duplication of effort, and improve
synergies. Furthermore, to ensure optimum results from investments, the efficiency
of public NSI institutions, to which most of this funding is allocated, will need to be
enhanced where necessatry.

The South African funding regime currently consists of many different institutions
with varying mandates and levels of funding, creating a landscape that is difficult
for any innovator or institution to navigate. To simplify the application processes and
reduce duplication, the functions and funding instruments of the following institutions,
among others, will be harmonised: the TIA, NIPMO, relevant sections of the Small
Enterprise Development Agency, the Technology and Human Resources for Industry
Programme, the Support Programme for Industrial Innovation, elements of the IDC,
and parts of the NRF. The intention is to ensure a seamless transition between
functions and instruments.

The administrative capabilities of the relevant institutions will improve efficiency
through, for example, simplified application processes, uniform application forms, “one-
stop shop” approaches (including an information/ application portal) for addressing
questions and assisting applicants, standardised approaches to evaluation, and
more information sharing, especially among SMEs. In line with recommendations of
the Review of Government Business Incentives led by the DPME, a possibility to
consolidate the number of incentives currently available, under a few well-functioning
lead agencies, will be investigated. Government’s information on public support for
business R&D and innovation will be improved appropriately, taking cognisance of the
need for sharing restrictions.
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3.1 Reflections

Four challenges related to system governance have been highlighted in our review of the
NRDS and TYIP. For the most part, these are no new issues or challenges as they have
been highlighted and discussed in previous system-wide reviews (2007 OECD review, the
2012 Ministerial STIL Review and the 2017 Ministerial STIIL Review), and recommendations
have been made in these reviews to address these challenges. These challenges can be
summarised as follows:

1. The DST has struggled to come to grips with how to entrench its (assumed)
‘responsibility’ as its explicit authority to guide, oversee and/or advise other government
departments and their entities in respect of science and research, technology and
innovation.

2. “While it seems intuitively obvious that [public research institutions] are expected, at
least, to contribute to knowledge generation and socio-economic development, the
2017 STIIL panel was unaware of an overarching policy document or framework
that defines the collective contributions expected of PRIs” (DST, 2017: 119)
“The NDP proposes the alignment of policies, universities, and research institutes to
address national challenges, while respecting their autonomy and competitiveness.
Instruments are needed for such alignment and to promote the involvement of
business (for the economic and human capital aspects) and [NGOs] for the social
objectives in the NSI structures” (ibid: 11). The lines of accountability between the
DST, DHET and other line departments responsible for science councils “are not
adequately constituted in legislation. The Strategic Management Model remains an
operational tool and cannot be relied upon to provide a strategic framework in this
regard” (ibid: 132).

3. “Bringing the private sector more centrally into the NSI, and resolving the
considerable vertical and horizontal coordination difficulties arising from the current
governance and institutional architecture of the NSI” (DST, 2012: 10).

4. “The responsiveness of the NSI with respect to meeting its intrinsic mandate is most
critically dependent on effective and participatory joint policy-making, planning
and coordination at the central NSI policy-making platform. It is essential that
this platform is well-defined in its composition, so that a clear-sighted regulatory
environment is achieved, keeping in mind the distinctive capabilities and contributions
of the various participants. It is certain that the exclusion from the NSI central policy
platform of some actors (such as the private sector), or the persistence of insulated
silos (e.g. in some government agencies) contributes to the weakness of the current
system. Instead, the NSI central policy matrix should be reflected in clearly articulated
and shared purposes, custom-designed organisational structures and dedicated
resource flows. Clearly exercised political will is a paramount condition needed to
achieve this coordination” (ibid: 13).

As far as the issue of governance is concerned, the 2012 Ministerial STIL Review
‘recommended for the establishment of a high-level statutory body that would fulfil a
range of functions including, among others: prioritisation and agenda-setting; oversight
of the system; high-level monitoring; ensuring optimal framework conditions and financial
resources and making recommendations for future grand challenges, allocations and
equipment” (DST, 2012:18).

With regard to policy coordination and planning, three recommendations were formulated
in two previous reviews. The 2012 review recommended that the “the NSI needs at least
three well-functioning ‘core’ policy nexuses: (i) post-school education and training (DHET
and DST) (ii) business and enterprise development (at least dti, EDD, DPE and DST)
(iiif) social development and innovation (DST with departments concerned with social and
rural development, social security, health and education)” (ibid: 20). The 2017 Ministerial
STIIL review recommended that “formal, structured R&D and innovation planning should
be introduced in every government department and entity at national, provincial, and local
levels in order to integrate the practice of innovation into the business of government,
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thereby directing the available investment funding towards research that will be valuable
to low and middle-low income households” (DST, 2017: 132). In addition, the same
report also recommends that “an overarching policy framework should be developed for
PRIs. It needs to describe the purpose, functions, and governance of PRIs relevant to
national development in the next three decades and bear in mind the role of all relevant
stakeholders, including those in the private sector. The relevant strategic mandates, in
respect of research and innovation, of the DST and other line departments need to be
carefully considered, taking into account the current capacities of the PRIs and the extent
to which their activities can realistically be aligned with the delivery imperatives of those
departments” (ibid: 134).

Most of the recommendations listed above (especially from the 2017 Ministerial STIIL
Review) post-date the publication of the NRDS and TYIP. Since our review focused on
these two strategic frameworks, our assessment of the challenges to strengthening system
governance was confined to those ‘interventions’ that were specifically referenced in these
two documents. Two such interventions were identified: (1) establishing informal and
voluntary inter-departmental task teams to increase cooperation across the system; and
(2) the development of a new Strategic Management Model (SMM) to provide conceptual
clarity on the differential roles of the DST in relation to other government departments.

In our assessment, neither of these ‘interventions’ achieved what they were set to do.
Ouir first conclusion was that “the trust placed in voluntary inter-departmental cooperation
across the system has not, perhaps predictably, been vindicated. Examples of these
are collaboration agreement between DST and DHET, and the DST-initiated Knowledge
Economy Forum activities and structures” (Auf der Heyde, Volume 5: Annexure 1 of this
report). Auf der Heyde continues:

The SMM attempted to create a conceptual basis for differentiating the roles of the
DST and other government departments in relation to STI, in order, presumably, to
institutionalise these roles in due course through appropriate organisational platforms,
interdepartmental agreements, and, possibly, relevant legislation (as illustrated
by one of the actions proposed in Cabinet Memorandum No. 19). Presumably, the
choice of activities outlined in the memorandum was assumed at the time to suffice
for comprehensive implementation of the SMM as the key intervention to shore up
system-level governance and coordination. However, our review shows that the SMM
constituted an insufficient intervention. Moreover, the activities listed in the cabinet
memorandum only addressed some of the key policy imperatives that had been set
out in the NRDS — many were not acted on. It therefore seems reasonable to conclude
that prevailing political conditions in the 2003-2004 period limited the extent to which
the NRDS policy intents could be pursued, and that the content and form of the SMM
as it was implemented in late 2004/05 constituted the most viable compromise at the
time.

In his assessment, two key interventions could have achieved better outcomes:

Two key interventions would have positioned the DST at the centre of public sector
science and technology (and research) activities, though they would not have imbued
the DST with central responsibility for innovation: namely the transfer into the DST of
all major public research institutions, and the establishment of an Act entrenching the
DST'’s functions across the system as a whole. Both these interventions were explicit
policy intents at one point or another in the development of Cabinet Memorandum
No. 19 (implementing the SMM), but neither was ultimately taken forward. It seems
reasonable to assume that this failure is a manifestation of political dynamics prevailing
at the highest levels of government at the time.
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Auf der Heyde concludes:

... Several of the NRDS’s less intrusive policy intents — that is, those which undermined
less the authority of other line departments over their respective public science
institutions — were given effect through the implementation of the SMM as laid out
in Cabinet Memorandum No. 19. But the more ambitious policy imperatives which
would have secured the DST’s role as the formal interlocutor on behalf of most public
sector science, technology and research activities and institutions have largely not
been implemented over the last decade-and-a-half — despite being mostly codified in
the NRDS and Cabinet Memorandum No. 19, and repeated to a lesser extent in the
TYIP. This lack of substantive movement in entrenching the leadership role of the DST
in respect of public sector STI is presumably why the 2019 White Paper still makes
extensive reference to the need for strengthened system-level governance of STI.

3.2 Uptake of these recommendations in the 2019 White Paper

In its discussion of system governance and coordination challenges, as well as system
performance review, the 2019 White Paper takes most of the recommendations from the
2017 STIIL review on board. Five specific ‘interventions’ are highlighted:

1.

The establishment of a standing ministerial-level STI structure that will perform
functions of (high-level) agenda-setting, approval of decadal plans, resource allocation
and performance review.

The establishment of an STI plenary as a platform for more inclusive policy and
planning engagement across all stakeholders.

The establishment of three policy nexuses to improve implementation of STl-related
interventions across all government departments.

The development of sector STl plans to ensure integrated STI planning across all
sectors (expanding beyond manufacturing and agriculture).

The development of an integrated policy framework that sets out the governance
arrangement and mandates of public research and innovation institutions.

We elaborate on each in the table below.

Table 3: Elaboration of interventions relating to system governance, coordination
and performance review in the 2019 White Paper

Action Elaboration

Establish

a standing
ministerial-level
STI structure
(chaired by

the Minister

of HEST) with
the aim of
(centralised)
agenda-setting,
approving
decadal plans,
resource
allocations and
performance
reviews.

A standing ministerial-level STI Structure, chaired by the Minister
of Science and Technology, will be established. The Ministerial STI
Structure will comprise of the relevant STl-intensive departments,
the chairpersons of the government clusters, National Treasury
and the DPME. The committee will focus on setting a high-level
public agenda for the NSI, approving decadal plans on innovation
for South Africa, committing public resources to research and
innovation, and reviewing reports on the performance of the NSI
over three-year cycles. To advise the Ministerial STI Structure,

a strengthened NACI will undertake such studies, and will also
function as an M&E institution for the NSI. As part of this expanded
mandate, NACI will work with the DST to develop an annual high-
level STI investment framework to support the commitment of
public resources for STI by the Ministerial STI Structure. It will also
do regular environmental scanning to support the agenda-setting
function of the Ministerial STI Structure. To help expand its capacity,
NACI will work with other sources of technical expertise and data in
the NSI, such as the Centres of Excellence and Research Chairs.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

y



Action Elaboration

Establish a
STI Plenary for
engaging all
stakeholders
in collaborative
planning,
performance
assessment
and resource
allocation

To ensure that STI enjoys the required support and stature across
government and society, an annual STI Plenary will be convened by
the Presidency. The STI Plenary will include business, government,
academia and civil society. The STI Plenary will serve as a
collaborative platform. The NSI partners will use the STI Plenary to
collaboratively reflect on progress with STl initiatives, strategise to
address challenges, make recommendations on actions required and
jointly commit resources for the recommended initiatives.

Establish three
policy nexuses
for improved
coordination of
implementation
plans across
government

A number of well-functioning “core” policy nexuses will be established
to harmonise and coordinate implementation plans — while taking
account of the functions and roles of relevant government clusters.
These policy nexuses include the following:

* Education and skills development: This nexus will focus
on education and training involving the DHET, the DST, the
Department of Social Development, the DBE and the Department
of Labour.

* Economy: This nexus will focus on business and enterprise
development, involving at least the DST and the departments
of Trade and Industry, Economic Development, and Public
Enterprises.

» Social: The focus of this nexus will be on social development
and innovation for inclusive development, involving the DST and
departments concerned with social and rural development, and the
social security-health-education nexus.

Initiate integrated
STI planning

for priority
sectors (sector
STl plans to be
managed by a
DSI coordinating
committee)

Integrated STI planning for priority sectors will be adopted, resulting
in the development of sector STI plans. These will be used to
coordinate the research effort across industry, science councils and
universities, and to concentrate funding on priority initiatives. The
development and implementation of the sector STI plans will be
driven by a committee involving all stakeholders, specifically business
and industry associations. The DST, in collaboration with the

relevant line department, will manage this committee. The sector STI
plans will be supported by financial and non-financial instruments.
Sector Innovation Funds, which have been introduced mainly in the
agriculture and mining sectors, will be enhanced and expanded to
include other priority sectors. Government instruments that are aimed
at coordination, such as inter-ministerial committees, the cluster
system and memorandums of agreement, will also be employed
where appropriate to ensure coherent action across sectors to
implement the sector STl plans.

Develop an
overarching
policy framework
for PRIs

An overarching policy framework be developed that sets out the
purpose and governance of public research (and innovation)
institutions. The policy framework will further define the role of
government departments with respect to the sector-specific science
councils that report to them. Consequently, under the guidance of
the DST, such a policy framework will be developed to describe

the purpose, functions and governance of PRIs relevant to national
development as guided by the NDP, taking into account the roles of
all stakeholders. This will involve clarifying the general purpose of
such institutions and the strategic mandates of the DST and other
line departments in this respect, and taking into consideration the
current capacities of these institutions. Interventions to enhance
coordination across different PRIs and funding agencies will also
be developed. The work of the STIIL Review Panel will inform the
implementation of the policy framework by way of the decadal plan.
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3.3 Conclusions and recommendations

The following conclusions can be drawn from the discussion thus far:

. There is a strong consensus across all the different reviews — now spanning nearly
20 years — about the key challenges in the STI system around governance and
institutional differentiation and coordination. The fact is that nearly every review
identifies the same problems — lack of an integrated policy framework; lack of vertical
and horizontal coordination across departments and public research agencies; lack of
a singular science vote; lack of central and independent science advisory bodies; and
inadequate evidence on the system that would allow for better monitoring, evaluation
and planning (including foresight). It is also worth noting that the 2019 White Paper
agrees with much of this assessment.

. Where there has been progress in some instances (as with the SMM), these are
deemed to have only had limited effect. In other cases, some recommendations have
been taken up (such as the institutionalisation of M&E in the system as advocated in
the 2019 White Paper).

. But the fact that so many (similar) recommendations have been made that have not
been enacted upon, suggests deeper and recalcitrant obstacles to uptake. It seems
as if the new White Paper has ‘given up’ on going the route of legislation, and instead
reverted to other instruments: using funding (sector funding) to enforce coordination
across departments; softer mechanisms (such as MoAs, a new policy framework and
setting up committees); and then use M&E as a tool to ensure compliance with such
new measures. Using M&E as a tool to manage and enforce change rather than as
tool for learning is a dangerous strategy. It often simply leads to empty compliance or
some form of gaming the system!

This leads us to the following recommendations:

Recommendation:

We strongly re-affirm the findings of previous reviews regarding the
necessity of a strong, central STl governance body such as the proposed
ministerial-level STI structure

Previous attempts at achieving a similar structure have come to nought which
suggests that STl issues do not seem to have the same high-level traction when
compared to other national priorities. Ironically, the current experience around the
state’s response to the Covid-19 crisis may support future attempts to establish such
a central structure. It is clear, not only in South Africa, that the pandemic has re-
legitimised the value of and trust in science, facts and evidence. The re-affirmation of
the necessity of a strong science base in a country to deal with societal challenges
may well be a sufficient trigger to galvanise Cabinet to approve the establishment of
such a ministerial-level structure.

Recommendation:

We re-affirm previous recommendations regarding the necessity of policy
coordination, and hence support the proposed establishment of a national
STl plenary

Although we support this recommendation — as phrased in the new White Paper —we
would also recommend that some essential preparatory investigation is done on the
mandate of such a plenary and how it will function most effectively. If such a plenary
is in fact tasked with addressing the challenge of policy coordination across sectors
and government departments, it will have to be given the required authority to do so.
If not, it will simply become yet another informal forum for the exchange of ideas of
which the system already has many examples.
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Recommendation:

With regard to the establishment of three policy nexuses to improve
implementation of STl-related interventions across all government
departments, we suggest that this proposal be subjected to further scrutiny
and investigation

The proposal to establish three policy nexuses has its origins in the 2012 Ministerial
Review of the Science, Technology and Innovation Landscape and is included in the
2019 White Paper. According to this proposal, three nexuses would be established to
harmonise and coordinate implementation plans in education and skills development,
the economy, and the “social” (sic). It is not clear how these specific nexuses were
arrived at, but we believe that the uncritical implementation of this proposal might in
fact be counterproductive as it could end up creating more silos in implementation and
less coordination across sectors and government departments. How, for example, will
cross-cutting issues between education, the economy and society be addressed under
this model? And, how will the establishment of these nexuses align with initiatives to
expand and deepen the framework of societal challenges?
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Ourreview ofthe NRDS and TYIP and the associated subsidiary strategies and interventions
discovered many shortcomings at all levels of the NSl in terms of M&E expertise. Although
there is some evidence of improvement over time, it is clear that M&E capabilities in terms
of outcome-mapping and target-setting, indicator construction, performance measurement,
use of appropriate data sources and impact evaluation remains below par. However, in
fairness our assessment of the state of M&E in the domain of STI needs to be interpreted
against the background of the progressive institutionalisation of M&E in South Africa since
1994.

