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REQUEST FOR EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST 
RESEARCHING TEACHER CHOICES ON EARLY LANGUAGE, KS1 MATHEMATICS, AND

COGNITIVE SCIENCE 

Opening date: 20th May 2022 Closing date for EOIs: 5pm, 21st June 2022 

1. Background and aims

The EEF's grant-funding tests the impact of high-potential programmes and approaches aiming to 
raise the attainment of 3–18-year-olds from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds. Since 
2011, EEF have funded over 200 projects across all stages of our programme pipeline – pilot, efficacy 
and effectiveness.   

In recent years, EEF’s collaboration with school leaders has highlighted a desire among teachers and 
headteachers to answer research questions which can more directly feed into existing teaching practice. 
These questions are often not related to the impact of manualised programmes, which require schools 
to purchase resources or training, but are instead about the everyday choices that teachers make when 
planning their lessons and deciding on the pedagogical approaches they will take in their classrooms. 

This funding round focuses on a new EEF strand of projects called ‘Teacher Choices’ (TC), which 
explores some of the most common questions teachers ask about their practice, and tests everyday 
choices teachers make when planning their lessons and supporting their students. The intention is to 
commission Teacher Choice evaluations in three topic areas: Early Language, Cognitive Science and 
Mathematics in KS1. 

The choices that we will investigate as part of this work and in the future are intended to be: 

- of high interest to schools,

- a real choice that can be made by classroom teachers,

- easy to define so that teachers know what they are expected to do as part of the project, and

- relatively easy to implement without lots of training and resources

We are still in the process of developing this strand of research and are still learning how best to do it 
(and not do it). As such, we are looking for research teams that are interested in actively helping us to 
refine this research approach. We have so far commissioned two pilot Teacher Choices trials. These 
trials were disrupted due to COVID-19 but are producing valuable learning that we will make available 
to research teams appointed for this round. Teacher Choices trials commissioned in this round do not 
need to follow designs from the pilot Teacher Choices trials and we are open to exploring different 
methodologies as we develop this new strand of evaluations. 

2. Research areas and research questions

Through existing EEF evidence reviews and consultations with stakeholders, the EEF identified three 
areas as having gaps in the evidence base and with potential to benefit socio-economically 
disadvantaged pupils: 

Cognitive Science: This is an area with a good theoretical and experimental evidence base, and 
with the potential to have a differential effect on those from socio-economically disadvantaged 
backgrounds, but with less research currently based on day-to-day classroom practice. Sub-themes 
of interest include managing cognitive load, schemas, cognitive theory of multimedia learning 
or approaches to recall.  

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/projects-and-evaluation/projects/teacher-choices?utm_source=/projects-and-evaluation/projects/teacher-choices&utm_medium=search&utm_campaign=site_search&search_term=teacher%20cho
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Early Language: Oral language skills are fundamental for learning. Studies consistently 
demonstrate that there is a higher prevalence of oral language needs in socio-economically 
disadvantaged communities and those working with children have told us they are prioritising 
supporting children’s language skills following the disruption of the pandemic. Particular sub-themes 
of interest within this topic include implicit oral language teaching approaches, explicit oral 
language teaching approaches, awareness, assessment and identification of language 
needs, family support and joint working within and between services for children in the Early 
Years. 

Mathematics in Key Stage 1: This is an area where gaps exist between socio-economically 
disadvantaged pupils and their peers and where more research is needed to find successful 
approaches that align with the evidence. Sub-themes of particular interest include number 
concepts, geometry and spatial thinking, mathematical talk and vocabulary, and 
metacognition and self-regulation in maths. While we are funding research in this area in the 
Early Years and Key Stage 1, this round of funding will focus specifically on Key Stage 1 
Mathematics. 

Teacher Choice research questions

The EEF has shortlisted a set of Teacher Choice research questions within each topic area listed 
below. We wish to appoint one research team per topic area. As such, each EOI should focus on one 
topic area (teams may submit more than one EOI if they are interested in multiple topics). 

Research teams with winning proposals will be expected to take forward all Teacher Choices 
research questions within the topic area to a scoping phase to investigate the feasibility of conducting 
an impact evaluation to answer the question. Research questions that are deemed feasible will be 
taken forward to full evaluation. We expect to take forward 1 – 2 research questions per topic area to 
full evaluation. 

