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BACKGROUND 

Significance 

 
The annual cost of employing the 232,000 teaching Assistants (TAs) in English schools is estimated 

at £4.3 billion, representing a significant proportion of recurrent staff costs in schools. TAs make up 

approximately 26% of the school workforce, yet the evidence summarised in the EEF Teaching and 

Learning Toolkit and elsewhere suggests that the current deployment of teaching assistants in 

English schools is not improving pupil outcomes, and can even be detrimental to learning. TAs spend 

a disproportionately large amount of time with disadvantaged pupils, so the attainment of the EEF’s 

target group is particularly vulnerable to harmful practice.  

However, the independent evaluations of the Switch-on Reading programme (Gorard et al., 2014) and 

the Catch Up Numeracy programme (NfER, 2014) showed an average impact of three additional 

months’ progress. These findings are consistent with the wider evidence base, which shows that 

average gains of between three and four  additional months can be achieved when TAs provide one-

to-one or small group support using structured interventions. 

Intervention 
 
The scale-up campaign contains three components: 

1. A guidance report summarising the existing research on teaching assistants and offering 

guidance on deployment, training and integration with classroom teaching, provided to all 

primary and secondary schools in England. 

 

2. Advocacy support provided in a range of ways (such as training events, coaching, and 

consultancy) by a set of around 5-10 intermediaries, offered to the 1049 primary schools in 

South and West Yorkshire with the aim of working with approximately 525 schools. This is 

particularly aimed at underperforming schools, and focuses on enabling schools to act on the 

guidance. 

 

3. Targeted interventions working with schools with high numbers of disadvantaged pupils within 

South and West Yorkshire. This will involve evaluation grants, scoping grants and scale-up 

grants provided by the EEF; each of which will be subject to a separate evaluation. 

 
 

RESEARCH PLAN 

Design Overview 
 
This evaluation focuses primarily on components 1 and 2 of the scale-up campaign and comprises an 

impact evaluation conducted by the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) and an implementation and 

process evaluation conducted by the Centre for Education and Inclusion Research (CEIR) at Sheffield 

Hallam University.  

The impact evaluation involves the use of experimental methods to evaluate the offer of different 

kinds of small-scale incentives, with the goal of establishing the most effective ways to engage 
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schools with guidance information, and a non-experimental synthetic control analysis to evaluate the 

impact on pupil attainment of intensive advocacy support provided to primary schools in South and 

West Yorkshire.  

The implementation and process evaluation, underpinned by a theory-of-change design, focuses 

on South and West Yorkshire. A mixed methods approach is used to illuminate: the models of 

advocacy deployed by different providers; participants' perceptions of the advocacy provision; the 

nature of any changes in school practices that occur as result of the advocacy provision and/or receipt 

of the guidance and the process leading to these changes; and perspectives of schools who did not 

take up the advocacy support offered.  

In addition the IFS will assess the cost-effectiveness of the campaign. 

Research questions 

 
Impact evaluation 
 

a) How do different methods of providing guidance to schools affect the degree to which schools 
engage with the guidance?  
 

b) What impact do different methods of providing guidance have on pupil attainment?  
 

c) What impact does offering advocacy to primary schools in South and West Yorkshire have on 
pupil attainment? 
 

Implementation and process evaluation 
 

d) What models of advocacy were deployed to mobilise knowledge about the effective 
deployment of TAs? 

e) What was the reach of, and the patterns of engagement in, the advocacy provision offered in 
South and West Yorkshire? 

f) What factors influenced schools' engagement with the advocacy offer?  

g) What were participants' perceptions of the different models of advocacy offered in South and 
West Yorkshire? 

h) What changes occurred in the deployment of TAs as a result of engagement with the different 
models of advocacy provision and/or the guidance, and what led to these changes? 

i) Is the deployment of TAs more closely aligned to the EEF guidance in schools that 
participated in the advocacy offer than in schools that were not offered the advocacy? 

j) Does participation in the advocacy offer lead to participation in the EEF targeted 
interventions, and if so what leads to the take-up of interventions? 

k) What enabled, and what impeded, the effectiveness of the scale-up campaign? 