4.1.1 Overview of performance measurement in South Africa

Following the abolishment of apartheid in 1994, the new ANC-led government undertook a
major overhaul of the public sector as “prior to 1994 much of the population was excluded
from service delivery, services to citizens were fragmented by ethnicity and there was no
integrated system for data or measuring performance” (CLEAR, 2012: 145).28 According to
Cameron and Tapscott (2000: 81)% the reform agenda needed to enhance accountability,
while addressing the needs of the citizens: the “authoritarian, repressive and oligarchic”
state had to be replaced with one that is “democratic, developmental and committed to a
culture of human rights.” The newly-elected government developed the White Paper on the
Transformation of the Public Sector in 1995, which listed a number of imperatives for the
new public service. One of these is especially relevant to our discussion, as summarised
by Miller (2005):*° “Ensuring professionalism and accountability was enacted through the
establishment of various government bodies such as the Public Protector, Auditor General
and Public Sector Commission. It was also prescribed that Director Generals will be held
accountable via performance measures. Professionalism was advanced through the
introduction of a code of conduct for the Public service.”

Miller (ibid: 70) states that much of the reforms in South Africa paralleled those which were
implemented in other countries, in particular Britain and the US. The Director-General for
Public Services and Administration, Richard Levin, as cited in Cameron (2009),*" argues
that public sector reform in South Africa has been shaped by the tenets of new public
management, including a strong focus on decentralised management of human resources
and finance.

Figure 13 provides a historic timeline of the key initiatives/events and policies enacted to
institute performance measurement in the South African public sector. It is by no means a
comprehensive account of all the events and policy documents drafted in support of a more
efficient, effective and accountable government. Yet, its purpose is to provide the reader
with a ‘headline’ view of how performance measurement evolved in the South African
public sector post-apartheid. For the time period under review, four different presidents
have headed the country since 1994: Nelson Mandela, Thabo Mbeki, Kgalema Motlanthe
and Jacob Zuma.
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Figure 13: Major performance measurement policies, legislation and initiatives
under the different presidents
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A brief description of the performance measurement-related aspects of the policies and
legislation included in the figure above are set out in the table below.

Table 4: Performance measurement-related policies and legislation

Policies and legislation
related to performance
management

Purpose of policies/legislation

Constitution of South
Africa

1994 » The Public Service Act (1994) saw the establishment of
Public Service Act and three spheres of governance. The Act also addresses
Regulations staff appointments and managing staff performance.

* The 1999 set of regulations introduces performance
agreements for senior officials and sets a framework for
managing performance of Heads of Departments

1996 Sections 92, 133 and 195 of the Constitution addresses

issues around government performance by way of the
3Es (Efficient, Economic and Effective use of resources),
encouraging greater transparency by making information
available to the public and putting structures and
stipulations in place surrounding lines of accountability

1999
Public Finance
Management Act (PMFA)

Regulates financial management in national and provincial
government. This included non —financial performance with
Accounting officers needing to report against predetermined
objectives.

Paved the way for the development of Strategic plans and
Annual Performance Plans (Started in 2000 for provinces
and 2010 for national). Also ensured a shift from inputs to
outputs

2004
Public Audit Act, Act 25
of 2004

Legislates the auditing of performance information for
all three spheres of government. The Auditor General is
the responsible body. An annual audit report is produced
that assesses the quality of performance information,
the accompanying evidence as well as the quality of the
performance information systems
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Policies and legislation
related to performance
management

2005

Government-wide
Monitoring & Evaluation
(GWM&E) framework
2007

Government-wide
Monitoring & Evaluation
Policy Framework

Purpose of policies/legislation

Government approves a plan to implement a “system of
systems” that prioritised a functional monitoring system,
bearing in mind the existing M&E capacities

This policy document expanded on the development of
the systems included in the GWM&E: Frameworks for
Programme Performance Information (FMPPI), Quality of
statistical data and Evaluations. Following from this policy
documents were produced for the three sub systems:

* National Treasury: Framework for Managing
Performance information (2007)

+ Statistics SA: South African Statistical Quality
Assessment Framework (2008)

« The Presidency: National Evaluation Policy Framework
(2011)

The government-wide M&E system encapsulates all aspects of performance measurement
within the South African context and gives effect to the need for an integrated performance
approach as identified by the Presidential Review Committee in 1996. Cloete (2009: 298)32
identified the following push factors for the development of a government-wide monitoring
and evaluation system:

. A need to report back on the UN Millennium Development Goals;

. A lack of a national M&E system even when South Africa was hosting the World
Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002;

. No platform to provide feedback to citizens about government’s Programme of Action;

. Increased pressure from donors for more systematic assessment of programmes;
and

. The importance attached to M&E systems worldwide in enhancing governance.

With Cabinet granting approval to proceed with the development of a Government Wide
Monitoring and Evaluation (GWM&E) system in 2005, work commenced on drafting a
policy framework for the GWM&E system. This policy was released in 2007 describing the
inter-relatedness of the three sub data terrains of programme performance information,
statistical data and evaluation. Following from this, three separate policy documents were
developed setting out the detail of each data terrain:*

. Framework for Managing Performance Information (FMPI) (2007): This document
describes the alignment of performance information from all three spheres of
government with the GWM&E system, the role of performance information in
planning, budgeting and reporting, guidelines in constructing performance indicators
and clarification of key concepts.

. SA Statistical Quality Assurance Framework (SASQAF) (2008): The first edition of this
framework provides the dimensions against which data quality and statistical products
are assessed.

. National Evaluation Policy framework (2011): The Policy Framework sets out to
institute a minimum system of evaluation across government with the aim of promoting
quality evaluation and ensuring results are used to improve government performance.
It also clarifies evaluation related terminology.

The need to bring about greater coherence between the three agencies in charge of these
sub-systems (i.e. The Presidency, National Treasury and the National Statistics Agency)
was also highlighted in the 2007 policy document. Figure 14 distinguishes between these
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Figure 14: M&E stakeholders in South Africa®
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A pivotal event in the South African history of performance measurement was the
establishment of the DPME in January 2010. In 2011, inspired by the Canadian approach to
assessing management performance, the DPME introduced the Management Performance
Assessment Tool (MPAT). The need for this tool came as a result of the gap for management
performance information, as opposed to service delivery information (Phillips et al., 2014).3°
The MPAT is one of several initiatives to improve the performance and service delivery of
national and provincial departments. MPAT is a structured, evidence-based approach to
the assessment of management practices. The tool was jointly developed with National
Treasury, DPSA, Office of the Public Service Commission, Office of the Auditor General and
Offices of the Premiers. It considers performance of national and provincial departments
against 31 management standards covering 17 management areas.

* Monitor national and provincial
public service

* Regulate service delivery
improvement

It is evident from the various initiatives and legislation that great strides have been made
in creating a more formalised performance measurement culture in South Africa, mainly
under the auspices of the GWMG&E system. These efforts continue, notably by establishing
a culture of evaluation to give effect to the National Evaluation Policy Framework.
Mechanisms in support of this endeavour include the establishment of an Evaluation and
Research Unit in the DPME, a cross-government Evaluation Technical Working Group, the
drafting of Evaluation standards and guidelines, as well as continuous capacity-building
efforts around evaluation and setting annual evaluation study targets.

4.1.2 Main shortcomings in M&E

At the time that the NRDS was published in 2002, there was as yet no formal structure in
place in the public sector that would guide the design of policies and strategies regarding
performance measurement or monitoring. As our timeline above shows, it would only be
in 2005 when the Government-wide Monitoring and Evaluation Framework was adopted,
and that guidelines were published to assist government departments and public sector
agencies in a more systematic manner with M&E. It should also be remembered that
Annual Performance Plans (which include statements of outputs, targets and indicators)
were required as of 2000.
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By the time that the TYIP was published in 2008, things had changed fundamentally. M&E
imperatives and requirements were much more entrenched in the public sector, and a very
‘pervasive’ and standardised form of reporting on M&E had become the norm. In the recent
past the nature and scope of M&E demands have become even more comprehensive.
Significantly, with the publication of the National Evaluation Policy Framework in 2011, a
major shift occurred. Whereas the pre-2011 era can be described as being predominantly
focused on performance monitoring and compliance reporting, the emphasis now is on
reporting on outcomes and impacts (in the terminology of the Work Bank — on results).
As a corollary to this, government departments are now also required to regularly conduct
(external) impact evaluations of their major interventions.

In a recent report submitted to NACI,% SciSTIP identified more than 100 evaluation studies
and reviews that pertain to the NSl that have been undertaken since 1998. Our assessment
of the policy intents in the NRDS and TYIP identified three problem areas:

1.  There has been insufficient coordination within the STI system in the commissioning
and execution of evaluation and review studies; with the result that ...

2. there has not been any systematic learning and uptake of these results to inform STI
policy, strategy and planning; which in turn can be attributed to ...

3. ageneral lack of capacity and technical expertise in policy and strategy design and
analysis.

This leads us to the following recommendations.

4.2 Recommendations

Recommendation:
Implement a system-wide monitoring and evaluation framework for
the STI system

An explicit monitoring, evaluation and learning framework needs to be implemented for
STl in South Africa. In a recent report to NACI, SciSTIP presented the broad outlines
of such a framework. Our first recommendation is that this framework is adopted and
implemented as a system-wide M&E framework for the STI system.

Figure 15: M&E Framework for the South African STI system

CONTEXT
THE M&E FRAMEWORK
| System level evaluation |
International bench marking Domain-specific evaluation

questions

Domestic bench marking

System-wide evaluation
questions

¥

FRAMEWORK IMPLEMENTATION

Who owns and implement the framework (Governance/Agency)?
Whose interest need to be reflected in the Framework (Stakeholders)?
How will the implementation of the framework be resources?
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The proposed framework makes a clear distinction between ‘monitoring’ objectives
and ‘evaluation’ goals. The M-part presents the criteria for systems-level performance
indicators and a variety of possible candidates — ranging from background ‘context’
indicators to high-priority ‘key performance’ indicators. We took our cue from the
‘European Innovation Scoreboard’ as an appropriate indicator-based model for
designing such an analytical tool in South Africa. Such a tool should distinguish between
two important but complementary functional approaches to assess the general health
of the STI system: international and domestic benchmarking. The E-part of the M&E
framework follows a theory-based evaluation approach and focuses on systems-
level evaluation questions related to prior or ongoing STI policies and (proposed)
interventions. STI policy intents and ambitions in the 2019 White Paper provide one
input for the structuring. Other relevant questions relate to systems-level issues in
South African STI domains, but may also derive from international and global trends
in STI. An M&E framework for the STI system requires a tailor-made approach with a
strong emphasis on the connectivity between actors and processes within the system
— both national and international. Adopting a ‘national system of innovation’ model
is not sufficient to accommodate these requirements. We thus distinguish between
domain-specific evaluation questions (D-Eqs) and system-wide evaluation questions
(S-Eqs).

Recommendation:
Establish a national data centre (or ‘observatory’) on the South African STI
system

Various initiatives have been attempted over the past decade to establish a national
(virtual) centre that would combine and integrate all relevant data on key components
of the STI system. These initiatives have thus far come to nought. Data continue
to be housed at different institutions: on research funding and expenditure (CeSTII
and various government departments); human resources for S&T (DHET and its
Higher Education Management Information System); scientific publications (CREST);
agency funding (the NRF, MRC, WRC, Agricultural Research Council and others);
and IP indicators (NIPMO). Various countries have established national observatories
for STI, or at least national centres where such data is housed centrally and made
available for analysis and research. Typically, such observatories are not housed
within government departments or agencies, but either established as independent
agencies (e.g. OST in France) or linked to one or more universities (e.g. the Centre for
R&D Monitoring at the University of Leuven in Belgium). We recommend that serious
consideration be given to the establishment of such a data centre or observatory,
especially if the recommendation above regarding the implementation of a system-wide
M&E framework is accepted. The implementation of a system-wide M&E framework
will require that an integrated science and innovation data facility is established.

Recommendation:
Institutionalise (continuous) professional development in research
evaluation

There are currently initiatives afoot in the M&E sector in South Africa to strengthen
and institutionalise a standard set of M&E competencies for all professionals who
work in this area. This initiative, which is driven by the South African Monitoring and
Evaluation Association, aims to develop a certificated course to ensure that all M&E
professionals in the public sector adhere to international best practice in this field. Our
specific recommendation is that this initiative be adopted within the STI system, but
also adapted to the specific requirements of monitoring and evaluating the ongoing
performance and achievements of STI interventions and programmes. Adopting this
approach means that general principles that apply to M&E need to be customised for
the specific demands of STl policy reviews and assessment, research programme and
institutional evaluations, technology assessment and other STl-specific interventions.




Recommendation:
Establish a mechanism to ensure policy learning across the system

Our review has highlighted the fact that STI policy learning has been sub-optimal. The
analysis of the NRDS and TYIP revealed examples of (1) repetition of similar findings
over time, (2) repetition of recommendations from review to review, and (3) general
lack of ‘monitoring of uptake and learning’. It is recommended that policy learning
is institutionalised in the system with the mandate to conduct regular meta-reviews
of all higher education and STI reviews, and to organise policy learning forums with
relevant stakeholders in order to ensure more consistent and appropriate uptake and
use of system and programme reviews.*’

37 SciSTIP is currently
developing a concept paper
for the establishment of
a Higher Education and
STl Policy Lab. Such a
Lab would (a) conduct
and publish systematic
reviews of international
good practice in policy
learning and policy
experimentation; (b)
develop workshops around
policy experimentation and
uptake; and (c) conduct
case studies of policy
learning.
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5.1 Reflections on the current state of human resources for S&T

The recentreportby CREST, The State ofthe South African Research Enterprise,® identified
the area of human resources for S&T (together with the need to increase investment in
research and innovation) as arguably one of the main challenges for the South African
S&T system. In our summary on the existing human resources capacity we concluded as
follows:

The research capacity in the country is too small and needs to be expanded as a matter
of urgency. This point is vividly made by the fact that our comparator countries have on
average twice as many full-time equivalent researchers per thousand of the workforce and
three times as many per million of the countries’ inhabitants. Our low spend on R&D are
also reflected in South Africa’s low ranks on these two research capacity indicators in 2015:
62 and 69, respectively. Even though we have made great strides in expanding the doctoral
pipeline over the past 15 years, the ratio of doctoral graduates to millions of the population
remains well below international average.

A first inspection of R&D statistics on the researcher capacity of the country would
suggest a positive picture. South Africa’s number of researchers increased — both by
headcount and full-time equivalents (FTEs are used to add up the contribution of people
who work part time). Total researcher headcount increased from 45 935 in 2013-14 and 48
479 in 2014-15to 51 877 in 2015-16. That is a dramatic jump of almost 3 400 researchers.
However, it is important to understand that most of this increase is due to an increase
in the numbers of postgraduate students and postdoctoral researchers. Conversely, that
jump masks a decline in full-time equivalents employed as researchers within universities.
Within universities, FTE researchers, not including postgraduates, declined from 5 097.7
in 2014-15t0 4 701.9 in 2015-16. This is the first time FTE researchers has declined in the
last decade.

Against this background it is not surprising that the international benchmarking of South
Africa’s research capacity makes for depressing reading. On all the key indicators,
South Africa occupied a position between 62 and 69 in the world in 2015. The Comparator
countries have, on average, twice as many researchers per thousands of the population
(FTE) and three times the number of researchers per million of inhabitants than South
Africa. In fact, on these latter two indicators South Africa’s profile is much more similar
to the average country in Africa. The comparison with the Lead countries is even more
indicative of the dire position of the country: the average Lead country has 15 times more
researchers per million of the population than South Africa.