Cognitive Science: 

- Is retrieval practice or a teacher/TA-led input more effective for a short 1:1 or small group
intervention?

- Which modelling technique that uses examples is most effective?

Early Language: 

- Which approach is the most effective for pre-teaching key vocabulary to a small group of
children?

- Which approach to monitoring/planning guided play is most effective?

- Which approach to supporting role play in the classroom is the most effective?

- Which whole class/group approach is the most effective for teaching language skills through
stories?

Mathematics in Key Stage 1: 

- Is pre-teaching more effective than intervening after the lesson?

- Are same-day or next-day interventions more effective?

- Which method of providing manipulatives is most effective?

- Is teacher modelling with physical or virtual manipulatives more effective?

Additional information about the listed research questions is provided at the end of this 
document. 
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3. Research design & process

All Teacher Choices research questions are expected to be answered through a robust impact 
evaluation and implementation and process evaluation (IPE). Where beneficial, the EEF encourages 
interested research teams to consider alternative impact evaluation designs outside standard EEF 
approaches. A nimbler design may be advantageous in ensuring questions can be answered in a 
timely way. 

The Teacher Choices evaluations in this round are intended to be relevant for schools, whilst ensuring 
that results are robust and generalisable. Given the type of questions shortlisted and the relative 
simplicity of the choices proposed, shorter evaluations are anticipated.  

The process of setting up an EEF Teacher Choice evaluation has some notable differences compared 
to standard EEF-commissioned programme evaluations. One key difference is that a delivery team 
will not be assigned to any of the commissioned evaluations. Research teams will collaborate with the 
EEF to refine the choices and the evaluation design, will work with an Implementation Guidance Lead 
to develop the implementation guidance and will be fully responsible for recruiting schools to the 
evaluation.  

An independent Study Advisory Group will be established for each topic area, who will provide 
feedback and advice to the research team around the design of the study whilst ensuring the highest 
standards of rigour and research quality. Additionally, the Study Advisory Group will ensure alignment 
with relevant ethical procedures and contribute to mitigating any conflicts of interest that may arise. In 
line with standard practice, two set-up meetings will be held between the EEF and the research team 
to advance the Teacher Choice evaluations, the timing and format of which are to be decided.  

The research questions and the evaluation design will be refined across two phases described below: 
the scoping phase and the implementation guidance development phase. 

Scoping phase 

Following appointment, research teams will progress to a scoping phase that will focus on 
ascertaining the feasibility of the evaluation designs and refining the research questions.  

This phase may involve research into how clearly defined the choices are, how distinct they are from 
each other, how easy they are to implement, and teachers’ willingness to be randomised into 
exclusively implementing their allocated choices for the trial period. The phase may also involve a 
high-level literature review and light-touch research to refine the theory of change for the choices, and 
to identify suitable outcome measures.  

We expect the scoping phase to be collaborative and flexible, and the research team will have the 
opportunity to regularly draw on support from the EEF and the Study Advisory Group. Starting from 
applicant proposals, research teams will be expected to indicate how they want to organise the 
phase, what specific elements of the Choice design will require focus and collective discussion, and at 
what intervals the research team will source feedback from the Study Advisory Group. A typical 
scoping phase may involve approximately 3 meetings with the Study Advisory Group in addition to ad-
hoc feedback on key design considerations. We would expect scoping phase budgets to be in the 
range of £25,000 - £40,000.  

The aim of the scoping phase is to establish the feasibility of the research questions as efficiently as 
possible. It is possible that some research questions are quickly deemed infeasible or less feasible 
than the other questions, and do not require a detailed scoping phase. 

The phase will culminate with a presentation from the research team to the Study Advisory Group and 
the EEF. This will be inclusive of: 

• The recommendations about which research questions to take forward to an evaluation and
which are not feasible to evaluate.

And for any research questions proposed to be taken forward: 
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• A draft theory of change for the given choices

• Proposed outcome measures

• Proposed high-level evaluation design(s), and justification of the specific evaluation approach
and associated components (e.g.  level of randomisation, number of arms, meta-analysis
approaches).

• Draft sample size estimations (to be later presented in the protocol)

Based on the research team’s findings and recommendations from the scoping phase, the decision 
on which research questions to take forward will be taken by the EEF. If the evaluation of one or more 
of the shortlisted choices are determined as infeasible to take forward, the EEF will ask the research 
team to publish a short paper detailing the findings from the scoping phase, including the specific 
challenges of conducting the research that led to discontinuing the project.  

