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• encouraging schools, government, charities, and others to apply evidence and adopt innovations 
found to be effective. 
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outcomes for school-aged children. 
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Executive summary  

The project 

The Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) has been leading the management of the Tuition Partners (TP) pillar of 

the National Tutoring Programme (NTP) in 2020/2021, funded as part of the government coronavirus catch-up package. 

The TP programme allows schools to access subsidised tuition from a list of 33 tuition partners, quality-approved by the 

EEF, to support pupils who have missed out the most as a result of school closures due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The focus is on supporting disadvantaged pupils, in particular those eligible for Pupil Premium, but with flexibility for 

schools to select those pupils who they feel were most in need of the support. 

The EEF commissioned the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) to run a reach and engagement 

nimble randomised controlled trial (RCT) with EM Tuition, an approved NTP Tuition Partner. The RCT explored the 

impact of two distinctive types of recruitment emails on school sign-up to the TP programme provided by EM Tuition: 

one email included a testimonial from a headteacher on the benefits of tutoring, the other included a summary of the 

research evidence of the benefits of tutoring. EM Tuition sent recruitment emails during February and March 2021 to 

1,949 primary, secondary, and special schools in areas of England where they offer tutoring provision, including 

Hertfordshire, Essex, North London, the East of England, and Suffolk. Schools were randomly allocated to receive one 

of the two types of email messages.  

A team from NFER analysed the impact of the different recruitment emails on the proportion of schools signing a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or providing an Expression of Interest (EoI) for their pupils to receive tutoring 

from EM Tuition as part of the TP programme. The evaluation also included a brief telephone interview or proforma 

completed by key contacts in a few schools to explore their reasons for signing up to the programme, or not, and 

suggestions for improving recruitment information.  

Key conclusions 

Research question Finding 

Impact evaluation  

There was no evidence that including a headteacher testimonial or research evidence 
summary of the benefits of tutoring in recruitment emails had any differential impact on the 
proportion of schools signing MoUs (OR = 0.612, 95% CI: 0.145, 2.58; p = 0.503) or submitting 
EoIs (OR = 0.785, 95% CI: 0.354, 1.74; p = 0.552). However, the unanticipated small number 
of MoUs and EoIs limited our ability to compare the outcomes across the two groups.  

Process evaluation—
implementation and fidelity  

As expected due to the straightforward nature of the intervention being tested, the recruitment 
emailing was conducted with a high degree of fidelity to the planned intervention design in 
terms of key aspects such as the content of the emails and accurate and unbiased 
administration of the emails according to the assigned arm of the trial. 

Process evaluation—
outcomes  

While there is some suggestion that schools found the inclusion of a headteacher testimonial 
or research evidence summary informative and confirmatory, there is very little evidence it 
influenced decisions to engage with tutoring for pupils. Rather, there appear to be three factors 
that influence schools’ decisions to take up NTP tutoring: the perceived educational value of 
tutoring (a view already in place and largely unaffected by the headteacher testimonial or 
evidence summary), considerations of the practical delivery of tutoring, and affordability of 
tutoring provision.  
 
Contextual factors such as partial school closures and the considerable volume of information 
available about the NTP through different means may have impacted on schools’ 
responsiveness to the recruitment email from EM Tuition. Some viewed the email positively as 
a welcome recruitment approach; others did not engage with it.  

Process evaluation—
formative findings  

Tutoring recruitment emails could be enhanced with greater clarity about the logistics of 
tutoring provision, particularly emphasising the flexibility to adapt the support to the needs of 
both schools and pupils, and also by providing clarity on costs. Brief examples of how other 
schools have implemented the support could be useful.  
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Introduction 

The Education Endowment Foundation (EEF) has been leading the management of the Tuition Partners (TP) pillar of 

the National Tutoring Programme (NTP) in 2020/2021, funded as part of the government coronavirus catch-up package. 

The TP programme allows schools to access subsidised tuition from a list of 33 tuition partners, quality-approved by the 

EEF, to support pupils who have missed out the most as a result of school closures due to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The focus is on supporting disadvantaged pupils, in particular those eligible for Pupil Premium, but with flexibility for 

schools to select those pupils who they feel were most in need of the support. TPs are paid 25% of the costs of tutoring 

by schools and 75% by the NTP for each session delivered. Schools can choose which TP/s to work with and can sign 

up to the NTP by responding to TPs’ marketing campaigns and registering their interest via the NTP website, where this 

information is shared with TPs who are then able to make follow-up contact with these schools. 