The more positive picture that emerges around doctoral production requires further
elaboration. Actual number of doctoral graduates increased from 972 in 2000 to reach 2
794 in 2016 and to 3 350 in 2018. This has meant that the average number of doctorates
per million of the population increased commensurately from 21 in 2000 to 49 in 2015. It is
most likely that this increase was driven both by national strategies and interventions (such
as the PhD as Driver-strategy of the NRF), as well as the changes in the DHET funding
framework for research at SA universities. As to the latter, the framework was changed
in 2005 to include research masters and doctoral students in the subsidy framework.
Universities now receive significant amounts of subsidy for the production of research
graduates. It is clear from the increase in the numbers since 2008/9 that the incentive
scheme has been extremely effective.

However, when compared with other countries in the world, the improvement in the ratio
of doctoral students to millions of the population (46 in 2015) does not compare
favourably with the lead countries (or even the majority of the comparator countries).
The lead countries such as Slovenia, Switzerland and the UK had more than 400 PhDs
per million of the population in 2015. Most of the Scandinavian countries and Austria had
more than 300 PhDs per million of the population. The top comparator countries — Portugal
(227), Greece (148) and Malaysia (132) — recorded three to four higher ratios than South
Africa. And even when compared to other African countries, South Africa lags third behind
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Tunisia (118) and Egypt (73). It is clear that despite the substantial increase in doctoral
production, South Africa still has a long way to achieve some level of parity with the
top countries in the world (and on the African continent).

There are two key imperatives with regard to human capital development in the NSI: to
grow and expand the human resources base for S&T, and to transform the human resource
base to become more inclusive of (South African) black and women academics and
scientists. Although these two imperatives are not necessarily mutually exclusive, specific
strategies to achieve the goals of growth and transformation can produce tensions and, in
fact, counteract one another.

The challenges related to expanding and transforming the human resource base for S&T
are not new. These challenges were recognised in the 1996 White Paper and are re-
iterated in the 2019 White Paper. They are also mentioned in some detail in the NRDS
(the reference to the ‘frozen demographics’) and TYIP. Our reviews of the NRDS and
TYIP have shown that these strategic frameworks and subsidiary strategies (e.g. the CoE
and SARChI programmes, various science awareness strategies such as the Youth into
Science Strategy, as well as references to increasing the international flow of highly skilled
people to South Africa through increased collaboration with African countries) are based
on three common strategies to achieve the end-goal of increasing the human capital base:

1. Toattract local talent to science (especially the SET fields) through science awareness
interventions;

2. To retain local talent through the reduction of attrition and drop-out over the course of
the academic pipeline (from undergraduate to doctoral degrees) as well as subsequent
(early careers) of academics and scientists; and

3. To attract foreign talent through various internationalisation strategies.

5.2 The imperative to attract and retain local talent for the
science system

It is important to emphasise that the first two strategies — to attract and retain local talent
— need to be addressed together. Unless those (learners, students) who enter the post-
school system and the science system are retained in the system, the strategy remains
an incomplete response to the challenge. Hence this strategy’s ‘theory of change’ should
ready as follows:

1. IF we increase the pool of learners (in the schools) who enter the post-secondary
school system (universities and TVET colleges) AND

2. IF university (and college) entrants are retained in the system and complete their
studies successfully AND

3. IF our graduates enter into the South African labour market

THEN we should have a sufficient (and growing) pool of future academics and
scientists for the national system of innovation.

We will refer to the formulation above as the general theory of change for expanding the
human resource base. However, in many of the national policy and strategy documents
(including the NRDS and TYIP), specific strategies are highlighted to attract and retain
learners and students to the science, engineering and technology (SET) fields. In fact,
the NRDS (Chapter 4.4) nearly exclusively refers to the development of SET human capital
development. This explains why more indicators related to human resources for the SET
fields are listed in the NRDS than general human resources-related indicators. We will refer
to this as the special SET theory of change for expanding the human resource base.

With regard to attracting local talent to science, it is not surprising then that the DST, DHET,
NRF, ASSAf, the NSTF and various other bodies (including SAASTA)* have all invested  * South African Agency for

significant resources and effort into raising awareness among high school learners of the Selence and Technology
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importance and value of science and careers in science. Both the 2006 Youth into Science
Strategy and the much later 2016 Science Engagement Strategy include references to a
multitude of interventions to achieve this goal. These interventions range from organising
science festivals, science weeks and visits to science centres and museums, to distributing
magazines such as Quest to thousands of schools, and recognition of top performance in
mathematics and science through various awards and prizes.

What is also noteworthy is that the responsibility for creating greater awareness of science
among high school learners (and the general public) is no longer confined to specific
agencies such as SAASTA, but is now included as part of the key performance areas of the
flagship programmes of the NRF — the Centres of Excellence and SARCHhI. In both cases,
recipients of grants under these programmes are also expected to devote significant effort
to programmes in science education, science promotion and science engagement. This
expanded focus is also reflected in the establishment of the first two SARChI Chairs in
science communication at Stellenbosch and Rhodes in recent years.

Despite the increase in science awareness and science engagement interventions, the
reality is that the pool of potential SET students for the higher education system has not
grown substantially over the past two decades. As shown in our discussion in Volume 3
(Chapter 3), the proportion of school learners who pass Mathematics in Grade 12 (with
a grade at 60% or higher) has in fact declined from around 9% in 2010 to 7% in 2018,
while the percentage of Grade 12 learners with a pass rate of 60%+ in Physical Science
constituted only 7.6% of all matriculants in the same year.

Two other sets of information, as presented in Figure 16 below, give very little hope that this
problem will be solved in the near future. The first is the annual enrolments in SET fields at
the bachelors level (blue bars); the second is the proportional share that these enrolments
constitute of total bachelors enrolments in SET fields. The results show that the actual
numbers of enrolled students in SET fields increased from 50 588 in 2000 to 137 371 in
2017. The line graph shows that the proportional shares of SET students have, however,
only increased marginally from 24% to 27% over this period. The national target of SET
enrolments reaching 35% by 2018, as stated in the TYIP, is clearly not achievable.

Figure 16: Bachelors SET enrolments and share of SET enrolments of total
enrolments (2000-2017)
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The only ‘consolation’ is that the proportions of SET enrolments and graduates at the
masters and doctoral levels (but not at honours level) are higher and have increased
steadily over time. The graph below shows the trends over time for postgraduates at each
level.
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Figure 17: Postgraduate enrolments in SET fields (2000-2017)
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It is evident from numerous policy and strategic reviews over the past two decades that
the root cause of this problem remains the poor performance of the schooling system in
producing sufficient numbers of high quality matriculants in Science and Mathematics. This
was already recognised by the 2007 OECD Review. The 2012 Ministerial STIL review
referred to this problem as the key weakness of the NSI: “The NSI depends almost entirely
on the effectiveness of the basic education and post-school systems. The NSI cannot work
well if the available human capital is not adequate or equal to the task” (DST, 2012: 30).
The issue is reiterated in the 2017 Ministerial STIIL report (DST, 2017: 20): “The human
resource development requirements of a knowledge economy are critical for a functional
NSI and the dysfunctionality on all levels of the higher level education system is of grave
concern.”

The second part of the challenge to retain local talent in the system remains an equally
difficult goal. In 2013, the DST commissioned CREST to undertake a comprehensive study
on the retention, completion and progress rates of South African postgraduate students.
The final report on this study appeared in early 2015. The report provided the first detailed
evidence of some of the major human resources challenges faced by the science system
at the time. In the executive summary, the report identified the following main reasons for
the high dropout rate between bachelors and doctoral degrees:

1. Financial challenges constitute the single biggest obstacle to producing more
postgraduate students in South Africa;

2. Financial challenges are more prevalent for black students at all levels in the system;

3. Low progression and retention rates are mainly due to part-time nature of studies
(which is related to the lack of funding for full-time studies);

4. Students in the natural sciences (where larger proportions study full-time) have
significantly higher progression and completion rates; and

5. Various factors influence student choice about continuation and discontinuation
of studies but the main reason (again) is availability of funding followed by family
considerations. Choice of university and degree programme at all levels is mostly
informed by academic reputation and quality considerations (as well as employability
factors).

In closing, it is worth pointing out that there are currently numerous initiatives, programmes
and strategies either being implemented or designed at the DSI, NRF and DHET which
aim to address the challenge of retaining local talent. However, in our assessment these
initiatives are not necessarily clearly aligned or being coordinated adequately. It seems,
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for instance, that different approaches are being followed by the different departments and
agencies in terms of support for emerging scholars and early career academics; that there
does not seem to be any coordination across these departments in establishing a system
to track masters and doctoral graduates; and that the role of USAf and the CHE in these
initiatives is not clear.

5.3 Attracting foreign talent to South Africa

There is only one reference in the NRDS to attracting foreign talent (with specific
mention of increased numbers of postdoctoral fellows) and it is found within the context
of a discussion on internationalisation. There is no reference to an international strategy
or programme in either document. However, considerable resources have been expended
on a wide range of bilateral and multilateral S&T agreements in support of increased
international (especially African) cooperation and collaboration.

As indicated in CREST's the State of the South African Research Enterprise report, South
Africa has indeed managed to attract foreign talent in recent years, and specifically at the
masters and doctoral levels. The statistics attest to the fact that South Africa has once
again become a destination for migrant students from Africa, on a far larger scale than
before apartheid. This increase is in part driven by the Southern African Development
Community (SADC) Protocol on Education and Training which removes barriers to the
free movement of researchers and students in higher education across the region. The
protocol requires member states to allocate up to 5% of their university places for SADC
students and to charge them domestic fees. But this trend has also been stimulated by the
increasing number of students from Africa not being able to afford the high student fees in
Europe and North America.

Between 2000 and 2017, a total of 28 686 doctoral students graduated from South African
universities. Of these, about two thirds were South African nationals and slightly more
than one quarter (26%) were from the rest of Africa (RoA). But, the real growth in doctoral
graduation output is driven by students from the rest of Africa. The rate of increase for
RoA students (17%) has been nearly three times faster than the rate of increase for
South African students. Hence, by 2017 doctoral graduates from the rest of Africa already
constituted 37% of all graduates compared to South African nationals, who constituted
57% of all graduates. It is mainly because of the increased rates in inbound mobility of
doctoral students from the rest of Africa that we have witnessed the steep increase in the
number of graduations over the past 10 years, and why it now seems realistic to expect that
we will reach the national target of producing 5 000 PhDs by 2030.

The graph below presents a forecasting of the expected numbers of doctoral graduates by
2026. According to this forecast, if current rates of growth continue, doctoral students from
the rest of Africa will surpass the number of graduates born in South Africa in 2020/2021.
A much more alarming result is that the number of South African doctoral graduates have
already started to plateau and are growing at slower rates.
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Figure 18: ARIMA forecasting of doctoral graduates disaggregated by region
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The data on the internationalisation of postgraduate students show that doctoral students
from the rest of Africa constituted between 35% and 45% of all doctoral graduates in 2017
(in some subfields this proportion is much higher). And has we have shown, the CAGR*
values show that in each of the six main science domains, the rate of increase in students
from the rest of Africa is much higher than that for South African students (in engineering,
five times higher). In some cases, the CAGR for South African students is now zero
(humanities). If these trends continue, doctoral graduates from the rest of Africa will, within
the next three years, be the majority in most science fields, but will increasingly not qualify
for any financial support.

Against the backdrop of these trends, it is particularly disappointing that the NRF has
released a new funding policy that does not seem to appreciate the importance of attracting
foreign talent to the country. In the new funding policy framework, it is stipulated that NRF
scholarships will in future be allocated as follows: 95% to South African citizens and
permanent residents and 5% students from SADC countries and the rest of the world.
Given the experience in the rest of the world regarding the contribution of foreign doctoral
students and postdoctoral fellows to the higher education and STI system, it is mind-
boggling that the NRF would set a quota of only 5% for support of students from the rest
of Africa, given that they constitute more than 40% of all current doctoral enrolments. This
policy and its intent are at odds with international experience regarding the ‘brain drain’ and
‘brain circulation’.

Already in 1999, Annalee Saxenian published an extensive report*' on the economic
contributions of skilled immigrants to California’s economy. The study focused on the
social, ethnic and economic networks of new US immigrants. One of her most interesting
findings was that Chinese and Indian engineers ran a growing number of Silicon Valley
companies started during the 1980s and 1990s, and that they were at the helm of 24% of
the technology businesses started from 1980 t0 1998.

In a subsequent paper on the impact of foreign students on innovation in the US (especially
the establishment of high-technology companies in Silicon Valley) Saxenian (2005: 36)*2
reminds us that “the migration of talented youth from developing to advanced countries was
viewed in the post-war decades as a ‘brain drain’ that exacerbated international inequality
by enriching already wealthy economies at the expense of their poor counterparts.”. She
quotes from a classic textbook on economic development*:

The people who migrate legally from poorer to richer lands are the very ones that
Third World countries can least afford to lose, the highly educated and skilled. Since
the great majority of these migrants move on a permanent basis, this perverse brain
drain not only represents a loss of valuable human resources but could also prove to
be a serious constraint on the future economic progress of Third World nations.
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4 Saxenian, 2005:p.36
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Saxenian then refers to data from the 1990 US Census which shows that 2.5 million highly
skilled immigrants, excluding students, came to the US after the Second World War. But,
more importantly, she writes*:

Much of the movement of skilled individuals from developing to advanced countries
during the latter part of the twentieth century has involved migration to the United
States, specifically Silicon Valley. The region’s technology producers grew very
rapidly from the 1970s through the 1990s, absorbing scientists and engineers
voraciously and irrespective of national origin. Tens of thousands of immigrants from
developing countries, who had initially come to the U.S. for graduate engineering
education, accepted jobs in Silicon Valley rather than return to their home countries,
where professional opportunities were limited. By 2000, over half (63%) of Silicon
Valley’s scientists and engineers were foreign-born. Indian and Chinese immigrants
alone accounted for over one-quarter of the region’s scientists and engineers,
or approximately 20,000 Indian and 20,000 Chinese (5,000 Taiwan- and 15,000
Mainland-born) engineers.

The initial ‘brain drain’ from these countries in subsequent years became a ‘brain circulation’
as many of the qualified scientists and engineers returned to their home countries (Israel,
Taiwan, India) and transferred their knowledge and skills to the establishment of new
companies, firms and institutes (ibid: 37):

The spread of venture capital financing provides a window into this process. In the
early 1980s, returning immigrants began to transfer the Silicon Valley model of early-
stage high-risk investing to Taiwan and Israel, locations that U.S. venture capitalists
typically had neither interest in nor the ability to serve. Native-born investors provided
the cultural and linguistic know-how needed to operate profitably in these markets.
In addition to capital, they brought technical and operating experience, knowledge
of new business models, and networks of contacts in the United States. Israel and
Taiwan today boast the largest venture capital industries outside North America,
and both have high rates of new firm formation and growth. Israel is now known for
software and Internet firms like Mirablis (an instant-messaging program developer)
and Checkpoint (security software); Taiwan has become a centre of leading edge
personal computer (PC) and integrated circuit (IC) manufacturing with firms like Acer
Technology Ventures (PCs and components) and TSMC (semiconductor foundry.)
All have relied on returning scientists and engineers as well as a new breed of
transnational venture investors.

In a 2018 policy paper, Andersen*® makes the same point about the huge contribution of
foreign students to technology development, business and innovation through a study of
America’s biggest start-up companies:

The research finds that 55%, or 50 of 91, of the country’s $1 billion start-up companies
had at least one immigrant founder. This illustrates the increasing importance and
contributions of immigrants to the U.S. economy. A 2006 study conducted with the
National Venture Capital Association (NVCA) identified an immigrant founder in 25%
of venture-backed companies that became publicly traded between 1990 and 2005,
while a 2013 NVCA study found immigrants started 33% of U.S. venture-backed
companies that became publicly traded between 2006 and 2012. A March 2016 NFAP
study found that immigrants started 51% or 44 of 87 of America’s start-up companies
valued at $1 billion or more and were key members of management or product
development teams in 71% or 62 of 87 of these companies. Nearly one-quarter (20
of 91) of the billion-dollar start-up companies had a founder who first came to
America as an international student.

