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Sutton Trust/
Education Endowment
Foundation (EEF)
‘Toolkit’
 W ebsiteofresearch-basedapproachesto

supportteachingandlearninginschools

 34 approachessofarclassifiedby:

 Costestim ate(additionaloutlay forschools)

 S trengthofevidence

 P otentiallearninggain(m onthsprogress)

http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/toolkit



Summaries

What is it?
How effective is it?
How secure is the

evidence?
What are the costs?
What should I
consider?

Aim is to support
professional judgment

Case studies/
video

EEF Projects

Programmes

Evaluation
guide

Further
reading &
references

Abstracts
from meta-
analyses

Training & CPD



Policy context

 R esponsetoU K’sPupil Premium initiative

 €1100 perpupilforthe20% leastaffluentpupils1,plus
highaccountability fram ew ork– “ valueform oney” 2

 Adopted by theEEFascentraltotheirapproach

 T oolkitcurrently used by nearly halfofschoolsinEngland

 Designated the‘What Works Centre for “Improving
education outcomes for school-aged children”’ inM arch
2013 by U KGovernm ent

1 £900 in 2013-14 for any child in school registered for free school meals in the last six years and all looked
after children, smaller premium for children of Service families. In 2014-15 increasing to £1300 for primary,
£935 for secondary and £1,900 for looked after children (PP+)
2 All schools must report how they spend the premium on their website and this is inspected by OFSTED



Approach

 S ystem aticsearchforquantitativesynthesesin
eachthem e(w ithcognateterm s)

 Inclusioncriteria-experim entalcom parisons;
schoolagepupils;testededucationaloutcom es
(m ainly literacy andnum eracy);

 O therdatausedforeffectsizeestim atew here
m eta-analysesnotavailable

 Detailssetoutintechnicalappendices

http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/toolkit/about-the-toolkit/



Comparative synthesis

 Q uantitativeestim atethesize oftheeffect
 S tandardisedM eanDifference= ‘M onthsofgain’

 Inversevariancew eightedaverage

 Estim atethecosts ofadopting
 From studiesorsim ilarevaluations

 Inform ationnotalw aysavailable

 Com parativeindex,relative benefit

 Q uality index foreachm eta-analysisincludes:

 searchcriteria;ES type;explorationofvariance(e.g.
random /non-random );consistency offindings
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EEF commissioning of projects

 EEFcom m issionsprojectsguidedby theT oolkit

 S incelaunchin2013 theEEFhasaw arded:

 £37.4 m illion(€48.9M )to72 projects(57R CT s) w orking
w ithover500,000 pupilsinover2,300 schoolsinEngland

 T oolkitfindings(andotherrecentstudies)includedin
updates(w eightedm eanES )

 Aim istoscalesuccessfulinterventions

 Dependingonevidenceofprom ise

 P ilotEfficacyEffectivenessT aketoscale

 Com piledatabaseofallinterventions,w ithnational
attainm entdatatoassesslongerterm im pact



Preliminary results
Toolkit theme ES (d) EEF Project Impact

(d)
Notes Security of

findings

O ne-to-onetutition
1

0.44 (overall)
0.22 (T As)

CatchupN um eracy
(usingT eachingAssistants)

0.21

0.27

Catchupgroup(vcontrols)
T im eequivalentgroup
(v.controls)

O ne-to-onetutition
(usingT As)

0.44 (overall)
0.22 (T As)

S w itchonR eading
(usingT As)

0.24

S um m erschool 0.19 Future Foundations S um m er
S chool

0.17
0.00

English
M aths

S um m erschool 0.19 DiscoverS um m erS chool 0.21
0.24

R eading
W riting

T BC

S m allgroup
(Gram m ar
instruction)

0.34
-0.32

Gram m ar2 forW riting 0.10
0.21

O verallim pact
S m allgroupvcontrol

O netoone

S m allgroup

0.44

0.34

R esponsetointervention 0.19

0.48

O verall-highattrition

FS M group
M eta-cognition and
self-regulation

0.62 CalderdaleW ritingP roject 0.74 “ self-regulated strategy
developm ent”

T BC

ArtsP articipation 0.16 R hythm forR eading 0.03 n.s R hythm based notation
reading

T BC

1 Programmes which used experienced and specifically trained teachers tend to be more effective than those using volunteers or classroom
assistants (nearly double the effect): http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/toolkit/one-to-one-tuition/

2 Grammar instruction d= -0.32 (Graham and Perrin 2007)



Conclusions: iterative knowledge brokerage

 EducationEndow m entFoundationas‘know ledge
broker’

 Fundsdevelopm entoftheT oolkit

 P rom otestheT oolkittoschools(andpolicy m akers)
andencouragesthem toevaluate

 Com m issionsresearchtoim proveoutcom esfor
disadvantagedpupils

 Feedsfindingsfrom researchbackintotheT oolkit

 W illevaluatelongterm im pactofinterventions