The EEF commissioned the National Foundation for Educational Research (NFER) to run a reach and engagement 

nimble randomised controlled trial (RCT) with EM Tuition, an approved NTP Tuition Partner. The RCT explored the 

impact of two distinctive types of recruitment emails on schools’ sign-up to the TP programme provided by EM Tuition: 

one email included a testimonial from a headteacher on the benefits of tutoring; the other included a summary of the 

empirical evidence of the benefits of tutoring. EM Tuition sent recruitment emails during February and March 2021 to 

1,949 primary, secondary, and special schools in areas of England where they offer tutoring provision, including 

Hertfordshire, Essex, North London, the East of England, and Suffolk. Schools were randomly allocated to receive one 

of the two types of email messages.  

A team from NFER analysed the impact of the different recruitment emails on the proportion of schools signing a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) or providing an Expression of Interest (EoI) for their pupils to receive tutoring 

from EM Tuition as part of the TP programme. The findings are presented in this report and are augmented with feedback 

from schools about their reasons for signing up to the programme, or not, and suggestions for improving recruitment 

information. The report concludes with lessons learned about how to effectively engage schools in programmes to 

support their pupils’ learning (relating to both catch-up recovery and beyond).  

Background evidence 

There is evidence that endorsements and testimonials outlining others’ experiences, or approaches highlighting the 

benefits of a given intervention according to research evidence, are both effective strategies in engaging schools in 

making decisions about taking part in research-based activities—but for different reasons. This study aimed to build on 

this evidence to determine whether, in the current context of providing catch-up support related to COVID-19 school 

closures and disruptions, one approach is more effective than the other in engaging schools in the tutoring programme. 

There is evidence that endorsements and testimonials can help persuade respondents that their participation is 

important. These can include endorsements from an ‘official’ (a funder or commissioner) or from other stakeholders or 

headteachers involved in the programme (Knibbs and Stobart, 2018; Watson and Anderson, 2005; Higton et al., 2017). 

In a qualitative study exploring response rates to a Newly Qualified Teachers’ survey, endorsements were considered 

one of the important ingredients to the content of recruitment messages responsible for a 7% increase in responses 

compared to recruitment approaches without such content (Knibbs and Stobart, 2018). Furthermore, Watson and 

Anderson (2005) found that endorsements from a sponsor prompted 29% of responses to a teacher survey, though this 

was lower than the 47% of responses prompted by endorsement from the teachers’ own headteacher.  

There is also evidence that respondents engage because of ‘altruistic motivation’—they want to help and recognise the 

perceived benefits of an intervention or programme (Watson and Anderson, 2005; Jacob and Jacob, 2012; Kropf and 

Blair, 2005).  

Moreover, there is evidence that providing an accessible and credible account of the research evidence behind an 

intervention supports headteachers’ decision-making (Nelson and O’Beirne, 2014; Nelson et al., 2017). Where teachers 

can be persuaded of the value of research there is more chance of them adopting the evidence-based practice or 

programme (Nutley et al., 2007) compared to teachers who place less value on evidence. Sharples (2013) also highlights 

the benefit of evidence synthesis in making research accessible, which the evidence summary in this trial sought to do.  

To explore the relative effectiveness of these recruitment approaches it was important to identify a programme with a 

substantial and consistent evidence-base. Tuition (tutoring) has been demonstrated to be a highly effective way to 
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improve pupils’ learning outcomes when used alongside classroom teaching. A recent U.S. review of 96 studies of 

tutoring interventions found substantial positive impacts of tutoring on both reading and maths outcomes for children 

aged 3 to 18 (Nickow et al., 2020), and when delivered by trained teachers or volunteers (Ritter et al., 2009).  