Another criterion for postgraduate funding included in the NRF’s new funding policy is
that all masters students must be 30 years or younger and doctoral candidates 32 years
or younger in order to qualify for scholarship funding. These new eligibility criteria do not
correspond with the reality. The graph below presents the average age of cohorts of doctoral
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students (2015 data) for a range of scientific domains. It is clear that the implementation
of the new NRF policy will effectively exclude doctoral candidates from the vast majority of

scientific fields from receiving bursaries!

Figure 19: Average age of doctoral candidates at commencement of doctoral studies
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If one disaggregates the data on average age of commencement for masters and doctoral
enrolments by race and scientific field, the picture changes for the worse. The table below
shows that the new funding policy will in fact affect South African black students more
than white students, since the average age of South African black students is higher in
the maijority of scientific fields. As far as master’s students are concerned, the majority
in the health sciences, humanities and social sciences are, on average, over the median
qualifying age of 30. Doctoral students in all fields, except for the natural sciences, are way
above the qualifying age of 32. And, nearly in every case, the data shows that these trends
apply more to black than to white students.

Average age at commencement of doctoral studies

31.2
31.3
21.6
32.9
33.0
33.2
34.2
35.0
35.2
36.7
371
37.5
37.6
37.8
38.4
39.9
40.9
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Table 5: Average age of commencement of masters and doctoral degree by
scientific field and race (2017)

Scientific Agricultural

field

Black

sciences

White

Engineering,
Architecture
and Built
Environment

Health
Sciences

Black

White

Black

White

Humanities

Black

White

Natural
Sciences

Black

White

Social
Sciences

Black

White

Masters

28

28

30

28

33

31

34

32

28

28

35

33

Doctoral

34

35

35

35

38

37

41

40

32

32

42

41

This is not a new result as CREST’s study on the retention and throughput of postgraduate
students in South Africa already identified this as a serious problem in the system. Because
of financial challenges, black students are more likely to interrupt their postgraduate studies
at every exit point in the academic pipeline (from honours to masters to doctoral). The
result is that they commence their next postgraduate degree at increasingly higher age
levels and — which is a corollary of this — then take longer to complete their degrees. The
simple reason for this is that the majority of these students are studying for their masters
and doctoral degree while in employment. These two examples clearly illustrate that the
NRF’s new policy is not based on the factual evidence and historical trends at hand. With
regard to the quotas now earmarked for non-South African students, the new policy in fact
contradicts every other policy and strategy regarding internationalisation produced by the
DST and DHET over the past two decades, where the explicit goals have been to increase
and expand cooperation and collaboration with researchers and scientists in the rest of

Africa.
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5.4 The imperative to transform the human resources base for S&T

The imperative to transform the human resource base for S&T has been a key element
of every higher education and S&T policy and strategy since 1994. Various initiatives by the
DST, NRF and DHET were launched to address this challenge. These include new funding
programmes (such as Thuthuka at the NRF), a variety of programmes under the University
Capacity Development Plan of the DHET, as well as interventions to support black and
women emerging scholars and early career academics at most universities.

CREST has published numerous reports over the past years that show that the higher
education and science system has been transforming, with (South African) black and
women students, staff and researchers increasingly participating and contributing to the
production of science. In our most recent report,*® we presented various analyses that
show that the research and postgraduate enterprise has made great strides in becoming
more inclusive of women and black academics. The following four graphs from this report
illustrate these transformational shifts in the system:

1. The proportion of doctoral graduates increased from 25% in 2000 to 39% in 2015 but
with significant field differences (Figure 20);

2.  The proportion of female NRF grant holders increased from 20% in 2002 to 36% in
2015 (Figure 21);

3. The proportion of black NRF grant holders increased from 13% in 2002 to 31% in
2015 (Figure 22); and

4. The proportion of black-authored papers in accredited journals increased from 16% in
2005 to 29% in 2016. (Figure 23)

It is most likely, given the slopes of all of the curves, that further analyses of more recent
data will reveal that these trends are continuing.

Figure 20: Change in proportion of black South African doctoral graduates
(2000 and 2015)
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Figure 21: Proportion of female grant holders as a share of all grant holders:
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Figure 22: Trends in proportion of (South African) black grant holders:

2002 and 2015 compared
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Figure 23: Change in proportion of black authors (2005 and 2016)
48%
34%
30%
%%

Health Sciences 22%

Social Sciences 17%
Engineering 17%

All fields 16%

Natural Sciences 14%
Humanities 13%

Agri Sciences 7%

2005 2016




The general positive trends towards a transformed STI system — especially as far as race
is concerned — is now well-established. The picture with regard to gender is slightly more
complicated as female participation in the science system has increased significantly in
some areas (e.g. in benefitting from NRF funding or in enrolments and graduations at
university), but in other areas (such as contribution to scholarly publication) less so. In
addition, and not surprisingly, we have found differences in the ‘transformation rates’ of
blacks and women according to age, rank, scientific field and discipline, and institution.

However, what is not being investigated in any depth is how these trends are exhibited
within individual institutions (universities, science councils and national facilities). Neither,
as far as we are aware, has there been any assessment of how the different funding
instruments of the NRF, Medical Research Council and the Water Research Commission,
as well as other interventions aimed at establishing a more inclusive higher education and
STI system, have contributed to the trends that we witness.

5.5 Recommendations

Recommendation:
An in-depth scoping and impact assessment study of the existing human
resources interventions for S&T should be conducted

There are currently numerous strategies, interventions and funding instruments
being managed by the DSI, NRF, DHET, MRC, WRC and other departments and
agencies that refer to the need to expand and transform the human resources
base for science and innovation in the country. But in our assessment, there is still
insufficient inter-departmental and inter-agency coordination between these different
initiatives. There is also no central database on these interventions and the financial
investments that are currently being made in this area. We therefore recommend that
(1) a definitive scoping study is undertaken of all of these interventions (including
funding instruments); (2) that the results of such a scoping study be used as the point
of departure for developing an integrated and transversal strategy for the expansion
and transformation of human capital for the NSI; and (3) a that comprehensive impact
assessment is undertaken of these initiatives.

Recommendation:
An integrated and updated human resources strategy for S&T should be
developed and implemented

The omission of a dedicated human resources strategy for S&T in the NRDS, and
especially the TYIP, was in our view an oversight. Even though various initiatives
were being planned and implemented, none of these were driven directly by the
DST. With many stakeholders operating in this space, it was even more important
that a coordinated and dedicated strategy for the science system should have been
developed. The need for an HRD strategy had already been raised in the White
Paper of 1996, in which specific reference was made to the fact that DACST had
been assigned the responsibility of “bringing the perspective of S&T to each of these
programmes” (DACST, 1996: 38). But it was only 13 years later that this was given
effect when, in the revised version of the national HRD Strategy (2009), a clear division
of labour between DST and DHET regarding strategies and programmes related to
HRD was made. In 2016, the DST published its own strategy: The Human Capital
Development Strategy for Research, Innovation and Scholarship. In our discussion of
this strategy we pointed out that it is a much improved strategy (compared to the HRD
Strategy of 2009) but that it still requires further refinement and updating (especially of
targets and indicators). Our recommendation thus is that a revised human resources
strategy for S&T be developed. Such a revised a strategy must also ensure proper
alignment with other existing strategies (such as the University Capacity Development
Programme at DHET and the new funding policy of the NRF). This strategy must also
align with the system-wide M&E framework proposed above (section 4.2) so as to
ensure appropriate monitoring and evaluation of the strategy in the future.
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6.1 Reflections: science domains and science missions

47 Dubow S. 2019. 200
Years of astronomy in
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Royal Observatory to the
‘Big Bang’ of the Square
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Southern African Studies,
45(4): 663-687.

The core narrative related to the advancement of science in both the NRDS and TYIP is
grounded in the geographic and historical advantage that South Africa has in a number of
scientific fields. The underlying premise of this narrative is simple: invest in and nourish
and expand those scientific fields in which there is a comparative strength in terms of
human resources, accumulated knowledge and scientific infrastructure. It is therefore
not surprising that both documents identified fields such as astronomy, palaeosciences,
indigenous knowledge systems, biodiversity, infectious diseases, deep mining and other
‘strong’ fields for specific attention.

The most explicit set of interventions were reserved for astronomy, palaeosciences,
biodiversity (environmental sciences including marine and Antarctic research and climate
change), and IKS. Our review has shown that the specific focus on these fields has
produced demonstrable gains in scientific knowledge output, human resource capabilities
and infrastructure. In fact, as Saul Dubow*” has recently argued, the investment in these
fields cannot simply be reduced to interventions to advance scientific knowledge production;
many of these areas constitute the frontiers of scientific endeavour in the country (Dubow,
2019: 658):

In the post-apartheid era, the frontiers of science in South Africa have been extended
by taking advantage of the country’s deep history and unique geographical position.
In Antarctic polar research, climate change and environmental concerns are foremost
priorities for study; in human palaeontology and rock art, South Africa figures as a
unique entry-point to deep time and the emergence of humanity from hominids and
pre-hominids; with the MeerKAT and SKA telescopes, major efforts in radio astronomy
are being made to inspire interest in cosmology and give substance to the promise of
African-based science and technology.

This applies even more to the case of astronomy where a series of inter-locking interventions
with substantial government financial support and visible championship produced significant
outcomes (ibid: 687):

The advance of astronomical science rooted in strong international collaborative
links and with direct support from the government has been a notable feature of
21st-century South African scientific policy. New graduate schemes, conferences,
bursaries, funded MSc programmes and initiatives like the National Astrophysics and
Space Science Programme, the Office for Astronomy Development and the African
Institute of Mathematical Sciences are all part of an integrated effort to build local
capacity and pursue broader developmental objectives. Key support for astronomy
demonstrated by politicians such as Naledi Pandor and scientists with histories of
political activism such as Rob Adam and Bernie Fanaroff has helped to translate the
non-racial traditions of the ANC into the aspirations of scientific internationalism and
developmentalism. Their skillful and determined advocacy has been crucial in winning
local and international support for the SKA.

This leads Dubow to conclude on a rather sobering note (ibid: 687-688):

With the abandonment of South Africa’s nuclear weapons programme, astronomy has
become the country’s premier ‘big science’ commitment.... In post-apartheid South
Africa, some of the same questions pertain. Is South African astronomy still mostly
attractive to international consortia on account of the special access that it allows to the
Skies of the southern hemisphere? To what extent are astronomical prestige projects
contributing to the expansion of indigenous South African scientific capacity? Is Africa
really ready to ‘compete with the world’ in the realisation of big scientific projects...?
Will the SKA run into local resistance, as has happened in Mount Graham, Arizona,
and now in Hawaii, where a major international observatory precinct on the Mauna
Kea mountain top has become a major source of conflict between scientists and
local communities over land rights and sacred sites? ...The biggest set of questions
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are very much a product of post-apartheid promises and expectations: given the
huge investment in government resources, is the SKA likely to meet the social and
developmental promises that constitute a crucial element of its prospectus and so
meet local community expectations as well as those of the international scientific
community? Exciting as the prospects of the SKA undoubtedly are, there are troubling
indications that it may not.

The initial formulation of the strategies for the four science domains included in the NRDS
focused on developing these fields into world-class science domains as well as developing
the future R&D capacity in these fields. The focus was on basic science founded on our
geographic and accumulative knowledge advantage. This sentiment is clear expressed
in the following statement in the NRDS (DST, 2002: 16): “One way to achieve national
excellence is to focus our basic science on areas where we are most likely to succeed
because of important natural or knowledge advantages. In South Africa, such areas include
astronomy, human palaeontology and indigenous knowledge.”

However, the subsequent developmental trajectories for each of these four fields show that
it would be more appropriate to describe these as science missions which increasingly
incorporated other features under the remit. Each of these four scientific domains — in
varying degrees — involved the establishment of new research centres and research
chairs, investment in building new and strengthening existing infrastructure (e.g. new
telescopes, Agulhas Il), and the development of new technologies. This invariably led to
the involvement of multiple agencies and stakeholders outside the science sector (various
government departments, NGOs, museums, etc.) which, in turn, required increasing cross-
departmental coordination of effort.

In addition, under the all-pervasive regime of new public management and the imperative
for science to address socio-economic goals (as captured in the SDGs), all of these
‘science missions’ are increasingly required to contribute to innovation and socio-economic
outcomes. Examples of the latter are:

. Astronomy: To ensure that the advantages of astronomy, such as Big Data and the
transfer of skills, are translated into socio-economic benefits for South Africa.

. Palaeosciences: Make South Africa the destination of choice for palaeo-tourism by
building a network of site displays and interpretative centres which are managed in a
socially responsible and sustainable manner

. Marine and Antarctic science: Contribute towards the creation of employment derived
from innovation in the marine and Antarctic environments

. IKS: Promote IKS as an employment generator: The creation of businesses based
on IK services resulting in long-term gainful employment opportunities in indigenous
communities, thus assisting in poverty reduction.

In summary, what started out as an intent to promote world-class science in these fields,
over the years morphed into science-led missions with an increasing focus on technology
development and commercialisation to produce socio-economic outcomes. This does
not mean that the original intent of supporting excellence in science (and high level skills
development) has been discarded. But it does mean a clear shift towards what Stokes*
would call ‘use-inspired’ basic research, or what others have referred to as strategic
research (basic research with medium- to long-term social outcomes and impact).

If our analysis is correct, it raises at least three ‘tricky’ questions:

1. The most obvious is the issue of the sustainability of the current financing levels for
these science missions in the future.

2. A second issue speaks to the question of differentiation of purpose and mandate in
the science system.
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3. The third issue is whether this same approach — the science mission approach — can
be applied more generally across other ‘strategic’ scientific fields.

As to the first question, the table below gives a very rough estimate of the financial investment
in these four domains. Despite the huge discrepancies between astronomy and the other
three fields, it is still evident that these four domains received disproportionately high
amounts of investment compared to other science fields. Are these amounts sustainable
especially if other science domains are identified for priority funding?

Table 6: Estimated funding for the four science domains identified in the NRDS and
TYIP*

Science domain Timeframe

Funding instrument

Support to radio and optical 2014-2018 R70,735
astronomy
Astronomy/SKA Infrastructure for the SKA project | 2014-2018 R2,047,307
R&D for the SKA project 2014-2018 R668,681
African Origins Platform
(Research/Equipment/ 2009-2017 R83,554,611
Palaeosciences Infrastructure
Palaeo/Anthropology Trust 2009-2018 R16,400,000
CoE in Palaeosciences 2013-2017 R45,256,313
Mgrlne and Antarctic SA National Antarctic Programme | 2009-2018 | R130,322,097
sciences
O IKS (NRF Funding) 2002-2018 | R197,659,333
knowledge systems
TOTAL R473,861,035

The second raises questions about the future size and shape of the core institutions in
each domain and their relationships with ‘cognate’ interventions. Stated differently: what
exactly is the difference between advancing science in a specific domain, a science
mission, and a grand challenge? A cursory reading of current debates in STI policy*® shows
that there is growing support for new forms of mission-oriented policies both in science
and innovation. The distinctive feature of all mission-oriented policies is that their starting
point is what we want to achieve in the medium- to long-term. What kind of outcomes
— knowledge, technologies, innovations, socio-economic — are we aiming to achieve
through such a mission? If the trend is increasingly to define the contribution of science
in conceptualisations around grand societal challenges, one needs to (a) find a way to
protect the space where basic research is undertaken, and (b) ensure that the integration
of science missions in mission-oriented innovation policies is meaningful. This leads to the
following point.