 
Impact evaluation design: Guidance materials (main trial) 
 

There are a number of potential reasons why schools might not actively engage with information, 

such as guidance documents, and why they might not act on it. In the first stage, schools receive 

large amounts of information from different sources and schools must make a decision about which 

pieces of information to read and take in based on an initial assessment of the costs and benefits of 

the information. Information coming from EEF is likely to be perceived to be of high-value given EEF’s 

reputation. However, there is still likely to be a perceived time cost associated with reading any 

guidance document. In the second stage, schools must be able to readily understand the information 

in the guidance document and see a potential in terms of increased pupil attainment. Lastly, they 
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must be able to change current resources to address the points raised in the guidance document. 

This would point to sending guidance out at the time of year when schools are considering their 

resource deployment for the next year (mostly the summer term).  

The literature on tax compliance and the behaviour of intrinsically motivated workers suggest a 

number of different ways to increase engagement with the information. First, there is evidence from 

the tax compliance literature to suggest that reducing the costs of accessing information by making 

information simpler can increase the response (Chetty et al. 2009, Finkelstein 2009, Chetty and Saez 

2013, Bhargava and Manoli 2014) and that randomly auditing individuals can also change behaviour. 

Previous research on worker behaviour has argued that extrinsic incentives may be less effective or 

even harmful for intrinsically motivated workers (Besley and Ghatak, 2005; Deci et al, 1999; Tirole 

and Benabou, 2006). Instead, it has been argued that awards and recognition may be more effective 

for intrinsically motivated workers (Ashraf et al. (2014); Kosfeld and Neckermann (2011). However, 

previous empirical evidence suggests that providing low-value extrinsic rewards and social 

recognition can both motivate pro-social behaviour (Goette and Stutzer, 2008; Chetty et al., 2014; 

Dwenger et al, 2014).   

In this impact evaluation, we will test different ways to deliver information in order to alleviate barriers 

to engaging with and acting on the information. In particular, we will randomise all primary and 

secondary schools (outside of South and West Yorkshire) into one of five groups. The first group 

would represent a pure information control who would just receive a hard-copy of the guidance 

document and an email reminding them about the guidance document. The other four groups willdiffer 

in terms of the degree to which engagement with the information is incentivised (with any incentives 

featuring prominently at the start of the email). These four groups would also receive a request to 

complete a short quiz about the guidance document (5 mins long), which will provide an additional 

way of delivering the information and a mechanism for providing the incentives. 

Below, we detail exactly how each group differs and then what we can learn by comparing these 

groups:   

 C - Pure information control – hard copy of guidance document, reminder email sent to schools 
with link to guidance document (no quiz). 

 T1 – quiz only – control plus link to short quiz to “test your knowledge.” This relies purely on any 
intrinsic motivation to find out more information as part of the quiz.  

 T2 – low-value extrinsic rewards – T1 + schools offered £5 Amazon voucher if they complete 
the quiz.  

 T3 – social recognition rewards - T1 +  plus schools told that they will be able to join the TA 
evidence club (precise TBC) if they complete the quiz. Schools in the TA evidence club will be 
able to showcase their achievements to other schools and gain early sight of the latest evidence.  

 T4 – personalised information – T1 plus schools told they will have the chance to talk to one of 
the academic researchers involved in the production of the guidance if they complete the quiz. 
This will give a small number of schools the chance to talk more about the evidence and how it 
pertains to their school.   

We would address research question (a) by using the following metrics of schools engagement with 

the information based on google analytics and tracking clicks using Mail Chimp:  

 Google analytics used to establish a national baseline before the guidance for the degree to 
which schools already engage with information provided by EEF 

 Track whether schools open the email (all schools)  

 Track whether schools click on the link to access the guidance document (all schools) 

 Track whether schools start the quiz and their scores (T1, T2, T3 and T4) 

 Track whether schools sign up for personalised information (T4 only) 

Whether schools open the email and click on the guidance document will be the only measures 

available across all groups. Comparing groups T1-T4 with C will tell us the effect of the incentives on 

schools engagement with the guidance. Whether schools click on the quiz and their scores is perhaps 
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a stronger measure of engagement as it tells us whether the treatments lead to schools actively 

seeking out more information. We can only compare across groups T1-T4. However, comparisons of 

whether schools start/end the quiz will tell us directly whether the incentives lead to more people 

engaging with the information (relative to the quiz only treatment) and comparison of their scores will 

tell us the degree to which schools actually took in some of the information.  