Evidence for the benefits of tutoring has also been gathered in U.K. contexts and is provided in the Education 

Endowment Foundation’s toolkits on one-to-one tuition (EEF, 2018a) and small group tuition (EEF, 2018b). Average 

impacts of between three and six months’ additional progress have been found by four evaluations of one-to-one tuition 

interventions (Catch Up Numeracy, Catch Up Literacy, REACH, and Switch-on Reading) and a further evaluation of 

one-to-one and small group support (Perry Beeches Graduate Coaching Programme). There is also some evidence to 

suggest that tutoring can be especially effective for disadvantaged pupils (Dietrichson et al., 2017; Torgerson et al., 

2018). 

This two-armed, school-randomised nimble RCT aimed to test the impact of different recruitment messaging on schools’ 

sign-up to receive tutoring for their pupils. Findings from the trial provide indications about conducive approaches to 

engaging schools in programmes to support their pupils. 

Context for the trial 

The email intervention for this trial took place during February and March 2021. From 6 January 2021, England entered 

a third national lockdown and schools were partially closed due to a further wave of high infections during the COVID-

19 pandemic. During this time, schools were required to provide remote learning to pupils and remain partially open to 

children whose parents were classed as key workers and were required to continue working throughout the lockdown, 

and to children considered vulnerable. Schools were able to open to all pupils from 8 March 2021. The NTP was 

launched on 2 November 2020 and schools were able to book tutoring provision from TP providers from that date. NFER 

was commissioned by the EEF to undertake the wider evaluation of the TP programme and the EEF monitoring data 

identified that when the intervention for this trial began on 3 February, 3,127 unique schools had signed an MoU with a 

TP. This context is important as 2021 continued to be a relatively atypical and challenging year for schools (following 

the first national lockdown in 2020) and also because NTP was launched several months before the recruitment emails 

for this trial were sent to schools. At the time of the trial, substantial marketing and promotion of the NTP was underway 

as well as media coverage of the programme. This context, and how it may have impacted on the results of the trial, is 

explored further in the Findings and Conclusions sections of the report.  

Intervention 

The intervention for this nimble trial was co-developed between the EEF, NFER, and EM Tuition. The section below 

outlines a brief TIDieR description of the intervention (Template for Intervention Description and Replication).  

Intervention name  

Recruitment emails containing either a headteacher testimonial or empirical evidence of the benefits of tutoring for pupils. 

Why? (Theory/rationale) 

The existing evidence-base indicates that both headteacher testimonials and empirical evidence may be effective in 

engaging schools to participate in a given intervention or programme. This study aims to build on this evidence to explore 

which approach is more effective in the specific context of engaging schools in catch-up tutoring provision for their pupils. 

Who? (Recipients) 

The recruitment emails were sent to an identified ‘key contact’ in primary and secondary schools. EM Tuition identified 

2,011 schools in their geographic area (Hertfordshire, Essex, North London, the East of England, and Suffolk) and 

identified a key contact name and contact email address for each school. Key contacts were usually the headteacher 

but could also be other senior leaders or staff (such as a head of department). Schools were identified from:  

• a list of schools where a key contact had expressed an interest in the programme and provided their 
contact details via the National Tutoring Programme (NTP) website; and  



        National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial 

 Nimble Trial Report 

7 
 

• a top-up sample of headteachers in schools within EM Tuition’s geographical remit, identified via 
publicly available information (for example, the government’s Get Information About Schools 
website).  

It was intended that each school involved in this RCT would be newly approached by EM Tuition regarding tutoring 

support via the TP programme. It was recognised that schools in the lists might be contacted by other providers—and 

might sign up to receive tuition support from them—at any stage during the trial and that schools could also sign up to 

more than one provider. Given the real-world marketplace nature of this trial, we did not identify or screen out schools 

in the sample that may have already signed up to a TP in advance of the intervention emails.  

What? (Materials) 

One of the following recruitment emails was sent to a key contact in each school:  

• an email with a testimonial from a headteacher already involved in the NTP receiving tutoring support 
from EM Tuition for their pupils (arm one): this referenced engagement with face-to-face and online 
tuition; and 

• an email that emphasised the research evidence relating to the benefits of tutoring (arm two): this 
highlighted, in a short and accessible way, the impacts of one-to-one and small group tuition from 
recent research including the EEF Toolkit. 