Research teams should note that we expect to take forward 1-2 research questions per topic area. If 
more research questions are considered feasible, the EEF will work with the research team to decide 
on which questions to take forward, considering factors such as interest from school-level 
stakeholders, feasibility, cost, length of evaluation, and EEF’s overall portfolio of studies. The other 
questions may be taken forward to evaluation at a subsequent time point. 

Where 2 research questions in one topic area are taken forward, the EEF will discuss the best timing 
of the evaluations with the research team. Depending on the team’s capacity, the evaluations may run 
concurrently or be staggered. 

Implementation guidance development phase 

For research questions that are taken forward, Teacher Choices trials will require production of a 
short implementation guide to support teachers in applying their allocated teacher choice. The 
implementation guides are intended to be brief and easy to follow by teachers. The guides will provide 
an overview of the study, the intended benefits of the teaching approach, the fundamental practices to 
adhere to in the allocated arm, level of flexibility afforded in the choice, as well as brief suggestions for 
preparing for and implementing the choice.  

Following the culmination of the scoping phase, the Teacher Choice implementation guidance will be 
drafted by an Implementation Guidance Lead, jointly identified by the EEF and the research team. 
The Implementation Guidance Lead may be a member of the research team (where the team has the 
necessary expertise) or a member of the Study Advisory Group. With the support of the 
Implementation Guidance lead, the research team will be expected to pilot the implementation 
guidance in a small number of schools and make any refinements prior to commencement of the 
evaluation. 

Culmination of evaluation designs 

The scoping phase will provide research teams with the opportunity to develop and refine their 
evaluation designs, including for example, investigating the feasibility of different randomisation 
approaches, identifying a suitable outcome measure, etc. Following the scoping phase and 
concurrently to the drafting and piloting of the implementation guidance, research teams will be 
expected to finalise their evaluation designs and document them in a protocol.  

Given the scope and depth of the shortlisted Teacher Choices questions, outcomes of interest are 
anticipated to be proximal (e.g., topical knowledge and comprehension, cognitive functions, and 
behaviours) rather than longer-term or broad-based outcomes. Our preference is for outcomes to be 
measured using existing, well-validated measures where available, but we are open to research 
teams proposing alternative outcome measures focused on pupil progress or attainment, such as 
bespoke measures or teacher-developed tests where there is strong justification, existing measures 
are not available, and new measures can be developed and/or validated within a reasonable 
timeframe and budget. Research teams can propose whether a baseline test is considered 
necessary. 
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An implementation and process evaluation (IPE) will be expected from research teams to complement 
the impact evaluation for the Teacher Choices. The IPE should focus on identifying differences in 
implementation and, where possible, differences in mechanisms between the approaches, including 
investigating in what contexts and for whom the approach may be more effective.  

Risk management 

As part of their proposal, applicants should submit a summary on what they believe will be the key risks 
to delivering the project and what contingencies they will put in place to address them.  

A risk is any factor that may delay, disrupt, or prevent the full achievement of a project objective.  For 
each risk, the summary should assess its likelihood (high, medium, or low) and specify its possible 
impact on the project objectives (again rated high, medium, or low). The assessment should also identify 
appropriate actions that would reduce or eliminate each risk or its impact. 

Typical areas of risk for a research project might include staffing, resource constraints, technical 
constraints, data access, timing, management, and operational issues, but this is not an exhaustive list. 

Timeline

We would like to complete one full Teacher Choices evaluation in each topic area by the end of 2023. 
Our experience of conducting the first two pilot Teacher Choices trials indicates that the trial is likely to 
be most feasible if recruitment and implementation happen within the same school year. Our experience 
also indicates that schools are eager to participate in this type of research, and recruitment timelines 
are therefore likely to be shorter than for programme evaluations.  

The timeline assumes that approaches would be implemented for approximately 6 – 10 weeks. We 
understand that these timelines may need to be revised if findings from the scoping phase suggest that 
approaches need to be implemented for longer periods, or if the evaluation design requires a longer 
implementation period (e.g. a crossover design where each teacher implements both approaches). We 
have provided an example timeline below but are open to research teams proposing their own timelines. 