To address research question (b), we would assess the impact on attainment by using KS4 and KS2 

as our primary outcomes (measured using the NPD) and comparing across treatment and control 

groups. We would also examine the impact on teacher-assessed Foundation Stage Profiles, Key 

Stage 1 and Key Stage 3 as additional outcomes (but place less emphasis here). We propose 

analysing outcomes as measured in summer 2016 and summer 2017, with most emphasis placed on 

the latter to allow time for the information to be used and any effect emerge.  

We will provide the information just before the summer holidays when schools are planning resources 

for the next year. In terms of sample selection, we propose that experimental schools would be 

randomised within a small number of strata to allow us to robustly analyse the impact. The main 

sampling frame would be the set of primary and secondary schools (outside of South and West 

Yorkshire) with Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 4 results, respectively.  Currently, this amounts to about 

13,720 primary schools and 2,826 secondary schools. In practice, the sampling frame could be 

reduced slightly from this if not all schools’ email addresses are available.  

For groups C, T1 and T3, we propose groups of equal size. The size of groups T2 will be determined 

by the budget for incentives made available by EEF. The Size of group T4 will depend on the 

availability of the researchers to provide personalised guidance.  

In Table 1, we perform power calculations to give the minimum detectable effect sizes, varying the 

number of treatment groups from one to four and separating out by phase. The minimum detectable 

effect size is clearly larger with more treatment groups, but these are still relatively small compared 

with most other EEF trials. The extra groups also provide a relatively low-risk way of analysing low-

cost ways to encourage active engagement with information by schools. The key factor driving any 

treatment effect will be the level of active engagement by schools. We speculate that few schools will 

actively engage with the information in the pure information control. However, the micro-incentives 

could increase this. Let us assume an expected effect size of 0.2 if all schools act on the information 

(based on switch-on reading results). In the case of four treatments, then we require about one 

quarter of primary schools to act on the information and about 50% of secondary schools.  Although 

clearly large, power could be increased by looking at other causal questions (e.g. pooling all incentive 

groups and comparing these with schools without incentives).  

Table 1 – Minimum detectable effect sizes for primary and secondary school analysis 

Phase Number of 
Schools 

Number of Treatment Groups 

  1  2 3 4 (current) 

Primary 13,720 0.034 0.041 0.048 0.053 

Secondary 2,826 0.075 0.091 0.105 0.118 
Note: assumes a two-sided hypothesis test with significance level of 5%, and power against an alternative hypothesis of 80%. 
We assume the analysis is performed at the school-level and that 50% of the residual variance can be explained by school 
characteristics. Numbers of schools in control and each treatment group are assumed the same. Excludes schools in South 
and West Yorkshire.  

The emails would be sent out using mail chimp, which allows tracking of email openings and opening 

of individual links (http://kb.mailchimp.com/campaigns/ways-to-build/how-to-code-html-emails#Email-

Open-Tracking). The emails would formally be from EEF, but IFS/EEF would jointly draft the emails 

(with prominent descriptions of the incentives) and the actual emails would be sent by IFS using the 

mail chimp software.  

The quiz would be implemented using Survey Gizmo, which IFS has experience of using as part of 

another randomised control trial.  
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Impact evaluation design: Guidance materials (additional trial) 

 
In addition to the above trial on guidance materials, we also decided to conduct an additional trial of 

the provision of guidance materials. It is important to note that this additional trial was designed after 

the results of the first trial were observed. Indeed, the second trial was guided by these results and 

was designed with the express purpose of exploring the results in more detail.  