The emails were designed specifically for the trial and, apart from the above differences, were both exactly the same in 

all other regards such as providing an outline of EM Tuition’s provision and contact details for further information. The 

emails used typical content and a similar tone and phrases to those used by EM in their usual practice when they 

approach schools. Hence, the intervention emails reflected EM Tuition’s business as usual approach other than the 

inclusion of the testimonial or evidence summary. Both emails included information about tutoring being available online 

to pupils learning from home (as the emails were sent during the third national lockdown when schools were partially 

closed). The emails used are both presented in Appendix A of an accompanying document entitled ‘National Tutoring 

Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial—Appendices’. EM Tuition drafted 

the emails in consultation with NFER to ensure the messaging was consistent with that agreed for each arm of the RCT. 

What? (procedures) 

Recruitment messages were emailed to schools by EM Tuition. It was intended that all other follow-up contact would be 

in line with EM Tuition’s usual practice. For instance, EM Tuition follows up any replies from schools with phone calls 

and emails to discuss their offer, answer queries, and provide MoU paperwork as needed. EM Tuition was not blinded 

to which of the two emails schools were sent, nor to details about which schools replied and from which arms. However, 

they only followed up replies from schools and did not attempt further approaches to schools that did not reply to the 

initial email sent as part of the trial.  

EM Tuition was asked to record the following information in a trial data template to document the emailing process and 

record schools’ responses:  

• the date and time when emails were sent;  

• which email was sent; 

• bouncebacks (email delivery failure notifications); 

• whether or not a reply was received and date; 

• whether or not the key contact expressed interest, date and reasons given; and 

• whether or not the school signed an MoU, date and motivations for doing so.  

Who (provider)? 

EM Tuition has been approved as a Tuition Partner to provide tutoring for 4,500 pupils across approximately 200 schools. 

It works mainly across Hertfordshire, Essex, and North London but also in areas such as the East of England, Suffolk, 

and the rest of London. EM Tuition offers face-to-face and online tuition in primary schools, secondary schools, and 
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special schools. It has also been approved to provide online tuition to pupils at home. For this RCT, EM Tuition’s offer 

to provide tutoring covered both the period of immediate school closures at the time the emails were sent as well as 

beyond. Its offer thus included both online tuition for pupils at home or in school as well as face-to-face tutoring where 

that was suitable for schools. 

How (delivery mode)? 

EM Tuition sent the emails individually to headteachers at each of the schools on the list. Each message was 

personalised with the headteacher’s (or other key contact’s) name. EM Tuition preferred this approach to using a macro 

that automates a series of tasks into a single instruction. As the process of sending out personalised emails took a 

number of days—and in order to avoid any differential impact of the day or date when the email was sent such as any 

influence of day of the week or any wider contextual factors relating to that date such as a government announcement 

relating to the COVID-19 situation and schools—EM Tuition sent the emails out either alternately between individual 

emails or in small batches alternately between the two types of email messages (Arms 1 and 2). The time and date of 

each email was also recorded. 

Where (location)? 

The email was sent to primary, secondary, and special schools in Hertfordshire, Essex, North London, the East of 

England, and Suffolk. 

When and how much? 

The emails were sent out in February and March 2021. Based on prior experience of marketing campaigns, EM Tuition 

estimated receiving a response from schools within two or three days and, where schools did reply and take up tutoring, 

that it would take around three weeks for them to sign the MoU. Schools were, therefore, sent one intervention email 

and their responses were monitored for a minimum three full school weeks from that date (excluding February half-term 

holiday) from the date they were sent the email before analysing whether or not they had expressed an interest or signed 

an MoU. The analysis takes account of any variation in the date the email was sent to schools to identify a three-week 

intervention period (excluding school holidays) for each school. It was intended that each school would only be sent the 

recruitment email once during the trial period and that the email would only be sent to one key contact in each school. 

Tailoring (adaptation) 

The email messages were drafted in consultation between NFER and EM Tuition to be exactly the same in all regards 

other than the inclusion of either a headteacher testimonial or reference to empirical evidence of the benefits of tutoring. 

Once agreed, no tailoring or adaptation of the email messages was permitted. 

Research questions 

This nimble trial aimed to address the following research questions as set out in the study protocol:1  

1. What is the difference in the proportion of schools signing an MoU to participate in the TP programme in 
response to an email with a testimonial about the benefits of tutoring from another headteacher compared 
to a summary of the empirical evidence on the benefits of tutoring? 