The third question relates to how to deal with other (equally) important strategic scientific
fields. This issue was already raised in the 2017 STIIL report (DST, 2017: 25):

Historically, key fields of institutional research in South Africa have included the
agricultural sciences, physical sciences, space science, health sciences, and social
sciences, amongst others. While these fields of research and innovation will continue
to provide powerful demand in the 21 century digital economy, demand is growing
worldwide, particularly on the African continent, for knowledge production in ICT
goods and services, software development, 3D printing and manufacturing, Internet of
things, and in the underlying fields of basic research that support these applications.
... Similarly, demand is growing in the health and environmental sciences and
technologies, including in addressing drug resistance, energy generation and storage,
water conservation and availability, and the wide range of sciences that inform future
environmental sustainability and security of food and livelihoods. Other challenging
fields of research relate to science and technology for the broad manufacturing sector
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and for fostering the ocean economy, an important focus for South Africa with its 2 798
km of coastline, significant ocean-based economic activity, and potential trade within
the Indian Ocean Rim Association community. Research in the educational sciences
will require much greater research attention and innovation ... Many of these fields
are already highlighted as key focus areas in the relevant policy documents (RSA,
2012; DST, 2008), though many require attention as emerging fields of science and
technology innovation that have not historically been a major institutional focus or site
of investment.

The same report also questions whether the five grand challenges identified in the TYIP
can indeed be deemed the most important (ibid: 40):

Global initiatives such as the Square Kilometre Array have started driving
development that leads to changes in society and innovation. The SKA is an example
of good leadership in innovation with diverse players, including government (national,
provincial, and local), business, international players, and researchers forming a
cohesive front that provided the necessary momentum to make it happen. Similar
innovation initiatives or directives are needed to tackle South Africa’s real Grand
Challenges, e.g. food security. The five Grand Challenges identified by the DST,
however, are not necessarily the most pressing current and future challenges facing
South Africa.

As a ‘counterbalance’ to the increasing ‘appropriation’ of scientific disciplines in science
and innovation missions, strategic (SDG-led) research and grand challenges, one has to
also reflect on how the basic sciences can be protected and strengthened. This brings us
to the DSI’s recent initiative to establish a basic sciences platform.

6.2 The basic sciences platform initiative

An important national initiative in the advancement of science and knowledge generation
in the country post-dates the TYIP. In 2016, the DST published a framework document
entitled Basic Sciences Development and Support Framework. This framework document
presents the following argument in support of the basic sciences (DST, 2016: 6):

While there has been a strong focus on developing emerging research areas (such
as Nanotechnology, Biotechnology, etc.) and technology intense applied sciences
(Space Science, Information and Communication Technology (ICT), and Energy, the
support to the basic science disciplines (Biological Sciences, Chemistry, Physics,
Mathematics, Statistics, Computer Science, Geological Sciences) is currently
unstructured and requires interventions to ensure their sustainable development.

The framework document further argues that current initiatives to support and develop the
basic sciences are unstructured and in some instances insufficient. As a result (ibid: i):

... the related disciplines and the associated science, engineering and technology
(SET) fields they underpin are negatively affected. Targeted interventions are required
to ensure sustainable development and support of the BS. In this case, the Basic
Sciences refer to the scientific disciplines where fundamental knowledge about the
natural and physical world is built and maintained, and covers chemistry, physics,
mathematics, and statistics, as well as computer, biological and geological sciences
(clustered broadly as physical, mathematical, and life sciences).

The main mechanism through which this support and development will be undertaken is
through the established of a national basic sciences platform — the South African Basic
Sciences Platform (SABSPIat) (ibid):

The platform will enable an interface between all key stakeholders in the Basic Sciences
that can (a) support the DST and NRF in conceptualising support programmes within
the DST remit, and (b) enable the stakeholders to develop collective responses to
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other issues of generic relevance, e.g., curriculum and teacher development. The
support programmes will primarily focus on human capital and research capacity
development in the BS.

It is important to emphasise that the establishment of the SABSPIat is not driven by a
traditional defence of basic and fundamental science for the sake of science. It is clear
from the Framework document that the main rationale is the necessity of supporting
the basic (natural and social) sciences because of their essential role in producing the
required human capabilities and scientific knowledge that underpin key technologies,
which ultimately results in socio-economic benefits. Nevertheless, the initiative should be
applauded as it sends an important signal to the scientific community. The figure below
illustrates the envisaged interaction between the basic sciences and other sectors.

Figure 24: The basic science platform
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Finally, the modus vivendi of the proposed platform is to address a number of goals around
capacity development, human capital development, research infrastructure and science
awareness, together with different stakeholder groupings (government departments,
national facilities and professional societies and associations).

Figure 25: Structure of the South African Basic Science Platform (SABSPIat)
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In 2017, DST commissioned CREST to undertake a series of seven scientometric studies of
the basic science disciplines identified: Biological sciences, Geological sciences, Chemistry,
Physics, Computer science, Mathematics, and Statistics. The final reports of these seven
fields were delivered to the DST in March 2019. Subsequent to this commission, CREST
was asked in June 2018 to undertake similar reviews of six basic social sciences: History,
Sociology, Economics, Psychology, Philosophy, and Political Studies. The reports of these
reviews are currently being finalised to be delivered to DSI by the end of April 2020.

The aim of these scientometric studies was to produce an evidenced-based profile of the
strengths and weaknesses of each discipline. Four main dimensions of each field were
assessed: (a) NRF investment, (b) capacity and diversity of academic staff, (c) academic
pipeline, and (d) research performance. A total of 84 indicators were populated from
diverse data sources, and a field vulnerability index (FVI) was constructed to identify the
areas in which the fields are weak and require support and development. A strength of
this approach is not only the fact that the work of the platform will be informed by reliable
and recent data about each field, but also that extensive engagements have commenced
where the findings and recommendations of these reports have been discussed with key
stakeholders in each field.

6.3 Recommendations

Recommendation:
Conduct a study into the optimal size and number of the two flagship
science programmes

Although the CoE and SARChI programmes have been reviewed by the NRF, we
recommend that a much more comprehensive study is conducted that goes beyond
the past reviews to include questions about the optimal size and shape of these
programmes. Such a review, which should be commissioned externally, should address
issues such as: whether all CoEs and research chairs should have identical key
performance areas (we believe that there are good arguments for a more differentiated
approach); and whether there should be a clear pathway for some CoEs to become
national institutes and, similarly, for clusters of research chairs to become a national
centre or network of excellence. This study should also explore how the CoEs and
SARChI chairs could be better linked to other public research institutes in government
as well as to R&D units in industry.

Recommendation:
Investigate the establishment of clusters or platforms of research chairs
around common societal challenges

There are currently more than 200 active research chairs. With some exceptions,
research chairs have been awarded on a competitive basis with little directionality
from the NRF. But it is also clear that ‘clusters’ of chairs have emerged over time. As
far as we know there is currently no mechanism to ensure that knowledge generated
by chairs in such clusters are shared in a systematic fashion — either with each other
and/or with other stakeholders in governments and industry. We therefore recommend
that an investigation be undertaken (which would include all the chairs and relevant
stakeholders) into the feasibility of establishing a number of Research Chair Clusters
in those areas which correspond to the societal challenges that South Africa faces
currently and in the future.

Recommendation:
Expand the range of basic science disciplines to be included in the DSI
basic sciences platform

A glaring omission in the current list of basic science disciplines is the exclusion of
basic health sciences. We strongly recommend that the DSI — in cooperation with the
Department of Health and the MRC - identifies these disciplines (such as virology,
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genetics and heredity, cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, physiology, immunology
and pathology) for inclusion in the platform, and commissions comprehensive
scientometric studies of these fields as well.

Recommendation:
Use the baseline data to track the ‘performance’ of the basic sciences
disciplines over time

Atthe time of writing this report, CREST has produced 12 scientometric studies of basic
sciences and social sciences fields. As indicated above, these are comprehensive
assessments (using 84 indicators). The scientometric assessments of these fields
constitute a kind of baseline for where these disciplines are in terms of various
dimensions. Our recommendation is that these assessments (including other fields)
be continued and updates on an annual or bi-annual basis, and be integrated into the
overall implementation plan for the M&E framework for the STI system.

In addition to these general recommendations about the science missions, our review
has also identified recommendations particular to the current science missions.

Recommendation:
Conduct a systematic evaluation of the socio-developmental benefits of the
investment in astronomy

Arguably, astronomy is the success story of the research and innovation system.
However, the actual benefit accruing to local communities is more difficult to establish,
the more so as the Square Kilometre Array (mid- and high-frequency array) has
yet to be constructed, and much astronomy research is conducted remotely rather
than primarily using local infrastructure. We therefore recommend that a systematic
evaluation be undertaken of the extent to which the investment in astronomy has
produced the expected societal and development outcomes.

Recommendation:
Conduct a comprehensive review of the implementation and outcomes of
the Palaeosciences strategy

Serious consideration should be given to expanding the CoE in Palaeosciences to
become something akin to a ‘national institute’ which functions across the entire country.
The funds provided by the NRF to the CoE have added much value. Additional and
increased funding for a new palaeosciences national institute with a broader mandate
would add value to the palaeosciences community and to a broader public audience.
Furthermore, a comprehensive review of the activities of the Department of Arts and
Culture and the agencies responsible for heritage and museum management (such
as the South African Heritage Resources Agency), as well as palaeo-tourism, should
be conducted. The evidence suggests that the contribution of the Natural History
Museums, and particularly the DAC, towards developing the palaeosciences in South
Africa has been disappointing. Currently, the development of human capacity in the
palaeosciences has been successful, but without the creation of entry-level positions
for palaeoscientists, particularly at museums, the uptake of skilled graduates is lost.
Finally, one of the planned interventions outlined in the South African Strategy for
the Palaeosciences includes a review of the heritage legislation. Our review of the
strategy found that the drafting of the legislation was done without consultation with
the palaeosciences community, and that the current legislation severely hampers
their research activities. We thus recommend that SAHRA act in consultation with
palaeoscientists to ensure that the heritage legislation actively supports the activities
of the palaeosciences community.
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Recommendation:
Conduct an independent review of the Marine and Antarctic sciences
strategy

Given the obvious complexities of the Marine and Antarctic Research Strategy as a
multi-agency, multi-site set of interventions, we recommend that the DSI, in consultation
with the other key stakeholders and implementing agencies, consider commissioning
a comprehensive external review of the implementation and short-term achievements
of the MARS. The strategy framework is sufficiently detailed to inform such a review.

Recommendation:
Conduct an external evaluation of the Indigenous Knowledge Systems
Policy and its implementation

Given that 16 years have passed since the publication of the IKS Policy (2004), it
is recommended that a strategy and associated implementation plan for IK/IKS
is developed, and that a comprehensive, external evaluation of the existing IKS
programme of interventions is undertaken, in order to inform the way forward in this
domain. These will need to take into account the very cross-cutting nature of IK/IKS,
relating as they do to a variety of societal sectors, policy areas and scientific fields —
from the arts and cultural heritage, to agriculture, pharmacology, bio-innovation, and
intellectual property rights — and involving a variety of stakeholders across different
communities.
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7.1 The trajectories of the technology missions

The core of the NRDS is based on three pillars: innovation; SET human resources and
transformation; and the creation of an effective government S&T system. In its discussion
of the innovation pillar, the NRDS identifies a nhumber of technology missions that “are
critical to promote economic and social development” (DST, 2002: 16):

These include the two key technology platforms of the modern age, namely
biotechnology and information technology. Two additional missions are technology for
manufacturing and technology to leverage knowledge and technology from, and add
value to, our natural resources sectors. Finally, we will establish a mission, technology
for poverty reduction, to address one of the scourges of our age.

Five technology strategies — biotechnology, advanced manufacturing, resource-based
technologies, ICT and nanotechnology — were explicitly identified for support and
development in the NRDS. Although the NRDS made reference to ‘technology for poverty
reduction’, as far as we could establish no separate strategy was developed. Nevertheless,
as we have shown in Volume 3 (Chapter 4), it is defined as a programme and substantial
monies were allocated to it: R132.4 million between 2009/10 and 2014/15. Thereafter this
‘programme’ was renamed ‘Innovation for inclusive development’ and has since received
R126.9 million.

The National Biotechnology Strategy (2001), which preceded the NRDS, was further given
dedicated attention and funding, and would eventually become an integral part of the Bio-
economy (Farmer to Pharma) Grand Challenge. We thus return to this domain in the next
chapter on the grand challenges.

As far as the other four technologies are concerned, our review shows that each of these
subsequently followed a very different developmental trajectory. Already at the time that the
TYIP was published, the focus had shifted from a discussion of these technologies as clearly
delineated and separate technology missions, to an emphasis on their role as cross-cutting
enablers (together with human capital development and knowledge infrastructure) for the
five grand challenges. This is clearly demonstrated in passages such as the following (DST,
2008):

South Africa must seize the opportunities now available in areas such as biotechnology,
nanotechnology and the “hydrogen economy” to establish capabilities that will provide
long-term, sustainable solutions in national priority areas such as health and energy,
while boosting economic growth. (p13)

Overthe next decade South Africa must work to become a world leader in biotechnology.
Since the introduction of the first commercial genetically modified crops in 1995, more
than 400-million hectares have been planted, 40 percent of which are grown in the
developing world. And it is in the developing world where the need for biotechnological
innovation to solve basic problems, from health care to industrial applications, is most
apparent. (p20)

The shift in the narrative from the NRDS to the TYIP does not necessarily signify a shift
in emphasis or importance. But it does demonstrate the difference between a more
‘technocratic’ — even ‘linear’ — approach to the role of technology in development (NRDS)
to an approach where technology serves the demands for inclusive development in
society (TYIP and the 2019 White Paper). This shift is analogous to the shift from defining
technology in terms of clearly demarcated ‘technology push-missions’ to seeing technology
as a cross-cutting and enabling platform in addressing societal challenges

We now turn to the three technology strategies which were explicitly identified in the
NRDS and TYIP as such — advanced manufacturing and mineral beneficiation, ICT and
nanotechnology (the latter in the TYIP) — and show how each of these subsequently
followed a different trajectory.
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7.1.1 Advanced manufacturing and resource-based technologies

In his review of advanced manufacturing and resource-based technologies, Walwyn (this
report, Volume 5: Annexure 14) shows how, following the NRDS, a number of other industry-
related programmes were implemented. These included the advanced metals initiative,
technology localisation, the mining and metallurgy initiative, and the chemical industries
strategy. Over time this led to “a complex web of strategies and programmes which have
only a distant link to the original statements of the NRDS.” For the purposes of this review,
Walwyn separated these into four separate clusters, namely advanced manufacturing
technologies, advanced metals, resource-based industries/beneficiation, and chemical
industries.

Figure 26: Relationship between the NRDS and the subjects of the advanced
manufacturing and resource-based technologies review
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The intention of both the TYIP and NRDS to build local capability in R&D which could
support and grow South African manufacturing and other sectors is shown in Figure 27.
The process imagined a gradual separation of the technology user (in this case Eskom)
from a dependence on international technology transfer. Walwyn comments on the fact that
the TYIP positioned R&D-led innovation (rather than technology transfer) as important in
the technology missions, particularly those sectors already identified by other strategies as
being core to the transformation of the economy from resource-based to knowledge-based,
such as advanced manufacturing technologies, “smart” materials and metals, advanced
ICT, 4th generation nuclear reactors manufacturing, and chemicals technology.

Figure 27: Evolution of innovation capability to support local sectors: Eskom as an
example
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Interestingly, the four ‘sub-strategies’ of advanced manufacturing technologies, advanced
metals, chemical industries and mining/minerals form the core of the activities within
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the DST’s Chief Directorate of Technology Localisation, Beneficiation and Advanced
Manufacturing (TLBAM), which is part of Programme 5.

According to Walwyn, the initial absence of a detailed implementation plan for the NRDS
objective of leveraging resource-based industries suggests that the DST did not place a
high priority on this policy component. Instead, the Department chose initially to focus on
emerging high-technology sectors which were minor players in the economy. Although this
approach appears somewhat illogical in that there should be obvious advantages in building
value chains closely associated with established sectors and raw material suppliers, it
aligned with the dominant industrial policy perspective of the time which was defined by
the terms ‘resource curse’ and ‘the low value of extractive industries’. This approach to
industrial development or technology-led economic development is exemplified by the
initial flagship projects of the Advanced Manufacturing Technology Strategy (AMTS),
incorporating Advanced Electronics, Advanced Lightweight Materials, and Advanced
Production Technologies.