In this second trial, we focused on the simplicity with which the information is presented, largely 

dispensing with further investigation of the role of incentives. In addition, we chose to examine the 

way in which the recipient of the information affects the level of information engagement, i.e. how 

much higher (if at all) is engagement with a named vs generic email.   

To be specific, we divided schools into one of three groups: 

 Standard email – serving as a control or business-as-usual group 

 Highly simplified email – serving as a way of testing whether further simplification of the 

material can increase engagement.  

 Offer of personalised advice (primary schools only) – This repeats the offer of personalised 

advice from the original experiment, except that it is offered to more schools in the second 

trial and an online appointments schedule is presented to improve take-up. It is again only 

offered to primary schools.  

In addition to these three groups, schools were randomised within each group to determine the 

recipient of the email (generic or named email address). This allows us to test the additional 

engagement that may result from emailing a named email address. Unfortunately, however, not all 

schools had both a named email address within the database used. We therefore only randomised to 

a named or generic email address where both were provided. In cases where only one was provided, 

we emailed the address that was provided.  

The main outcome of interest in this second trial will be the number of clicks on links from the email.  

Following on from disappointing results in the main trial, the emails will be sent in September 2016 in 

an effort to increase overall engagement.  

Impact Evaluation Design: Advocacy to promote guidance and additional interventions  

The third research question on the effects of the advocacy component is more challenging and not 

appropriate for experimental methods as the whole of South and West Yorkshire represents a single 

treatment group. This poses challenges for creating a convincing counterfactual as one cannot create 

a randomised control group. South and West Yorkshire was a non-random choice and may be subject 

to different time trends as compared with other similar sized regions or England as a whole. One 

cannot use a matched comparison group based on contemporary information either as South and 

West Yorkshire may be subject to particular time trends. In principle, we are thus looking for a 

counterfactual group with similar characteristics and subject to similar time trends. In order to do this, 

we would instead make use of synthetic control methods.   

The synthetic control method was first proposed by Abadie et al. (2003) in the context of estimating 

the effects of Basque Terrorism, further applied to assess the impact of a tobacco control law in 

California (Abadie et al., 2010) and of German reunification (Abadie et al., 2014). From a ‘donor pool’ 

of aggregate units not affected by the policy, a synthetic control group is constructed as the weighted 

average of those units that best resemble the treatment unit in terms of pre-treatment characteristics 

for as long a time period as possible.  

The context of the advocacy component is well suited to this kind of analysis as we are able to ensure 

comparability of pre-treatment outcomes stretching as far back as 2002. In particular, we will take 

other local authorities as our donor pool and find the set of time-constant weights across local 
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authorities that best allows us to match pre-treatment trends in the primary outcome of interest (Key 

Stage 2 attainment
1
) in South and West Yorkshire. To take a simple example, the weights could take 

the form of 0.5 for Manchester, 0.25 for Liverpool and 0.25 for York. These would then be used to re-

create a synthetic comparison group for South and West Yorkshire back to 2002, which would have 

time trends in the pre-treatment outcomes that are as similar as possible. We would then apply these 

weights to the post-treatment outcomes across local authorities and compare this with the post-

treatment outcomes in South and West Yorkshire. This will give an estimate of the effect of the 

advocacy campaign.  

One important challenge with synthetic control methods is how to conduct inference. Although there is 

no uncertainty in terms of the values of the aggregate units (in this case, average attainment by local 

authority), there is uncertainty as to whether the synthetic control group best approximates the 

missing counterfactual for the treatment group. Inference cannot therefore be conducted in standard 

ways. Instead, Abadie et al (2010) propose a placebo-test method, whereby each aggregate unit 

within the ‘donor pool’ is in turn assigned as the treatment group in order to create a distribution of 

treatment effects. We can then compare the estimated treatment effect of the experiment with the 

distribution of placebo treatment effects to ascertain whether it is large and calculate a p-value. 

Unfortunately, the distribution of placebo effects is only knowable once one has created the synthetic 

control group and one cannot therefore conduct power calculations beforehand. However, we hope 

that the distribution of placebo effects we estimate as part of this evaluation will be of use to other 

researchers considering the potential power of synthetic control methods.  