2. What is the difference in the proportion of schools’ EOIs participating in the TP programme in response 
to an email with a testimonial about the benefits of tutoring from another headteacher compared to a 
summary of the empirical evidence on the benefits of tutoring? 

3. Did the emailing and recruitment process go as planned and was each school sent the correct email 
message as assigned by the randomisation?  

4. Did the email elicit a reply from schools (for example, as an indication of whether the school had engaged 
with the email and that this was recorded for the implementation and process evaluation)? 

 
 

1https://d3vgwsfdkj1ams.cloudfront.net/documents/NTP-Reach-Engagement-Trial-NFER.pdf?mtime=20210319123457&focal=none 
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5. Why, after being approached, do some schools sign an MoU to participate in the programme? (Exploring 
reasons for expressions of interest, motivations for signing an MoU, and other sources of information or 
influence.) 

6. Why, after being approached, do some schools not sign an MoU to participate in the programme?  

7. Does the email messaging affect schools’ decisions to sign up to the programme? (For example, in what 
way?) 

8. How could initial information in tutoring recruitment emails be improved? 

9. What other similar interventions are schools running (such as using academic mentors or other tutoring 
or catch-up programmes) and how does this influence schools’ interest in participating in the 
programme? 

Ethical review 

The study was compliant with NFER’s Code of Practice, which sets out guiding principles relating to ethics, data 

protection, data security, and caring for research participants,2 and did not present any particular ethical challenges or 

sensitivities. No special category data was processed as part of this trial. NFER is registered with the Information 

Commissioner’s Office for all research activities and only undertakes activities of an ethical nature.  

The trial is registered on the International Standard Randomised Controlled Trial Number registry (ISRCTN), trial 

number: ISRCTN72605600.3 

Data protection 

All data gathered during the trial is held according to the provisions of the Data Protection Act (DPA) 2018 and the 

General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 2016/679 and is treated in the strictest confidence by the NFER and EM 

Tuition. 

NFER and EM Tuition were joint data controllers for the RCT. The legal basis for processing personal data for the trial 

was GDPR Article 6 (1) (f), which states that: ‘processing is necessary for the purposes of the legitimate interests 

pursued by the controller or by a third party except where such interests are overridden by the interests or fundamental 

rights and freedoms of the data subject which require protection of the personal data’. 

We carried out a legitimate interest assessment, which demonstrated that the RCT fulfils NFER’s and EM Tuition’s core 

business purposes: undertaking research, evaluation, and information activities in the case of NFER and to enable and 

inform recruitment to tutoring services in the case of EM Tuition. The study was deemed to have broader societal 

benefits for contributing to improving the lives of learners by providing indications about conducive approaches to 

engaging schools in programmes to support pupils.  

School key contacts or headteachers were informed of the study in the recruitment emails. These included a link to the 

Privacy Notice providing full details about the trial (see Appendix B in the accompanying document entitled National 

Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial—Appendices or online: 

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/key-topics-expertise/nfer-education-trials-unit/current-projects/national-tutoring-programme-

tuition-partners-reach-and-engagement-randomised-controlled-trial/). The Privacy Notice set out what data was to be 

gathered as part of the trial and gave school contacts the opportunity to withdraw from data processing if they had 

objections to this by contacting EM Tuition. Key contacts who replied to the recruitment emails (without withdrawing 

from data processing) provided the ethical agreement for participation in the trial. School contacts’ personal data (name 

and contact details) was shared by EM Tuition with NFER. All data was shared via secure portal and was stored 

securely. 

 
 

2 https://www.nfer.ac.uk/media/1166/codeofpractice.pdf 
3 https://www.isrctn.com/ 

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/media/1166/codeofpractice.pdf
https://www.isrctn.com/
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All information from schools is reported anonymously in this report. One month after the publication of the trial report, 

anonymised data (excluding individual’s names, contact details, or job roles) and analysis code will be submitted to the 

U.K. Data Archive for storage as part of transparent analysis and reporting of RCTs. The data will include the school 

name. No individuals will be identifiable in the dataset. NFER will securely delete any personal data relating to this study 

within one year after the publication of the final report. EM Tuition will delete any personal data relating solely to this 

RCT at the end of the recruitment exercise. Personal data collected by EM Tuition for delivering the TP programme and 

tuition will be kept longer and was covered by a separate privacy notice that schools were provided with if they signed 

up to the TP programme. 