Subsequent policy perspectives have been more sympathetic towards beneficiation/value
chain approaches. This change in policy has indeed also been reflected in the focus of
the DST, which has shifted resources to building value chains in its more recent activities
— although opinion on the validity of a beneficiation approach to industrial development
remains divided, with several recent articles again calling for a revision of such strategies."
On balance, the DST has adopted a dual or mixed approach by supporting projects in
value chain beneficiation (such as titanium, platinum and fluorspar) and in advanced
manufacturing technologies (such as additive manufacturing). Seeking a balance between
beneficiation and high-technology is perhaps the best strategy in the absence of clear
opinion on how to focus industrial policy.

7.1.2 Information and communication technologies

In 2002, the NRDS declared ICT as a fundamental platform technology. The NRDS
highlighted a number of specific foci for ICT, as well as intensification of ICT use in resource-
based industries and manufacturing, and the use of earth observation (satellite and aerial)
data to support government, industry and SADC in key areas. Other areas relevant to ICT
would be microsatellite engineering and encryption technology.

The TYIP gave little advocacy to ICT or even information infrastructure, making only
passing references to ICT in relation to topics such as contributing to improving health
care delivery, addressing the innovation chasm through targeted public investment, and
enhancing innovation and growth in priority sectors.

Six years after the publication of the DST’s 2007 Information and Communication Technology
Research and Development and Innovation Strategy, the DST/CSIR developed the 2013
ICT RDI Roadmap: Towards Digital Advantage: Road mapping South Africa’s ICT RDI
Future. The Roadmap is intended to provide “a coherent, comprehensive and flexible ten-
year implementation framework to coordinate and manage ICT research and technology
development nationally, regionally and in relation to our international partners” (DST/CSIR,
2013: 4). The central concept of the ICT RDI Roadmap is that of ‘digital advantage’, as
described in the Foreword by the Minister of S&T:

The National Development Plan sees ICT by 2030 underpinning a dynamic, inclusive
and prosperous information society and knowledge economy, in which a seamless
information infrastructure will meet the needs of citizens, business and the public sector,
providing access to a wide range of services required for effective economic and social
participation at a cost and quality at least equal to South Africa’s competitors. Such a
situation, in which advances in ICT are used to strengthen economic competitiveness
and enable an enhanced quality of life, is described as a “digital advantage”, and the
ICT RDI Roadmap was developed by the Department of Science and Technology, in
partnership with the CSIR Meraka Institute, to guide South Africa to this state of digital

for Development and advantage.
Enterprise.
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The introduction by the DST Director-General further elaborates on this notion (ibid: 3):

Digital Advantage will enable South Africa to become a significant player in the global
ICT RDI arena, provide more targeted engagement with industry, focused international
collaboration, more comprehensive and transparent monitoring of investment and
achieving impact, such as jobs and business creation, contribution to GDP, societal
impact and positioning South Africa for strategic advantage.

More than twenty years ago, the ICT Panel that formed part of the National Research and
Technology Foresight study in early 1996 commented on the ‘dual’ nature of ICT, referring
to it as a “a scientific discipline and industry in its own right, as well as cutting across all
other sectors” (DACST, 1999: 48).52

The transversal and ubiquitous nature of ICT in the modern age — captured in such terms
as the ‘digital economy’ and ‘digital innovation’ — is already evident from the representation
of the priority areas together with the expected impact areas.

Figure 28: Investment and impact overview
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The Roadmap makes specific reference to the National Development Plan, which “sees
ICT by 2030 underpinning a dynamic, inclusive and prosperous information society and
knowledge economy, in which a seamless information infrastructure will meet the needs
of citizens, business and the public sector, providing access to a wide range of services
required for effective economic and social participation at a cost and quality at least equal
to South Africa’s competitors” (DST/CSIR, 2013).

The current discourse abounds with new terms: ‘transformative technology’, ‘digital
transformation’, ‘digital economy’, ‘digital innovation’, ‘gig economy’ and ‘the 4th industrial
revolution’. An influential report by the OECD discusses the ways in which the digital
economy will impact on the way we work.5® The focus in this and similar reports is often on
the three big transformative technologies: artificial intelligence, the internet of things, and
block chain. These transformative technologies present some common features, notably
their dependence on large data sets and a range of digital technologies, hence the current
interest in big data and data science.

52
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In a recent report, Atos® identified three digital megatrends that they claim will profoundly
change our societies and business in the future:

The whole world becomes the computer, surrounding customers and employees with
immersive user experiences. From wearables to smart cars, smart homes, smart
shops or smart factories, digital is pairing with and invading the physical world.

Intelligence takes control of the machines, with Al rapidly rising to manage and derive
value from the exponentially growing flows of data. This will dramatically augment
human and business capabilities.

Infrastructure becomes a commodity as it can easily be shared or outsourced, anytime,
anywhere, ‘as-a-service’, in a centralized or peer-to-peer way. Whichever the industry,
from data up to applications and services, everything goes into the Cloud.

In the same report, Atos presents the following ‘radar’ diagram that illustrates the wide
range of business impact that these digital technologies have had over the past four years.

Figure 29: Business impact of digital technologies
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The 2019 White Paper recognises the critical importance of the all-pervasive and ubiquitous
nature of ICT as a transformative technology, and hence proposes that a policy nexus must
be established to address, among others, the following priorities (DST, 2019: 56):

Drive the digital society in South Africa;

Use big data at local government level to create jobs;
Use open data to transform local government services;
Create localised ICT hubs as Centres of Excellence;
Modernise local government services;

Use e-government services to transform local government services;
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. Prioritise cybersecurity resilience;
. Support emerging start-up digital enterprises, and
. Address the high cost of broadband in South Africa.

The White Paper also acknowledges that giving expression to achieving these aims will
require huge investment in the development of digital skills throughout the education sector.
It also refers indirectly to the critical role that universities must play in developing high level
knowledge and skills in new programmes in computer and data science. The White Paper
specifically suggests that new research fields will develop around data mining, machine
learning, privacy and database interoperability to enable big data science. We return to
these issues in our recommendations below.

7.1.3 Nanotechnology

An explicit strategy for nanotechnology — the National Nanotechnology Strategy — was
only published in 2006. Prior to the release of this strategy, several reviews had been done
of the state of nanotechnology research and use in the country. These studies showed
that nanotechnology activities were clustered predominantly at universities (mainly at
previously advantaged institutions with a few historically black universities involved) and a
few industries.®® These studies found that nanotechnology-related research was focused
mainly at the basic research level, with limited industry involvement other than a few large
companies, which tended to contract their nanotechnology work to universities.

Under the heading ‘Mechanisms for integrating nanotechnology with other strategies and
initiatives’, the DST’s 2008 Nanoscience and Nanotechnology 10-Year Research Plan
noted (DST, 2008: 8): “Because of its multidisciplinary nature, nanotechnology is a stand-
alone platform technology with the potential to revolutionise many research applications
and industries. However, within the context of integrating nanotechnology with other
national strategic initiatives, it can also be viewed as a cross-cutting technology platform.”

The overall assessment of our review (Volume 5: Annexure 16) showed that much has
been done to boost nanotechnology research in the country, with nanotechnology outputs
showing a marked increase and activities spread across institutions. Human capital
development similarly can be seen with an increase in student graduations and in jobs for
nanotechnology workers, with some transformation having occurred. However, the review
also identified the lack of commercialisation of nanotechnology. Nanoscience as a field
has become entrenched in the South African academic landscape, but does not appear
to be yielding the full extent of the commercialisable outcomes required of the strategy.
Various explanations have been put forward to explain the demonstrated ‘slowness’ in
the development and commercialisation of nanotechnology in the country. For instance,
insufficient time has elapsed since the introduction of the strategy for its full effect to be
realised; and relatively little has been spent on nanotechnology in the country to date,
meaning that it has not been sufficiently supported in order to reach its commercialisation
possibilities.®® Maruping® supports this assessment by outlining that there is an insufficient
understanding in the South African environment as to what commercialisation is, and that
it takes much more time and funding to take something to the market than is currently
understood. Furthermore, she outlines that there are insufficient sources of funding to
support businesses for the long timespan that is required until commercialisation is achieved.
This is matched by an impatience from government, which does not create a supportive
environment for commercialisation. These concerns are taken up in the recommendations
below.
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7.2 Recommendations

Recommendation:
We recommend that the DSI (and partners) undertake a fundamental re-
assessment of the current technology programmes

The original objectives of the technology-related strategies in the NRDS and TYIP
— to contribute towards the transition to a knowledge-based economy, to improve
the sector’s competitiveness through advanced manufacturing and innovation, and
to leverage resource-based industries — are still valid. What has changed over time
is the introduction of new initiatives such as in fluoride-based electrolytes, titanium
powder, additive manufacturing and advanced materials. Technology changes are
fast-moving and are often linked to new challenges resulting from fundamental shifts
in social dynamics. We hence believe that it is prudent for the DSI to revisit its current
portfolio of technology programmes (in the light of recent global developments as well
as the recommendations of the Research Foresight exercise) going forward.

Recommendation:
Digital skills and knowledge development

We recommend that the DST cyber infrastructure project be enhanced in fourimportant
ways: (1) a programme of R&D investment in universities and SET institutions that
addresses the wider digital innovation agenda, focused on advancing new digital
technology fields (such as artificial intelligence and social data analytics), as well as
on digital applications in public education (e.g. digital applications in mathematics and
science teaching), public health, digital government and nanotechnology to name a
few; (2) a programme of investment in skills for digital R&D and innovation; (3) explicit
attention to the gender, youth and other social dimensions of R&D and innovation for
the digital economy/society; and (4) encouraging the design and use of applications
of dynamic software in mathematics, science and technology subjects in primary and
secondary schools. The DSI (and relevant departments) should foster and invest
in large-scale research networks for digital innovation that draw in the universities,
science institutions, private sector, public sector, and proto-innovation entities such
as technology hubs, makerspaces and other digital innovation contributors, ensuring
that these networks include geographic areas with low R&D funding. In this effort,
attention must be given to investments that promote women in science, and science
for women, in the digital innovation sphere.

Recommendation:
Nanotechnology: Strengthening areas of research, development and
innovation

It is recommended that the current NIC programme be continued, but in a modified
format, with an extended focus on research translation and commercialisation. Itis also
recommended that a review be commissioned to investigate the feasibility of continuing
with two separate NICs (at the Council for Scientific and Industrial Research and
Mintek). Such a review should address the question of whether better oversight and
coordination of the national research agenda can be achieved; for example, through
the development of a new roadmap of research priorities and opportunities to avoid
duplication, enhance collaboration, and act as a focal point for the development of the
skills required to optimise achievement of commercial outcomes. In addition, there
are areas of relevance and potential impact not being addressed across the existing
NICs, such as energy generation and storage, and food and health (e.g. therapeutics,
treatment), although many of these are being addressed at other institutions across
the country. A technology roadmap which provides granular detail is required to
ensure research at every relevant institution is being directed appropriately. This
applies equally to the commercialisation of research outputs, and could be achieved
through high level direction from government through the alignment with new societal
challenges.
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8.1

Introduction: On the genesis of the notion of a grand challenge

The notion of a ‘grand challenge’ appears in the TYIP in 2008. The stated purpose of
introducing these grand challenges was that they would “address an array of social,
economic, political, scientific, and technological benefits” and were “designed to stimulate
multidisciplinary thinking and to challenge our country’s researchers to answer existing
questions, create new disciplines and develop new technologies” (DST, 2008: viii). Each
of the grand challenges is outlined in a narrative, the details and scope of which vary quite
widely, but in each case a set of “outcomes” plus some indicators were stated. The grand
challenge areas are (ibid: 19):

. The Farmer to Pharma value chain to strengthen the bio-economy;
. Space science and technology;

. Energy security;

. Global-change science with a focus on climate change, and

. Human and social dynamics.

At the time of the drafting of the TYIP, the notion of a ‘grand challenge’ was already widely
discussed and used in STI policy circles in North America and the EU. In a recent article,
Tim Flink and David Kaldewey® discuss the origins and development of the concept of
a ‘grand challenge’. They compare and contrast the grand challenges concept with the
concept of ‘frontier research’, which also became prominent in EU science and innovation
policies in the early 2000s. According to Flink and Kaldewey, the grand challenges concept
is not a research category in the narrow sense (Flink & Kaldewey, 2018: 17):

Rather, the concept is embedded in a discourse about the role and future mission of
the scientific community. Most definitions conceive of grand challenges as long-term
and largescale research goals, determined by heterogeneous societal stakeholders.
Thus, communicating grand challenges is a way to talk about the goals and ends of
scientific research. Ideally, this means democratizing priority-setting to make science
more independent of economic interests.

These authors point out that while many scholars consider the grand challenges discourse
as a reformulation of mission-oriented research policy, others more carefully ask whether
grand challenges are more than ‘old wine in new bottles’. They show that whereas in the
1980s and 1990s the term grand challenges was nearly exclusively used in the fields of
computational sciences and artificial intelligence, it was increasingly applied to other fields
after the millennium, not least to mainstream disciplines such as physics and biology.

Flink and Kaldewey furthermore point out that within this paradigm a host of debates ensued:
around the distinction between basic and applied research, the notions of excellence in
research, and more recently the interest in translational research. Interestingly enough, all
of these debates took the liner model of innovation for granted. This in turn led to a range
of critiques of the underlying linear model. New models and terminology abounded: ‘post-
normal science’,® ‘mode 2’,%° and the ‘triple helix’ model.® Flink and Kaldewey (2018:
15) argue that none of the academically inspired concepts and distinctions found much
traction in government policy deliberations — mostly because they did not resonate with
the everyday language and practices of policy analysts on the ground: “As a consequence,
those concepts have not resulted in STI policy discourses as influential and commonsensical
as the allegedly outdated models of technology transfer and linear innovation.”

But this trend would change with the establishment of the European Research Council in
2007 and the inclusion of the notion of ‘frontier research’in its Framework Programme 7. The
idea that research and innovation should address major societal challenges, generally with
the added epithets ‘grand’ and/or ‘global’, was officially introduced in the so-called “rationale
report” in 2008 (EUC, 2008),%? and soon became incorporated in official EU policy discourse
through, in particular, the Lund declaration (July 2009). It has since been implemented in
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emergent EU research and innovation policies; in particular, as one of three main pillars of
the Horizon 2020 programme. Other influential international organisations promote similar
notions about addressing global challenges through research and innovation. The 2010
OECD Innovation Strategy included a chapter on applying innovation to global and societal
challenges. The Royal Society has added its voice to calls for improving and scaling up
international cooperation in STI to address global challenges. The notion of a ‘grand
challenge’ is also part of official US research and innovation policy where harnessing S&T
to address the “grand challenges” of the 21%t century was one of the goals of President
Obama'’s 2009 Strategy for American Innovation. This list can be expanded to include other
organisations, regions and nations, where the (grand) challenges notion has come into
common use in the way overall policy goals and rationales for supporting and mobilising
research and innovation are being framed.

The EU’s Horizon 2020 framework programme introduced yet another semantic innovation:
the ‘societal challenges’ rationale (European Commission, 2011a, 2011b).% ¢ According to
the Commission, this reflects a changing of “policy priorities” to address “major concerns
shared by citizens in Europe and elsewhere” (European Commission, 2011a: 5). According
to Flink and Kaldewey, the aim of Horizon 2020 was to achieve these major concerns with
its emphasis on excellent science, industrial leadership and tackling societal challenges.
The goal was to ensure that Europe produced world-class science, removed barriers
to innovation, and made it easier for the public and private sectors to work together in
delivering innovation.

Horizon 2020 was based on a challenge-based approach which brings together resources
and knowledge across different fields, technologies and disciplines, including the social
sciences and humanities. This covers activities from research to market with a new focus
on innovation-related activities, such as piloting, demonstration, test-beds, and support for
public procurement and market uptake. Funding focused on the following challenges:

. Health, demographic change and wellbeing;

. Food security, sustainable agriculture and forestry, marine and maritime and inland
water research, and the bio-economy;

. Secure, clean and efficient energy;

. Smart, green and integrated transport;

. Climate action, environment, resource efficiency and raw materials;

. Europe in a changing world — inclusive, innovative and reflective societies; and

. Secure societies — protecting freedom and security of Europe and its citizens.