Table 1. Example timeline 

August 
2022 

September 
2022 

October 
2022 

November 
2022 

December 
2022 

 January - 
March  
2023 

April – 
 July  
2023 

August – 
December 

2023  

Scoping phase for all four research questions 

Research team appointed 

First set up meeting to agree design of 
scoping phase 

Scoping phase, including regular 
communication with EEF and with the 
Study Advisory Group 

Presentation of findings from scoping 
phase and decision on which research 
questions to take forward 

Full evaluation for first research question 

Second set up meeting to agree design 
of the evaluation  

Implementation guidance development 
& piloting 

Evaluation protocol development 

Recruitment of schools 

Implementation 

Analysis and reporting 
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4. Commissioning process

The applications process will be divided into two separate phases, an i) Expression of Interest (EOI) 
phase and a ii) Proposal phase, each with their own considerations. 

At a high level, a successful EOI should: 

• Indicate which of the three topic areas specified for this funding round the research team is
submitting an expression of interest in.

• Involve a strong team with

o experience in conducting scoping phases, feasibility studies, or other research
exploring the feasibility of a proposed research design,

o evaluation expertise in conducting RCTs and implementation and process
evaluations, particularly including nimble trial designs, evaluations with short
timelines, rapid data collection, and requiring high degrees of responsiveness from
the research team,

o subject-matter knowledge in the nominated topic area,

o experience in recruitment and delivery of trials in school settings.

• Be around 1,000 words long, excluding references and CVs (indicative length, the focus
should be on quality rather than quantity).

At proposal stage, we will expect shortlisted research teams to: 

• Provide initial reflections on the feasibility of the research questions,

• Describe and justify the design of their scoping phase, how this will allow them to address
uncertainties about the research questions, and how they will work together with the EEF and
the Study Advisory Group,

• Select one research question and present a high-level evaluation design for this research
question,

• Submit a budget for the scoping phase and for the evaluation design, using the budget template
provided.

Further details about what is expected at proposal stage will be provided to shortlisted teams. 

Scoring criteria 

The EEF will assess applications in line with the two phases presented above. Research teams with a 
successful Expression of Interest will be invited to submit a more in-depth Proposal. Each respective 
phase will be scored by under the following criteria:  

Phase 1 – Expression of Interest 

Expression of Interest will be assessed against the following criteria, for which an equal weighting will 
apply: 

I) The proposed team has an excellent track record in delivering RCT evaluations and
implementation and process evaluations

II) The proposed team has experience in delivering scoping or feasibility studies.

III) The proposed team has prior research and/or subject-matter knowledge in the nominated
topic area

IV) The proposed team has experience in recruiting schools to participate in trials and to
coordinate trial implementation
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Scoring Criteria 

0 Totally fails to meet the requirement - information not available 

1 Meets some of the requirements with limited supporting information 

2 Meets some of the requirements with reasonable explanation 

3 Fully meets the requirements with detailed explanation and evidence 

4 Exceeds the requirements with extensive explanation and evidence 

Phase 2 – Proposal 

Proposals will be scored based on the following criteria: capability and relevant experience of the core 
project team (35%), methodology and approach (50%), value for money (15%). More detailed scoring 
criteria will be provided to shortlisted teams. 

Submissions 

The EEF is interested in proposals from single research teams and consortia with complementary 
expertise and where the consortium can demonstrate that they will work well together to ensure the 
quality and efficiency of the project. We accept applications from legally constituted organisations and 
not from individuals. Organisations do not need to be existing members of our evaluation panel. 

Expressions of interest should be submitted by filling out the following application form by 5pm on 21st 
June 2022.  

If you have any questions, please contact Faizaan.sami@eefoundation.org.uk 

Commissioning timeline 

Deadline for submitting Expression of Interest (EOI) 5pm, June 21st 2022 

Shortlisted applicants invited to submit full proposals June 28th 2022 

Deadline for submitting evaluation proposals August 8th, 2022 

Selected applicants notified of proposal outcome August 15th 2022 

https://www.tfaforms.com/4985425
mailto:Faizaan.sami@eefoundation.org.uk
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Appendix: Further information on Teacher Choice research questions 

Cognitive Science: 

We expect cognitive science questions to be focused on Key Stage 3, and for research teams to 
scope the feasibility of the research questions in two different subjects. Research teams will be asked 
to propose the two subjects at proposal stage and may suggest a specific year group in KS3 to focus 
on. Specific topics within the chosen subjects can be identified at proposal stage or during the 
scoping phase. We would suggest English as one of the two subjects, as validated measures are 
likely to be available, and as more prior evidence exists in maths and science, particularly for the 
research question focusing on worked examples. It may therefore be useful to generate research 
outside these subjects. 