Project team 

EM Tuition is the delivery provider that ran the recruitment emailing intervention. The team was led by EM Tuition’s 

CEO, Helen Georgiou. 

NFER is the independent research organisation that ran the RCT. The NFER project was directed by Pippa Lord and 

managed on a day-to-day basis by Jennie Harland with oversight and quality assurance from Dr Ben Styles (Head of 

NFER’s Education Trials Unit, for RCT QA) and David Sims (Research Director, IPE QA). Ruth Staunton was the project 

statistician and conducted the analysis and Afrah Dirie was involved in the early stages of the project as a statistician. 

Eleanor Bradley was a project researcher conducting interviews and IPE analysis. Shazia Ishaq was involved in cleaning 

the initial dataset and Alison Riley provided administrative support throughout the project. The project director and senior 

team ensured alignment of the trial within the overall national TP evaluation. 

Methods 

Trial design 

The trial design was a two-armed, school-randomised nimble RCT that aimed to test the impact of different recruitment 

messaging on schools’ sign-up to receive tutoring for their pupils. The two arms of the trial were: 

• arm one—recruitment email with a headteacher testimonial of the benefits of tutoring for pupils; and 

• arm two—recruitment email with a summary of the research evidence of the benefits of tutoring for pupils. 

The primary outcome was the proportion of schools signing a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU), or not, within a 

specified timeframe of three full school weeks. As the timeframe for schools to sign an MoU was relatively short, a 

secondary outcome measured the proportion of schools replying to the recruitment email to provide an Expression of 

Interest (EoI) within three full school weeks of being sent the email.   
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Table 1 summarises the trial design. 
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Table 1: Trial design 

Trial type and number of arms  Two-armed RCT, school-level randomisation. 

Unit of randomisation  School. 

 
Stratification variable (s)   

School source: NTP EoI or not. 
Proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals (FSM): < 24% or 
≥ 24%.4 

 School phase: primary, secondary, all-through.5 

Primary outcome  

Variable  
  MoU signed by school. 

Measure  
(instrument, scale)  

Schools’ records from trial data template, binary indicator: 
1 = school signs an MoU within three weeks of being sent email; 
0 = school does not sign an MoU within three weeks of being sent 
email. 

Secondary outcome(s)  

Variable(s)  
  EoI from school. 

Measure(s)  
(instrument, scale)  

Schools’ records from trial data template, binary indicator: 
1= school returns EoI within three weeks of being sent email; 
0 = school does not return EoI within three weeks of being sent 
email. 

  

Participant selection  

State-funded primary and secondary schools in the areas where EM Tuition offers tutoring, such as Hertfordshire, Essex, 

North London, the East of England, Suffolk, and other areas of London, were identified to take part in the trial. A sample 

of 2,011 schools was initially identified by EM Tuition. Schools were identified from a list of schools that had expressed 

an interest in participating in the TP programme via the NTP website by providing their name, school, trust or multi-

academy trust (MAT) name and postcode, and contact details. EM Tuition added the details of other schools in the areas 

in which it works from publicly available information on the government’s website ‘Get information about schools’ and 

schools’ own websites. It was intended that the schools in the list had had no prior contact from EM Tuition about the 

NTP Tuition Partners programme. 

The study participants were key contacts in schools (such as the headteacher, head of school, executive head, or head 

of department). In cases where EM Tuition had multiple contacts for a school, it was agreed it would select one contact 

with the most senior role (where known) to be contacted as part of the trial such that each school case was associated 

with one key contact.  

EM Tuition provided the list of schools to NFER for independent randomisation. This list included the institution name, 

postcode, an ID code assigned by EM Tuition, and whether or not the school had expressed interest via the NTP website. 

All contact details and key contact names had been redacted from this list and were to be reinserted following 

randomisation.  

Prior to randomisation, the NFER team cleaned the list of schools received from EM Tuition to identify school phase and 

proportion of pupils eligible for free school meals (FSM). Nursery schools and post-16-only schools were excluded from 

the sample as they are not eligible to access subsidised tuition within the TP programme, which targets Year 1 to Year 

11 pupils. Special schools and alternative provision institutions (for example, Pupil Referral Units) were included in the 

sample as their pupils are eligible to access the TP programme.6 Duplicate entries of schools were also removed, as 

were schools with missing data for all stratifiers.  