Even a cursory inspection of the five grand challenges as outlined in the TYIP shows
that most of them do not correspond with the notion of a ‘grand societal challenge’ as
outlined in the more recent OECD documents and strategies referred to above. The seven
societal challenges listed above all refer very specifically to problems and deficiencies
that are present and grounded in society: in health care (including the burden of disease),
food security (such as hunger and malnutrition), safe and clean energy, the problems of
pollution and high carbon-emissions, problems related to refugees and migration, lack of
social cohesion, poverty, inequality and so on. These are not scientific or technological
problems —they are simply human problems. What is distinctive about the OECD approach
since 2008 is that the societal challenges (or set of complex problems) are taken as the
starting point from where an S&T policy and strategy needs to be developed. Whereas in
traditional S&T missions strategies were developed from the perspective of the science
base or technological capabilities, ‘directionality’ in current STI policies has its origins in
society and our diagnosis of key societal challenges.
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8.2 The TYIP grand challenges

Despite being grouped together under the rubric of ‘grand challenges’, the individual
grand challenges in the TYIP are in fact not very similar. Close inspection shows rather big
differences in the underlying premises and logic. In a nutshell, we will argue the following:

. That the grand challenges of ‘global change’ and ‘energy security’ — and to a lesser
extent ‘bio-economy’ — correspond to current notions of societal challenges.

. That the ‘space science and technology’ grand challenge is better understood as an
expanded science and technology mission.

. That the thinking behind the ‘human and social dynamics’ grand challenge was flawed
from the outset, and conflated a substantive focus (on social issues) with the ideal
of giving expression to the transversal nature of social, economic, legal and ethical
dimensions in most science and technological interventions.

8.2.1 How the TYIP grand challenges correspond with current notions of
‘societal challenges’

The terms ‘energy security’ and ‘global change’ (read ‘climate change’) evidently refer to
two of the most urgent societal problems of our times. It is therefore not surprising that
these challenges are included in many science and innovation policies, including the 2019
White Paper.

In his review of the TYIP’s energy-security grand challenge, Walwyn (this review, Volume
5: Annexure 19) concluded that:

. The energy-related objectives of the TYIP were not clearly organised. Thus,
for example, strategic objective 1 relates to the need for energy security and the
associated interventions relate to non-renewable-based energy generation. Strategic
objective 2 also relates to the need for energy security and the interventions centre on
renewable energy generation.

. The DST’s implementation of the energy grand challenge focussed on supporting
research and technology development in six main areas: The Advanced Biofuels
Programme; Hydrogen South Africa; Renewable Energy Hub and Spoke; Energy
Efficiency; Energy Storage; and Carbon Capture and Use.

. A confusion of mandates between the DST, the Department of Energy and the
Department of Public Enterprises resulted in sub-optimal achievement of the overall
objectives of the grand challenge.

However, it acknowledged that much of the decline in energy management over the past
decade or more cannot be assigned to the DST. However, implementation of the energy
grand challenge has formed a core part of the DST’s activities since the adoption of the
TYIP. Funding for the initiative, which was primarily a research activity, has on average
accounted for about 20% of the total energy supply-related R&D, and amounted to a total
of about R1.319 billion since the adoption of the TYIP. The DST, therefore, should take
responsibility for at least part of the failures.

Notwithstanding this initial comment, there are a number of aspects which have worked
and from which some general principles can be extracted. The decision to establish
three centres of competence within the higher education sector was far-sighted. At the
time, the benefits of this arrangement may not have been apparent and in this sense, the
arrangement can be considered as an example of policy experimentation. The two clear
benefits are that by using the universities as places of technology development, the DST
allowed the simultaneous development of human resources and new knowledge (for the
hydrogen economy). The challenge, and this aspect is what the DST is currently tackling,
is the limitations of the university environment as a platform for industry development or
close-to-market product development.
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The approach being followed by the DST is to actively engage with small firms which are
able to provide this platform on a cost-effective basis.

In the final analysis, ‘energy security’ remains a key societal challenge (even more so
today) that needs to remain on our STl agenda. The fact that many of the original objectives
of the 2008 grand challenge have not been met (not least because of the capture of Eskom
and the devastating effects of its mismanagement on energy security in the country), does
not invalidate its strategic importance for the economy and society.

The ‘evolution’ of the bio-economy grand challenge over time shows how its genesis can
be traced to the 2001 National Biotechnology Strategy, which 12 years later changed
fundamentally with the publication of the Bio-economy Strategy in 2013. It is clearly an
example where the design of the grand challenge in 2008 stands in the extension of a
technology-push approach. The ‘remnants’ of this technology-driven approach are still
found in the detail of the objectives. But it is interesting that the three high-level strategic
objectives (related to agriculture, health, and industry and the environment) refer directly
to societal challenges. Thus, for instance, the strategic objective relating to agriculture is to
“strengthen agricultural biosciences innovation to ensure food security, enhance nutrition
and improve health”, while the strategic objective with regard to health is to “support
and strengthen the country’s local research, development and innovation capabilities to
manufacture active pharmaceutical ingredients, vaccines, biopharmaceuticals, diagnostics
and medical devices to address the disease burden while ensuring security of supply of
essential therapeutics and prophylactics” (see Volume 5: Annexure 17).

In an approach where the societal challenge is taken as point of departure, these end-
states (food security, good nutrition, improved health, and reduced burden of disease)
would define the grand challenge (again as evident in the EU’s list of societal challenges).

. It is worth noting that there are overlaps and interconnections between some of the
grand challenges. The grand challenge on global change is clearly focused on climate
change. Having said this, the breakdown into four cross-cutting research challenges
and 18 research themes in DST’s 2010 70-Year Global Change Research Plan for
South Africa (see Figure 30 below) also indicates some clear overlaps with the bio-
economy and energy security grand challenges. Themes related to food security
also appear in the Bio-economy Strategy as do references to sustainability and the
greening of the economy which are also found in the energy security grand challenge.

Figure 30: Knowledge challenges and research themes for the Global Change
Research Plan
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The overlaps across the grand challenges are not unexpected: both because of the
integrated nature of societal problems (which makes a disentanglement into discrete
interventions difficult), as well as the fact that complex interventions such as these invariably
morph over time and goal-drift results.

8.2.2 The space science and technology grand challenge

We would argue that the space science and technology grand challenge does not constitute
a societal challenge as the term is currently used. The thematic areas and the subsidiary
interventions relating to this grand challenge (listed below) are predominantly aimed at
scientific and technological advancements and developments as well as the building and
strengthening of appropriate infrastructure:
. Earth Observation

. Establish an earth observation data centre

. Develop a platform to integrate satellite and in-situ data

. Develop medium to high resolution payloads

. Establish centres of competence for optronics and synthetic aperture radar

. Develop the African Resource and Environmental Management Constellation in
partnership with other African countries

. Consolidate the acquisition of space data for government
. Satellite Communications
. Develop technologies for low data rate payloads

. Develop technologies for applications in e-education, telemedicine and rural
communication and disaster support

. Develop a geostationary (GEO) communications system

. Launch a small GEO satellite
. Navigation and Positioning

. Develop a navigation augmentation system

. Develop navigation applications to support user requirements
. Space Exploration

. Grow the knowledge economy through space environment research, and
applications development

. Develop joint partnerships in space science payloads
. Establish and support centres of competence

. Establish and support research chairs

This is not to deny the potential value of various space and satellite applications related to
grand challenges in climate change and food security. But the reality is that these goals and
objectives are much more akin to those of a science, technology and infrastructure mission
than those of a grand challenge. It is also worth pointing out that our review found that the
South African National Space Agency remains seriously under-funded, which impacts on its
ability to achieve even some of the objectives as listed above (see Volume 5: Annexure 18).

8.2.3 The human and social dynamics grand challenge
In retrospect, it is clear that the HSD grand challenge was never properly conceptualised
and designed as a grand (societal) challenge. On the one hand, the authors attempted to

include some substantive social issues on the agenda of the grand challenge (references
made to improving education and skills to reduce crime; from curbing the spread of HIV/
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AIDS to developing a sustainable approach to energy; and from reducing xenophobia to
building more inclusive communities). On the other hand, many of the specific objectives
and subsequent interventions focused on the cross-cutting and ‘meta’ functions that the
social sciences and humanities perform vis-a-vis other scientific domains. In addition,
other seemingly unrelated topics such as strengthening policy-advice and uptake, research
dissemination and science engagement were grouped together under this heading.

According to spokespeople from the DSI, the HSD grand challenge — in more recent times
— “has two focal points: the humanities and social sciences (HSS), and Innovation for
Inclusive Development (1ID). The objective of the HSS portfolio is to support the generation,
application and dissemination of humanistic and social scientific knowledge. The objective
of the IID portfolio is to accelerate inclusive development through scientific knowledge,
evidence and appropriate technology.” Furthermore, because of continued underfunding,
the DST decided in to cease funding for the programme: “for strategic reasons, the research
and innovation underpinnings of the HSDD GC is captured and reflected in the new STI
White Paper. As such, the HSDD GC as a policy and strategic driver is now defunct given
the fact that the policy intents of the new WP underscores the importance of the HSS and
[ID in the NSI.”

If we compare how the HSD grand challenge was conceptualised with the current list of
Horizon 2020 and SDG goals, it is clear that not sufficient thought went into what social
and developmental challenges (such as crime, mental health, stress, poverty, inequality,
poor schooling and teacher training, social cohesion, unemployment, etc.) could have been
included into the strategy. It is clear that the authors of the original document confused
different levels or domains of social analysis and how the humanities and social sciences
contribute to these:

. Afocus on substantive challenges in society through a focus on social issues (such as
those listed above);

. The contribution of the social sciences and humanities in terms of the traditional ELSI
(ethical, legal and social implications) and ELSA (ethical, legal and social aspects) of
science and emerging technologies frameworks; and

. The meta-level contributions of fields such as the sociology of science and STI policy
to issues regarding the production and dissemination of research, the nature of
science communication and science engagement, and studies on policy-making and
learning in STI.

8.3 Towards grand societal challenges

We began this chapter with a brief outline of the origin and emergence of the notion of grand
challenges and, more recently, societal challenges. According to Chicot and Matt,®> much
of the literature on STI policy compares two different kinds of challenge-oriented policies:
historical mission-oriented programmes such as the Manhattan and Apollo projects, and
challenge-driven STI policy focusing on societal challenges (climate change, ageing
population, and public health). The first type of policy provides solutions to well-defined
problems, framed in technical terms and requiring the development of specific technological
capabilities. These policies are based on a top-down, rational planning approach. They
support the competitiveness of specific industries (defence, aerospace) through the choice
of a well-defined direction in order that the solutions satisfy a clear end goal.

In contrast, the societal challenges underpinning grand challenges are complex, multisided,
uncertain, unstructured, and difficult to manage, and comprise problems that call for long-
term transformative change.® Such fundamental change requires transformation of the
whole system of innovation production and consumption; thatis, new configurations of actors
and knowledge bases, cross-sectoral collaboration, technological and social innovations, a
wider set of institutions and interests, multilevel policy efforts, and multiagency responses
related to the long run.
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‘Grand challenges’ related, for instance, to environmental and health issues, have become
increasingly pervasive in both policy discourse and in the STI policy literature. Grand
challenges call for system wide transformations where a single instrument is insufficient.
They require policy-makers to implement policy mixes® that include demand-oriented
policy measures, and public procurement of innovation has generally been considered a
suitable instrument.

There is a consensus that grand challenges require more than current innovation policies
justified by ‘traditional’ rationales such as market and structural system failures, and that
what is needed is a system transformation.®® According to Weber and Rohracher, policy
interventions addressing grand challenges need to consider transformational failures; that
is, directionality, demand articulation, policy coordination, and reflexivity failures in addition
to market and structural system failures.

In their analysis of a large number of OECD and related policy documents, which make
reference to grand or global challenges, Kallerud et al.*developed an analytical framework
according to which such strategies contain or correspond to 12 dimensions. The table
below is a summary of their analytical framework.

Table 8: Core dimensions of grand (societal) challenges

Dimension Elaboration

Framing (rhetoric) | The concept of a grand challenge as a rhetorical device to justify
the commitment and value that research makes to public and
private sector in addressing economic, social and environmental
goals.

The notion of a ‘grand’ challenge conjures up images of ‘life
and death’ choices, the need to address the ‘survival’ of firms
and national economies and significant ‘threats to societies and
ecosystems’.

The terms ‘grand’ and ‘global’ have been used interchangeably.
While the notion of ‘grand challenges’ has become ubiquitous in
European R&l policy, other players (the OECD, Royal Society)
prefer the ‘global’ term, which more explicitly links this approach
to processes and issues of ‘globalisation’, both in terms of stakes,
thematic focus and interactional requirements (international
cooperation). But there is often a quick ‘slippage’ from grand to
global as in the following statement in the EU Innovation Union:
“many if not all of the societal challenges on which Europe’s
research and innovation efforts must focus are also global.
Overcoming many of these challenges calls for worldwide sharing
of efforts. In particular, many major research infrastructures require
massive investments that can only be raised through global
cooperation.”

Scales of stakes

Grand or global?

Scale or effort For such challenges to be addressed effectively, more intellectual
and monetary resources are required than what single actors,
even large nations, alone can muster. A shift towards a challenges
approach implies that few efforts and programmes should be
considerably up-scaled so as to reflect the much higher stakes
involved in those particular cases than for any ‘normal’ mission-

oriented R&l effort.

While climate change, global warming and clean energy are issues
that are always listed as grand and global challenges, it varies
much more between contexts both with regard to which other
topics qualify as grand/global challenges and how they are framed
as challenges at those levels of stakes and efforts.

Thematic variety
and centrality

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM




Dimension

Temporal scope

Elaboration

On the one hand, it is ‘urgent’ to find solutions to pressing major
challenges (as in the OECD STIG report). On the other hand, an
open, long-term effort is required to produce the new scientific
knowledge and the truly new and innovative technologies that
may open up new venues for effective solutions. Hence, at least in
some versions, the role of basic research is strong.

Multi-objective
policy

Often the challenge approach is introduced and developed as
concerned with ‘social/societal’ and/or ‘public’ issues, in contrast
to approaches developed within the economic policy domain.

The latter are focused on economic objectives; in particular,
economic growth, and primarily targeting ‘private’ actors (i.e.
private firms, their framework conditions and primary field of
operation [markets]). It is thus argued that it is “artificial to separate
economic, social and environmental opportunities since they all
involve business, government and other stakeholders.”

Orientation and
steering

A key difference between policies to address challenges and
policies to sustain (overall) economic growth is that the former
involves some degree and form of steering of efforts towards

a specific mission or objective. Similarly, the accompanying
“rationale for action” document to the EU Innovation Union
communication states that the overall orientation of challenge-
oriented and supply-oriented R&I policies differ by the fact that
addressing challenges “involves placing a far greater emphasis
than hitherto on attempts to influence the direction rather than the
rate of technical change and innovation.”

Interactional mode
(collaboration vs.
competition)

One dimension along which R&l policies to address challenges
may differ from R&l policies to sustain economic growth and the
competiveness of firms and national economies is their different
emphasis on collaboration and competition respectively. For
example, there may be a stronger emphasis in challenge-oriented
policies to develop policies and deploy resources within formal
collaborative frameworks (organisations, programmes) at the
supra-national level, while in a national framework for developing
R&l policies concerns with the competitiveness of the national
economy will be strong. Schematically, while competition may be
deployed in the service of collaboration in the grand challenge
approach, defined by a search for common solutions through
international collaboration, the reverse may be the case in policies
for growth and competitiveness within national (and regional)
frameworks to support the interests and capability of the ‘own’
actors (economy, firms, researchers).