We will construct the synthetic control group(s) based on local-authority average pupil attainment and 

will do so before post-test outcome data is available. This helps build credibility that the control group 

was not constructed based on the final outcomes. We will construct a number of different synthetic 

control samples in order to analyse the advocacy component against different baselines. The first will 

be constructed using local authority averages based on pure information control schools from the 

guidance material experiment (i.e. calculating local authority averages amongst only schools in the 

control group from this previous experiment), a business-as-usual baseline. The second will be based 

on the group of schools receiving the micro-incentives, a baseline of (potentially) more actively 

engaged schools.  

 

Impact Evaluation: TA-led Interventions  
 
The third component of the campaign will be tests of additional TA-led interventions to improve the 

effectiveness of teaching assistants (spread across the whole of England, but potentially focused on 

South and West Yorkshire). This clearly creates a problem for both pieces of analysis. 

For the analysis of the effects of different ways of delivering the guidance materials, the treatment 

groups are randomised across all schools in England. As a result, the problems created by TA-led 

interventions are unlikely to be that severe. We would only encounter problems in the unlikely event 

that additional interventions are particularly focused on one of the treatment or control groups.  

TA-led interventions potentially create more severe problems for the analysis of the effects of 

advocacy, particularly if they are focused on South and West Yorkshire. For our main analysis, we will 

compare all primary schools in South and West Yorkshire with the synthetic control group on an 

intention to treat basis. The difference between these two groups will incorporate any systematic 

differences in conditions between South and West Yorkshire and the synthetic control group. This will 

include the pure effects of the advocacy campaign, but would also include the effects of additional 

interventions if these are focused on South and West Yorkshire. This clearly creates problems for 

isolating the pure effects of the advocacy campaign.  Ideally, these interventions would thus be 

                                                      
1
i.e. average Key Stage 2 fine points scores by local authority over time back to 2002 (calculated 

using the National Pupil Database).  
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delayed as long as possible relative to the advocacy work and be focused more on the rest of 

England.  

In any case, we anticipate that a number of these interventions will be focused on South and West 

Yorkshire. We will seek to get around the problems this creates by conducting additional analysis 

where we drop schools involved in one of these interventions. This is less robust as the group of 

schools participating in an intervention is potentially non-random (willing schools could be different in 

unobservable ways) and there could also be spillover effects from additional interventions. In such 

additional analysis, we will clearly specify the assumptions one would need to make in order to 

estimate the pure effects of advocacy, and how convincing these seem based on the sample sizes 

and pre-treatment trends in outcomes.  

We will also document the average outcomes for schools receiving interventions plus advocacy, and 

compare these with those receiving pure advocacy. However, as with those not receiving 

interventions, this will be a non-random and less convincing comparison. The extent to which it will 

allow us to estimate the combined effect of advocacy and interventions will depend on the nature of 

the randomisation in the interventions (within or outside SW Yorkshire), the sample sizes involved 

(which will determine both power and the possibility of spillover effects) and other features of the 

experimental design (such as within or across school design timing, levels of collaboration etc..). In 

any case, we will provide guidance as to how one should interpret and what we can learn from such 

comparisons given the nature of the experimental conditions.   

Assessment of cost-effectiveness 

  
To provide evidence on the cost-effectiveness, we will compute an estimate of the cost per school 
involved in line with EEF guidelines 
(https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/uploads/pdf/EEF_guidance_to_evaluators_on_cost_ev
aluation.pdf). We will also examine costs from the perspective of the policymaker (i.e. what is the 
cost-effectiveness of providing information in different ways). 
 

Implementation and process evaluation: Design 

The implementation and process research design will be based on the development and utilisation of 

an explanatory logic model. At the simplest level a logic model assumes a chain as indicated in the 

diagram below, with each stage in the chain being subject to a set of moderating factors.  