 
 

4 The evaluation of the NTP TP programme monitors the number and proportion of schools on the programme that are in 
disadvantaged areas defined as those with more than 24% FSM pupils. This trial applied this same rubric for consistency to the 

wider evaluation programme of the NTP.   

5 Special schools and alternative provision organisations were included in the sample but school type was not included as a 
stratification variable. These schools were categorised according to school source, proportion of FSM pupils, and school phase.  
6 These schools were included in the categorisations for stratification variables, including school phase.  
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Outcome measures  

The primary outcome measure is the proportion of schools that signed an MoU (that is, conversion rate from being 

contacted by email to signing an MoU joining the programme) within a three-week window (excluding school holidays). 

This is a binary measure—yes/no.  

The study explored a secondary outcome of schools’ EoIs to receive tutoring support for their pupils from EM Tuition. 

This is a binary measure of yes/no, where ‘yes’ constitutes a positive indication of interest via a conversation with the 

school, and ‘no’ constitutes a reply or conversation with a negative indication—declining the offer of tutoring from EM 

Tuition. In practice the data was usually recorded in the trial data template as a positive response or blank entry—EM 

Tuition left the record blank where there was ‘no response’. For the analysis, the research team treated blank entries in 

the same way as the ‘no—negative indication’ response category. In essence, this means that the binary variable we 

used in our analysis was yes/not yes.  

The study also recorded the date schools provided an EoI and the date schools signed an MoU to establish if these 

outcomes were achieved within the specified three-week intervention period or not, and are also useful for understanding 

the duration of the process from initial email invitation to signing an MoU (analysed as part of the IPE). 

In consultation between NFER and EM Tuition, a trial data template was designed to capture data for the primary and 

secondary outcome as well as brief additional implementation and process information (discussed further in the 

Implementation and Process Evaluation section below). The trial data template included pre-categorised drop-down 

options to aid ease of completion and analysis as well as space to record additional comments in free text. EM Tuition 

recorded the date and time when emails were sent, bouncebacks,7 whether or not a reply was received, whether or not 

the key contact expressed interest, date expression of interest received, reasons for their interest, and whether or not 

the school signs an MoU, date MoU signed, and the primary motivation for doing so. At the end of the trial implementation 

phase of sending recruitment emails and logging replies, EM Tuition submitted the completed trial data template to 

NFER for analysis.  

Sample size  

The sample size calculations were made on the basis of EM Tuition’s success rate, up to the end of December 2020, 

for recruiting schools to sign-up to receive tutoring for their pupils—around one in 40 of the schools contacted. This 

anticipated success rate was also similar to that of other Tuition Partners that the evaluators spoke to before the end of 

that year as part of preparations for the trial. Hence, the protocol set out the assumption for the sample size of this trial 

—that for a sample of approximately 2,000 schools, a sign-up rate of 2.5% could be expected (50 out of 2,000 schools). 

Therefore, a trial with 1,000 in each arm would yield a 95% confidence interval around the difference in percentages 

between the two arms of ±1.2 percentage points. 

Randomisation   

EM Tuition provided NFER with a list of 2,011 schools for randomisation. The list included school name and postcode 

and school source—whether the school was identified via EoIs on the NTP website or not—but no personal data. NFER 

cleaned the dataset to check for duplicate entries, identify each school in its Register of Schools (RoS) and match it to 

key school characteristics (phase and proportion of FSM pupils), and to identify any schools in the sample that should 

be excluded as ineligible for the TP programme (for example, nurseries and post-16 schools). 

NFER randomised the schools into two arms: arm 1 (email 1) – which includes a testimonial from a headteacher already 

involved in the programme; and arm two (email 2) -– which  includes a summary of the empirical evidence relating to 

 
 

7 Where bouncebacks (email delivery failure notifications) were received it was agreed with EM Tuition this should be recorded in the 
trial data template. If the bounceback appeared to be an inaccuracy in the email address this could be corrected, but otherwise no 
further attempt to contact the individual at that email should be made during the trial, nor should an alternative contact at the school 
be approached within the trial implementation period. 
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the benefits of tutoring. Randomisation was carried out by an NFER statistician using the statistical package R. The 

code used to run the randomisation procedure was stored for reproducibility and transparency and is presented in 

Appendix C in the accompanying document entitled ‘National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and 

Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial—Appendices’. The statistician was not blinded to group allocation given the 

nature of the information included in the sample and that required in the trial data template (for example, school name 

and time email sent). Furthermore, we have no reason to suspect any researcher bias in being unblind to group 

allocation: the data was recorded by EM Tuition and the statistician had no way of influencing this.  