STI spectrum

One important dimension along which policy initiatives to address
some or other grand and global challenge may differ widely

from each other is the relative ‘location(s)’ of actions along

the STI spectrum — from basic, oriented/strategic and applied
research over development on demonstration to innovation
commercialisation or effective resolution of the challenge in
question. While schemes for collaboration in research are well
developed, few collaborative models exist at the ‘innovation’ part
of the spectrum (except within contexts of development, aid and
philanthropy), where concerns of commercialisation, market return,
competition and protection of intellectual property often prevail.
The strong emphasis on ‘resolving’ challenges may indicate that
efforts at the innovation end of the spectrum may be mandatory
in any ‘complete’ challenge-oriented policy, as neither new
knowledge nor new technologies can in themselves be expected
to resolve any major issue/challenge.
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Dimension Elaboration

Stakeholder While the political authority and the privileged access to resources
involvement of governments and national and international agencies and

organisations put them in key positions in the organisation, funding
and implementation of challenge-oriented initiatives, addressing
challenges through R&l is nowhere seen to be appropriately
organised through top-down steering and hierarchical
organisations structures. While the notion of ‘partnerships’ is
also becoming common as a venue for addressing grand and
global challenges, these partnerships are conceived as having
to be particularly extensive, inclusive and heterogeneous (in
contrast to, for example, the triple helix structure of partnerships
for ‘the knowledge-based economy’). Statements along the line
of the following abound: “Nevertheless, some common strategies
are emerging: greater involvement of the private sector, non-
governmental organisations, philanthropic organisations, and
other stakeholders in the prioritisation and delivery of science
and innovation.” It is an issue of “empowering new players”:
“Non-governmental organisations, private, often philanthropic,
foundations and social entrepreneurs which often are driven

by non-profit motives can play an important role in catalysing
innovation to solve social problems that are insufficiently
addressed by governments or the market.”

Governance The assumption of collective, collaborative steering of socio-

technical change found in transition management thinking accords
well with the governance themes that are explicit and implicit in
grand challenge discourses. Although there is diversity in these
discourses, themes of integration, systems thinking and inclusive
decision-making are typically evident. Transition management
appeals to concepts of complex adaptive systems, social learning,
co-evolution, adaptive capacity and self-organising networks,
which involve varying degrees of societal involvement and
cooperation.

Kallerrud et al. conclude (ibid: 2):

In another analysis, the ‘“recent policy debates about research, technology and
innovation towards societal challenges, rather than economic growth only” is seen to
indicate the emergence of a new type of policy for “transformative change”. Policies
for transformative change do not only address “failures” as defined within systemic
innovation policy frameworks, i.e., infrastructural, institutional, interactional and
capability failures; one needs to add a new type of failure, viz. directional failures:
policies for transformative change not only require that innovations be generated as
efficiently and effectively as possible, but also that these innovations contribute to a
particular direction of transformative change. This involves, inter alia, the identification
of major societal problems or challenges for which solutions need to be developed
with the help of research and innovation, the formation of collective priorities and the
development of shared visions. This framing of the turn towards social challenges
indicates a central role for such frameworks as transition management, multi-level
governance and co-evolution of social, institutional and technological systems.

In a recent paper, Mazzucato™ advocates for combining the approach to grand societal
challenges with new mission-oriented innovation policies. But she is at pains to point out
that her use of the term ‘mission-oriented’ policy is very different from traditional science
and technology missions. She contrasts the new with the old use of the term, as outlined in
the figure below (Mazzucato, 2018).
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Table 9: Contrasting old and new mission-oriented projects

Defense, nuclear and aerospace

Diffusion of the results outside of the core
of participants is of minor importance or
actively discouraged

The mission is defined in terms of the
number or technical achievements, with
little regard to their economic feasibility

The goals and the direction of
technological development are defined in
advance by a small group of experts

Centralized control within a government
administration

Participation is limited to a small group of
firms due to the emphasis on a small
number of radical technologies

Self-contained projects with little need for
complementary policies scant attention
paid to coherence

New: Environmental technologies and
societal challenges

Diffusion of the results is a central goal
and is actively encouraged

The mission is defined in terms of
economically feasible technical solutions
to particular societal problems

The direction of technical change is
influenced by a wide range of actors,
including government private firms and
consumer groups

Decentralized control with a large number
of agents involved

Emphasis on the development of both
radical and incremental innovations
to permit a large number of firms to
participate

Complementary policies vital for success
and close attention paid to coherence
with other goals

For Mazzucato, missions should be broad enough to engage the public and attract
cross-sectoral investment, and remain focused enough to involve industry and achieve
measurable success. By setting the direction for a solution, missions do not specify how to
achieve success. Rather, they stimulate the development of a range of different solutions to
achieve the objective. As such, a mission can make a significant and concrete contribution
to meeting SDGs or societal challenges. She illustrates this approach as per the diagram

below (ibid: 810).

Figure 31: The relationship between grand challenges, missions and mission
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8.4 Recommendations

Recommendation:

The DSI should pursue the notion of ‘grand societal challenges’ as a
framing principle for the development of the high-level interventions in the
next decadal plan

We believe that recent scholarship in STI policy design has shown that such an
approach is justified where countries (perhaps more so developing countries) are
faced with complex, persistent and seemingly intractable societal problems. The
caveat to this recommendation is that the conceptualisation and design of such grand
challenges should adopt the learnings from recent reviews of similar instruments
elsewhere. The current global (climate) change and energy security grand challenges
should be included in the redesign of the societal challenges. The current bio-economy
grand challenge should be reconceptualised with a focus on at least food security (a
possible new grand challenge) and burden of disease (an essential addition to the
grand challenges given current experiences with the coronavirus pandemic).

Recommendation:
An independent study should be undertaken on the current grand challenge
for space science and technology

Such a study should look into the possibility of it being redesigned as an expanded

(with sufficient funding) S&T mission as well as its possible integration with the
astronomy/SKA/Meerkat mission.

MONITORING AND EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR THE SOUTH AFRICAN SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION SYSTEM

y



Financing of o ©
research and
innovation




9.1 Reflections

The previous system-wide reviews recognised that the South African STI system is under-
financed, that public expenditure on R&D is insufficient, and that the contribution of the
business sector to R&D has declined to alarming proportions. In our recent report, The
State of the South African Research Enterprise, we reaffirmed the findings of these reviews:

South Africa invests too little in R&D.

Although nominal expenditure has increased, GERD/GDP has remained unchanged
at around 0.8% for most of the past fifteen years. This translates in a world rank of 44
on GERD/GDP in 2015. The national target, as expressed in many policy documents,
of 1% remains elusive. South Africa’s poor performance in research funding is best
illustrated by the fact that, when compared to eight very similar research systems, our
investment is less than half of their mean investment.

SA does not compare favourably with the rest of the world in

funding of research

The value of GERD/GDP of 0.8% puts South Africa in 44th position in the world in
2015. The Lead countries on this indicator in 2015 spent around 5 to 4 times more
on R&D than South Africa (Israel and South Korea at 4.2%; followed by Switzerland,
Japan and Sweden at around 3.3%. Even when compared with our Comparator
(most similar) countries, South Africa is second last behind Malaysia (1.3%), Portugal
(1.24%), Poland (1.0%), Greece (0.97%) and Turkey (0.88%). SA is the lead country
on the African continent where the average GERD/GDP in 2015 was around 0.3%.

Steady increase in GERD per capita but decline in comparative

world rank

Expenditure per capita (in current $°000) has increased from 56$ in 2001 to 105$ in
2015. Despite this near doubling of GERD per capita, SA’s rank on this indicator is
even lower (66) than its rank on GERD/GDP. To understand why this is the case, one
only needs to look at what the Lead countries in the world spent per capita on R&D
in 2015: Switzerland ($2 100), Singapore ($1 854), Israel ($1 619), Sweden and the
USA both around $1 550 followed by Austria ($ 1 500), South Korea and Denmark
(both at $ 1 450). Even when compared to more similar sized-research systems,
South Africa does not compare well. The top Comparator countries spent between 2
and 3 times more per capita on R&D than us.

Significant decline in the contribution of the business sector to
expenditure on R&D in the country

Expenditure by source of funding shows that the government increasingly funds
the biggest proportion of R&D in the country. Whereas the business sector (BERD)
funded approximately 56% of all R&D in 2001, this proportion has declined to 39%
in 2015. Over the same time period government’s proportion of R&D increased from
36% in 2001 to 45% in 2015. Funding sourced from overseas sources doubled over
the same period from 6% to 13%. While it is of concern that business is increasingly
investing less in R&D in South Africa (proportionate to the other sectors), the decline
must be seen in the context of South Africa’s substantially larger GDP. And while
business’ proportion is declining, it still spent a substantial amount of R13.8-billion on
R&D in 2015/16.

Decline in proportion of R&D devoted to experimental development
R&D by type of activity has also changed and most pertinently as far as the proportion
of funding for experimental development is concerned. In 2001 32% of R&D was
classified as involving experimental development. By 2015 this proportion had
declined to 25%. This change is mainly due to the increased expenditure on applied
research which increased from 40% in 2001 to 48% in 2015. Expenditure on basic
research remained unchanged at around 25%.
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The declining trend of BERD has been recognised by the South African
government.

The causes of this trend are also reasonably well understood, and include the partial
demise of several large companies which were responsible for the bulk of BERD
(e.g. Anglo American and Eskom), the movement of local R&D to other countries (De
Beers and others), and the closure of the Pebble Bed Modular Reactor. The DST has
adopted a broad set of instruments to deal with this problem, including the introduction
of the R&D Tax Incentive, the establishment of the Technology Innovation Agency,
and the direct funding of BERD in certain sectors such as energy, biotechnology and
pharmaceuticals (Walwyn et al., 2016: 73).7"

9.2 Recommendations from previous reviews and policy intents in

the 2019 White Paper

A summary list of recommendations from previous reviews include the following:

Recommendation: A unitary Research and Innovation Vote ... to function as a
macro-coordinating mechanism to ensure that the country’s public researchers in all
public research-performing institutions ... are adequately supported to inform their
work. (2012 Ministerial review, p19)

Recommendation: ... a new, additional mode of public grant-making based on
the principal of cooperatively allocated sectoral funds. ... The new funds should be
structured so that they constitute well-informed consultative forums, including industry
and government actors, for the identification of sector-specific strategic priorities and
the development of corresponding research and innovation agendas. (ibid.: 20)

Recommendation: The research investment climate must be improved through
a review of present and further possible incentive schemes for their accessibility,
simplicity and effectiveness, with broadening as required. (ibid: 27). Measures listed
include: THRIP, SPII, “specially tailored grants and concessions” required by SMES,
regulatory environment for research and work permits, “sources of public capital
support for innovation activities”, diversified approach to government system of
company support and incentivisation, and industry-public researcher linkages.

... the NSl in South Africa is now generally in stasis, heavily stabilised and constrained
within itself, and can be only be moved to a different state by investments aimed at
the country becoming a knowledge economy. The means by which the system is
resourced thus become critical levers for the steerage of the system, and for its general
vitality. The biggest constraints are the stuttering pipeline of trained and knowledgeable
people, at all levels; the inadequate investment in the research teams that do exist;
not keeping up with infrastructure requirements; and failing to incentivise private
investment in innovation, both within and from outside the country. Financing of the
system must henceforth be driven in a new and more purposeful manner. (ibid: 43)

Recommendation: Public resourcing of R&D conducted at HEIs should be significantly
increased. (ibid.)

Recommendation: Business/industry should be encouraged and incentivised to
increase its R&D expenditure. (ibid.)

Recommendation: The incentive schemes offered by the dti and TIA/DST should be
expanded. (ibid.)

Establish a unified science vote. Alternatively, establish a new funding regime
to promote a unified system of national innovation that will include universities
and institutions performing R&D (i.e. provision of a unified science R&D budget).
Furthermore, incentives must be created systemically to enhance institutional
collaboration among South African universities, research institutions (including the
science councils), regulators, and government departments. (DST, 2017: 113)
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Some of these recommendations have been adopted by the new White Paper, which lists
four policy intents related to financing (DST, 2019: 63):

. Increase funding to the NSI, with a focus on increasing business and foreign investment
in STI, as well as to

. Encourage provincial and local governments to invest more in STl as part of their
development strategies.

. Improve the allocation of public funding for STI, and the coordination of public
investment, to ensure that government’s STI priorities are appropriately funded.

. Enhance the efficiency of funding in the NSI.

Given the dire situation of the economy and the real possibility that the first (and even the
second) intent (to increase GERD/GDP to 1.5%) will not materialise, it is perhaps prudent
to focus on strategies to improve coordination of current investments, as well as ways
to enhance the efficiency of funding in the NSI. With regard to the latter, the following
paragraph is illustrative of this thinking (ibid: 66):

To ensure that public STI funding is deployed productively, an STI investment
framework will be institutionalised, under the auspices of the Ministerial STI
Structure, to serve as a mechanism for prioritising and allocating funds. This will
involve collaboration between the DST, National Treasury and the Department of
Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation (DPME). Finally, to improve funding efficiencies,
the mandates and funding instruments and incentives of institutions such as the
Technology Innovation Agency (TIA), the National Intellectual Property Management
Office (NIPMQ), parts of the Industrial Development Corporation (IDC) and parts of
the National Research Foundation (NRF) will be harmonised, and the administrative
capabilities of the relevant institutions improved (e.g. through simplified application
procedures, improved turnaround times and standardised evaluation approaches,
where appropriate).

Against this backdrop, our recommendations regarding financing are also skewed towards
interventions that will produce greater coordination and efficiency gains.

9.3 Recommendations

Recommendation:
Institutionalise private sector cooperation and agreement when designing
interventions to increase financing of innovation

For initiatives which involve significant private sector cooperation and agreement,
prior consultation with private firms on the details of implementation is essential. We
formulate this as a general recommendation specifically based on our review of the
R&D Tax Incentive. Although there was some initial consultation, this was insufficient
to counter the initial suspicion of, and resistance to, the scheme. Moreover, such
initiatives must be accompanied by a significant public awareness campaign. In many
cases, it appears that the target beneficiaries were unaware of the scheme, how it
operates and how it could assist them.

Recommendation:
Continuance and strengthening of the R&D Tax Incentive scheme

Raising new revenue from National Treasury, or persuading it to give up existing
tax revenue, will be almost impossible in the next five-to-ten years. The DSI should
therefore take great care not to relinquish its tax incentive despite recent negative
reviews, but work much harder to improve the impact of the scheme over the next
period. Our review showed that although the scheme has not induced the necessary
behavioural change in the private sector (increase in R&D expenditure), it has been
implemented quite successfully from an administrative perspective, despite some
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initial teething problems. In particular, it is noted that the scheme was not shaped
by a dedicated strategy; it relied heavily on the agreement of another government
department; and it lacked, at least initially, a clear set of outcome measures. As a
result, it took time to find a modus operandi which could meet the needs of all its
participants.

Recommendation:

Undertake an in-depth review of existing funding instruments targeting
business and innovation in order to achieve optimal coordination and
efficiency

This recommendation is in line with the fourth policy intent around financing in the
2019 White Paper. It is also specifically informed by our review of TIA as well as
an analysis of the different funding programmes at DSI and dti. As far as we could
establish, there has not been a recent review of the key funding instruments and
programmes in innovation and business support, including the THRIP and the Support
Programme for Industrial Innovation (at dti) and the different instruments managed by
TIA (Technology Stations Programme).

We conclude with two recommendations that pertain to improved efficiency and
oversight of public expenditure on R&D.

Recommendation:

A study should be conducted to assess the extent and possible synergy
between the investments of the universities, funding agencies (NRF, MRC,
WRC) and government departments (DHET, Department of Water Affairs and
Forestry, Department of Health) in building the next generation of scientists
and scholars in the country

Various departments and agencies as well as all the universities in the South African
STI system invest significant funds in building the academic and scientific pipeline.
This funding includes various bursary and scholarship schemes, as well as grants
to postdoctoral fellows, emerging scholars and early career academics to enable
them to become established scientists and scholars. We recommend that a study be
undertaken (1) to establish the quantum of public investment in this area; and (2) to
identify possible areas of duplication as well as synergy for better coordination.

Recommendation:

An appropriate quality M&E framework needs to be implemented to ensure
that the DHET publication funding system adheres to good practice in
responsible research

Studies conducted by CREST (commissioned both by ASSAf and the DHET) have
revealed that the current publication funding system (which disburses more than R2.4
billion annually to the universities) has been hugely effective in stimulating growth
and productivity among university academics. Unfortunately, the system has also led
to various unethical and fraudulent publication practices. In two recent studies, we
have unearthed compelling evidence of significant abuse and gaming of the subsidy
framework through publications in predatory journals, excessive claims for publication
outputs, clear and evident gaming of subsidies linked to conference proceedings, as
well as increasing evidence of unethical behaviour by journal editors. The aim of the
implementation of the proposed framework would be to assess and re-affirm both the
quality and integrity of publications by South African academics.
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