 

The model, which will be developed during the early stages of the research and refined over the 

course of the study, will frame the evaluation, allowing us to explore the way in which the intervention 

operates, identify to what extent schools are supported by the advocacy providers, participant's 

experiences of, and responses, to this support and how this does or does not lead to changes in the 

deployment and practices of TAs.  The model will also enable the exploration of moderating factors. 

Wiltsey and Stirman et al. (2012) identify, in a systematic review of sustainability of interventions in 

healthcare settings, a set of  moderating factors which are also likely to be important in the context of 

the scale-up campaign. These are characteristics related to: the innovation itself (including fit, 

flexibility, and ease of maintaining fidelity); the context (e.g. culture, leadership, setting 

characteristics); capacity (e.g. workforce, resources, and stakeholder support) and process 

(engagement, evaluation, collaboration, planning, support and collaboration).  

In our analysis we will pay particular attention to the mediation function to be played by the advocates 

in the scale-up campaign since, as Levin (2013:21) points out 'at the moment, we know relatively little 

about the nature and work of intermediaries in education …. involved with the mobilization of research 

knowledge'. Levin does however, points to Cooper's (2012) doctoral study of such mediation in a 

approach used reach understanding action 
intermediate 

effect 
end point 
outcomes 
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Canadian context, which indicates eight functions of mediating organisations (facilitating linkages, 

increasing awareness of research, increasing accessibility, increasing engagement, implementation 

support, organisational development, influencing policy and building system capacity) of which at 

least the first six are relevant to this study. We intend to develop a typology of the different advocacy 

models that are operationalised in South and West Yorkshire. so that we can distinguish the differing 

experiences of those engaged in different kinds of support, and  identify the ways in which the  

different advocacy models lead to changes in the deployment of TAs, if changes occur. 

The research questions to be addressed by the implementation and process evaluation (questions d-
k) are set out on page 2. 

Implementation and process evaluation: Data collection methods 

EEF implementation team focus group 

An early interactive focus group will be undertaken with the EEF implementation team to surface their 

assumptions as to how and why the campaign is expected to work in schools and the assumed 

causal chain from intervention to outcomes. The evaluation team will draw on this and the 

implementation literature to develop the scale-up campaign logic model. 

Telephone interviews with advocacy providers/ observation of EEF meetings for advocacy providers 

In September 2015, telephone interviews with each of the advocacy providers will be conducted. 

These will focus on the approaches they are using to engage schools and mobilise evidence on TA 

deployment. This will inform the creation of a typology of approaches. Follow up interviews, in 

summer 2016, will again be undertaken with the providers, focusing on reach and engagement, and 

examining how the advocacy intervention operated in practice.  

EEF will be facilitating support meetings of the advocacy providers during the campaign. Members of 

the evaluation team will observe these meetings. These observations together with analysis of the 

telephone interviews with advocacy providers will focus on the following research question: 

d) What models of advocacy were deployed to mobilise knowledge about the effective 

deployment of TAs? 

Advocacy provider monitoring data 

Advocacy providers will be collecting attendance data for the activities they provide. The evaluation 

team will link the monitoring data to data on school characteristics. Analysis will be undertaken to 

establish school participation in the region within each of the geographical areas targeted by different 

advocacy providers, the characteristics of participating schools and the patterns of engagement 

(dosage) over the academic year 15/16. This will contribute to answering the following research 

question: 

e) What was the reach of, and patterns of engagement in, the advocacy provision offered in 

South and West Yorkshire?  

Pre and post intervention surveys 

A baseline census survey to capture current practices in the deployment of TAs will be sent to the 