Research Question Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Is retrieval practice 
or a teacher/TA-led 
input more effective 

for a short 1:1 or 
small group 

intervention? 

Retrieval practice Teacher-led input 
Proximal test, for example 
end of week spelling test 

Considerations: In the scoping phase, researchers would need to identify a common short intervention where 
either retrieval or a teacher-led input would work. It should be an intervention with a proximal test, for 
example a spelling intervention delivered after spelling homework has been set but before a spelling test. 

Research Question 
Choice for 

Group 1 
Choice for 

Group 2 
Choice for 

Group 3 
Potential 
outcome 

Which modelling 
technique that uses 
examples is most 

effective? 

Teachers 
supplement use 

of correct 
examples with 

non-
examples/incorr

ect examples  

Teachers use 
only 

correct/model 
examples 

Explanation includes no 
worked examples / modelling 

until after pupils have tried 
the task for themselves (this 
third option may be dropped 

during scoping) 

Validated 
measure in 
the chosen 

subject 

Early Language: 

Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Choice for Group 3 
Potential 
outcome 

Which 
approach is the 
most effective 

for pre-
teaching key 

vocabulary to a 
small group of 

children?  

Explicit teaching 

Selected small group 
of children are 

introduced to key 
vocabulary for the 
week using explicit 

teaching approaches 
e.g. ‘what’s in the

bag’ an activity
involving pulling

images/objects from a 
bag, the adult saying 
the word, the children 

repeating the word 
and the adult talking 
about the meaning 

Implicit teaching 

Selected small group of 
children are introduced 
to the key vocabulary 
for the week using a 

playful approach. The 
approach involves 

selecting items for the 
group to play or role 

play with that allow the 
adult to model the key 

vocabulary and children 
to apply the use of the 

vocabulary in a 
meaningful context 

Combined approach 

Selected small group of 
children are introduced 
to the key vocabulary 

through explicit 
teaching approach e.g., 
‘whats in the bag’ and 
then are given time to 
play with the objects 
alongside the adult to 
have the vocabulary 

modelled and the 
children are able to 
practice using the 

words in a meaningful 
context 

Children’s 
expressive 

and 
receptive 

vocabulary 
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Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Choice for Group 3 
Potential 
outcome 

Which 
approach to 

monitoring/pla
nning guided 
play is most 

effective? 

One guided 
interaction a week 

The staff team 
monitor their 

interactions during 
guided play with 
children ensuring 
each child has at 

least one responsive 
interaction during 

their play each week 
(see approaches for 
interactions in Figure 
1 here). They could 
choose to interact 
more with specific 
children to provide 
targeted support. 

Focus child once a half 
term 

Staff select around 6 
children each week (3 
for each member of 

staff) to be their focus 
and join in with their 

play providing 
responsive feedback to 
move their learning on 

in that instant and 
across the week (see 

approaches in Figure 1 
here). The staff team 

monitor their 
interactions with 

children ensuring each 
child has been a focus 

each half term. 

This doesn’t mean not 
responding to other 
children but rather 

intentionally spending 
more time with focus 

children. 

No tracking of guided 
interactions (likely to be 
business as usual but 

tbc during scoping) 
During free-

play/choosing sessions 
staff are available to 
guide children’s play. 

Staff choose to support 
children they would like 

to. There is no 
monitoring or co-

ordination of which 
children have had 

support or from which 
staff. 

Children’s 
expressive 
or receptive 

language 

Considerations: Our understanding is that often what Early Years settings monitor is the number of 
observations of children’s learning recorded by staff and effort is made to ensure all children have had 
observations of their play completed. Often children who approach staff for support during their play receive 
more adult attention and interactions than those who do not. The approaches for group 1 and group 2 above 
shift the focus to ensuring each child has a guided interaction during their play and staff can plan to 
intentionally spend more time with specific children to provide targeted support. 

Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Which 
approach to 
supporting 
role play in 

the 
classroom 
is the most 
effective?  