1133 schools in South and West Yorkshire very early in the autumn term 2015. The achieved sample 

of South and West Yorkshire schools will include both schools that subsequently choose to participate 

in the advocacy offer and those that do not take up the offer.  A post-intervention survey will be 

administered in late Autumn 2016 to the baseline sample.  For schools that participated in the 

advocacy provision the questions on the deployment of TAs will be repeated, and further questions 

asked on the quality and usefulness of the provision and whether participating in the advocacy offer 

led to them participating in the targeted interventions. Schools that did not take up the offer will be 

sent a very short survey to ascertain their awareness of the advocacy offer and the reasons why they 
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did not participate. In addition, the post-intervention survey (limited to the questions on the 

deployment of TAs, and perceptions of the guidance and, if appropriate, the targeted interventions) 

will be sent to a sample of schools outside South and West Yorkshire. Propensity matching will be 

used to identify this sample to ensure that they have similar characteristics to the schools in South 

and West Yorkshire who completed the baseline survey and subsequently went on to take part in the 

advocacy offer. A one to many approach will be taken in creating the propensity matched sample to 

ensure that the achieved sample size is sufficient for analysis. Once the survey has been completed, 

data from EEF about which schools have received which components of the scale-up campaign will 

be merged into the analysis dataset to verify the data gathered from the schools and allow a 

comparison of responses according to the components received. Similarly monitoring data will be 

merged into the dataset to allow a comparison of Reponses by dosage. 

Initially, a reliability analysis will be undertaken on the full sample of pre-intervention data to assess 

whether the measures are consistent with the hypothesized underlying factors (the 7 

recommendations in the guidance).  Cronbach Alpha statistics will be used to assess internal 

consistency. If the measures are found not to be consistent with the hypothesized underlying factors 

an exploratory factor analysis will be undertaken. A reliability analysis will also be conducted on the 

post-intervention responses. 

We will undertake a number of analyses of the survey data to inform the evaluation. In each analysis 

open questions will be analysed thematically. Closed questions will be analysed as follows: 
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Data-set Analysis method Purpose/s 

All pre-intervention responses 
from South and West Yorkshire 
schools (including those that 
take up and those that do not 
take up the advocacy offer). 

Descriptive analysis, 
confirmatory factor analysis, 
cross-tabulations and 
appropriate tests of significance 
to compare pre-intervention 
practices with regard to the 
deployment of TAs in schools 
that engaged with the advocacy 
provision and schools who did 
not engage.  

To provide a summary of 
findings to EEF and advocacy 
providers to support campaign 
delivery. To assess whether the 
measures are consistent with 
the hypothesized underlying 
factors (the 7 guidance 
recommendations). Responses 
at school-level will be made 
available to schools to provide a 
baseline audit for the schools. 

All post-intervention responses 
from South and West Yorkshire 
schools (including those that 
take up and those that do not 
take up the advocacy offer). 

Descriptive analysis. To contribute to answering 
research question  
f) What factors influenced 
schools' engagement with the 
advocacy offer? 

Post-intervention survey 
responses from South and West 
Yorkshire schools who took up 
the advocacy offer. 

Descriptive analysis and cross-
tabulations. If the achieved 
sample size is sufficient, 
modelling will be used to 
describe any variation in 
responses by the advocacy 
approach, school 
characteristics, and any other 
factors of interest. 

To contribute to answering 
research questions: 
g) What were participants' 
perceptions of the different 
models of advocacy offered in 
South and West Yorkshire? 
j) Does participation in the 
advocacy offer lead to 
participation in the EEF targeted 
interventions, and if so what 
leads to the take-up of 
interventions? 
k) What enabled, and what 
impeded, the effectiveness of 
the scale-up campaign? 
 

Pre and post-intervention 
survey responses from South 
and West Yorkshire schools 
who took up the advocacy offer. 

Descriptive comparison of the 
distribution of the outcome 
variables (the deployment of 
TAs in relation to the seven 
recommendations) pre and post 
intervention. Statistical 
significance assessment using 
paired t-tests and calculation of 
effect size (Hedges g). If the 
achieved sample size is 
sufficient, modelling to describe 
any variation in responses by 
the advocacy approach, school 
characteristics, and any other 
factors of interest.  

To contribute to answering the 
research question: 
i) What changes occurred in the 
deployment of TAs as a result 
of engagement with the different 
models of advocacy provision 
and/or the guidance, and what 
led to these changes? 
 
 

Post-intervention survey 
responses from South and West 
Yorkshire schools and the 
propensity matched sample 
from outside South and West 
Yorkshire. 