Adult ‘dressed’ role play 
area 

Staff set up their classroom 
role play area to link with 

their topic e.g., if 
reading/learning about 

space the role play area is 
‘dressed’ to resemble a 

rocket and linked resources 
are provided (e.g., colanders 

as space helmets) 

Child-initiated/deconstructed role 
play area 

A role play area with open-ended 
resources available (e.g. fabric, 
pegs, frame, large cardboard 

boxes, costumes) and topic specific 
resources (e.g. helmets, costumes, 

or masks for space theme) for 
children to temporarily choose how 
to use the area as part of their play 
(e.g. same materials could be used 
by the children one morning as a 

rocket and the next day as 
café/hairdressers/home) 

Children’s expressive 
or receptive 

language/vocabulary 

Could also consider 
looking at proximal 

outcomes for a 
subgroup too e.g., 

number or quality of 
interactions between 
children and between 

adults and children 

https://d2tic4wvo1iusb.cloudfront.net/eef-guidance-reports/literacy-ks-1/Supporting_oral_language_development.pdf?v=1635355219
https://d2tic4wvo1iusb.cloudfront.net/eef-guidance-reports/literacy-ks-1/Supporting_oral_language_development.pdf?v=1635355219
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Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Choice for Group 3 
Potential 
outcome 

Which whole 
class/group 

approach is the 
most effective 
for teaching 

language skills 
through stories?  

Planned whole class 
storytime 

EYs staff pre-plan their 
storytime session by 
choosing a book they 
will use over several 
sessions in a week. 
While planning they 

review which 
vocabulary it would be 

useful to 
emphasise/explain and 

what questions/ 
discussion points they 
would like to have with 

the children. 

Ad-hoc or responsive 
storytime 

EY staff are asked to 
select a book from 

their book area to use 
during story time for 
that week. The adult 
reads the story and if 
they come across a 
word or event that 

needs explaining or 
would be useful for 

discussion they 
support the children 

to understand it. 

Framework for 
structuring whole 

class book reading 

EY staff are provided 
with a framework that 
helps them provide a 

dialogic reading 
experience for the 
children without 

necessarily having 
read the book before 

or completing 
planning for storytime 

Children’s 
expressive 
or receptive 
vocabulary 

Mathematics in Key Stage 1: 

Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Is pre-teaching 
more effective 

than intervening 
after the lesson?  

Before maths lessons, 
teachers work with 

selected children who 
they believe will 

particularly benefit from 
learning about some of 

the language or concepts 
that will come up in the 

lesson. 

After the lesson, teachers 
give additional support to 

those children who 
struggled to understand 

the concept or procedure. 

Maths attainment – related 
to a specific topic area 
taught during the study 

period 

Child self-efficacy and 
confidence in maths 

Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Are same-day or 
next-day 

interventions more 
effective?  

Intervention conducted 
the afternoon of the same 
day for the small group of 

children who need 
additional support 

following the maths 
lesson. 

Intervention conducted 
the next day before the 

subsequent maths 
lesson. 

Maths attainment – related 
to a specific topic area 
taught during the study 

period 

Child self-efficacy and 
confidence in maths 

Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Which method of 
providing 

manipulatives is 
most effective? 

Teachers are given some 
guidance on using 
manipulatives and 
instructions that 

manipulatives should be 
available on each 

children’s table in each 
maths lesson. 

Teachers are given some 
guidance on using 
manipulatives and 
instructions that 

manipulatives should be 
on a table (station) in the 
classroom. Children can 
access when needed.  

Maths attainment – related 
to a specific topic area 
taught during the study 

period and where 
manipulatives are likely to 

support learning e.g. 
counting ability 
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Research 
Question 

Choice for Group 1 Choice for Group 2 Potential outcome 

Is teacher 
modelling with 

physical or virtual 
manipulatives 

more effective? 

Teacher uses only 
physical manipulatives 

when modelling in a 
lesson (i.e. does not use 

the interactive 
whiteboard). 

Teacher uses only virtual 
manipulatives when 

modelling in a lesson (i.e. 
does not use the physical 

manipulatives) 

Maths attainment – related 
to a specific topic area 
taught during the study 

period and where 
manipulatives are likely to 

support learning e.g. 
counting ability 

Considerations: Could explore the addition of the third group using both physical and virtual manipulatives. 