Descriptive comparison. If the 
achieved sample size is 
sufficient, modelling to assess if 
involvement in the advocacy 
campaign has a significant 
effect on TA deployment 
controlling for school 
characteristics. 

To contribute to answering 
research question: 
i) Is the deployment of TAs 
more closely aligned to the EEF 
guidance in schools that 
participated in the advocacy 
offer than in schools that were 
not offered the advocacy? 
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School case studies 

In the late autumn term 2016 we will identify a total of fifteen school case studies, drawn from those 

schools that have engaged with each of the advocacy providers' offers. Sample selection will also 

ensure variation in schools characteristics.  The evaluation team will conduct interviews with school 

leaders, teachers and TAs and analyse school documents. This will enable us to test the logic model 

by gathering in depth data on how the campaign interventions operate in practice, and developing a 

better understanding of the way the intervention can work and the factors that may influence its 

success. Reports will be created for each case and cross-case analysis undertaken using a 

Framework Analysis approach derived from the project logic model. Analytical categories and themes 

will be tested and refined with the fieldwork team. The case studies will contribute to answering the 

following research questions: 

f) What factors influenced schools' engagement with the advocacy offer?  

g) What were participants' perceptions of the different models of advocacy offered in South and 
West Yorkshire? 

h) What changes occurred in the deployment of TAs as a result of engagement with the different 
models of advocacy provision and/or the guidance, and what led to these changes? 

k) What enabled, and what impeded, the effectiveness of the campaign in South and West 
Yorkshire? 

The research questions will be used as an organising framework for synthesising findings from the 
different data collection activities in the implementation and process evaluation and the scale-up 
campaign logic model will be revised to reflect the findings.  

PERSONNEL 

The evaluation is being undertaken by the IFS and the Centre for Education and Inclusion Research 

at Sheffield Hallam University. 

 

Role Responsibility   

Project 
Directorship 

Director - Impact evaluation Luke Sibieta IFS 

Lead director - Implementation and process 
evaluation 

Dr Bronwen Maxwell SHU 

Co-director - Implementation and process 
evaluation 

Mike Coldwell SHU 

Project 
Management 

Implementation and process evaluation Ben Willis  SHU 

 

The project directors and project manager will undertake key aspects of the data collection and 

analysis activity and will be supported by: 

Teams  

Impact evaluation 
(IFS) 

Barbara Sianesi, Imran Rasul (Research Economists)  

Implementation 
and process 
evaluation (SHU) 

Anna Stevens (Quantitative data manager and analyst); Dr Janet Goepel (Expert 
advisor); Helen Bacon (External expert advisor). 

 

DATA PROTECTION AND ETHICS 

The impact and implementation and process evaluations have been approved by the ethics 

committee at Sheffield Hallam University. Data storage, sharing and reporting processes will conform 

to all legal requirements and protect participant confidentiality.  



Improving the impact of teaching assistants: 
EEF scale-up campaign 
Institute of Fiscal Studies and Sheffield Hallam University 
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TIMELINE 

 2015 2016 2017 2018 

 Apr/May Jun/Aug Sep/De Jan/Mar Apr/Jun Jul/Oct Nov/De Jan/Mar Apr/Aug 
 

Sep/De Jan/May Jun/Jul 

Intervention             

Guidance sent to all schools in England             

Delivery of advocacy offer             

Targeted interventions             

Impact evaluation             

Design Treatment Variation and Randomise 
Schools 

            

Design incentives, emails and short quiz for 
head teachers  

            

Emails and incentives to head teachers              

Analysis of information engagement data             

Interim Report        Dec      

Construction of synthetic control groups              

Apply for access to NPD for summer 2016              

Early Analysis of differences in attainment             

Apply for access to NPD for summer 2017              

Analysis of differences in attainment              

Implementation and process evaluation             

EEF implementation team  focus group             

Advocacy Provider interviews             

Pre-intervention survey             

Pre-survey analysis             

Post-survey             

Post-survey analysis/comparative analysis              

Collection of monitoring data             

Analysis of monitoring data             

School case studies             

Analysis of case studies              

Final Report            July 
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