Randomisation was stratified by the following variables, which were anticipated to be influential in schools’ rates of sign-

up to the TP programme, applied in this order: 

• school source—whether a school expressed interest via the NTP webpage, or not; 

• school-level FSM—< 24% or ≥ 24%); and 

• phase of school—primary, secondary, or all-through.  

A trial data template was shared with EM Tuition via a secure portal to provide it with the list of randomised schools. 

This was an Excel template which included the randomisation results (in locked fields to avoid accidental errors) and 

the cells requiring data entry during the trial delivery. 

Statistical analysis  

The primary outcome was a binary variable (yes/no) indicating whether an MoU was signed within three weeks of initial 

contact. This was fitted as the response in a binomial generalised linear model against trial arm (arm one: headteacher 

testimonial; arm two: research evidence) as the explanatory variable of interest and FSM (< 24%, ≥ 24%, missing), 

phase (primary, secondary, all-through school, missing/other), and source (yes = NTP EoI, no = EM top-up sample) as 

covariates. No interactions were included. 

The secondary outcome was a binary variable (yes/no) indicating whether an EoI was received within three weeks of 

initial contact. This was fitted in a model of the same form as described above. 

From each model, marginal mean proportions were estimated with 95% confidence intervals for each of the two trial 

arms and an odds ratio for the pairwise comparison between the trial arms is reported with a 95% confidence interval 

and a p-value. A 5% significance threshold was used throughout the analysis so p < 0.05 would indicate an odds ratio 

statistically significantly different to one. 

As an additional exploratory analysis, the models and outputs from the primary and secondary analyses were repeated 

but without the three-week time limit on MoU signing or EoI. 

No missing data was recorded in any outcome variable or in the explanatory variable of interest. Missing values in the 

covariates were coded as separate categories. 

Analyses were performed using the statistical software R version 4.0.2 (2020–06–22). The openxlsx, ggplot2, multcomp, 

flextable, officer, and knitr packages were used. 

Implementation and process evaluation  

The study included a light-touch implementation and process evaluation (IPE) that was based on the EEF’s latest IPE 

guidance and had a particular focus on finding out why certain school engagement messages are more effective than 

others.  

Trial data template 

The IPE involved the design of a trial data template that was completed by EM Tuition during the intervention period and 

submitted to NFER at the end of the trial for analysis. The trial data template was developed in consultation with EM 

Tuition and collected data on: 

• which of the two emails were sent; 

• the date and time the email message was sent; 

https://cran.r-project.org/package=openxlsx
https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/multcomp/multcomp.pdf
https://cran.r-project.org/package=flextable
https://cran.r-project.org/package=officer
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/knitr/index.html
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• email delivery failures or bouncebacks; 

• whether or not a reply had been received; 

• whether or not an EoI had been received; 

• the date the EoI was received; 

• reasons for interest; 

• signed MoU and date; 

• whether the email affected the decision to sign-up; 

• motivations for signing up; and 

• for schools that provided an EoI but, as yet, no signed MoU, information and comments about the stage in the 

follow-up process, if known.  

This data was used to analyse fidelity to the assigned arm of the trial and implementation factors such as when emails 

were sent and the proportion of emails that were successfully delivered. It also enabled analysis of schools’ responses 

to the emails in terms of whether they replied or not, reasons for interest (free text entered by EM Tuition), motivations 

for signing an MoU (a list of response options pre-categorised in consultation between the research team and EM Tuition 

with an additional ‘other’ option where free text or new categories could be added), and the date when an MoU was 

signed.  

Intervention provider interview 

The IPE also involved a member of the evaluation team conducting a post-intervention interview with a representative 

from EM Tuition to explore: how the emailing/recruitment process worked; to what extent it followed the planned 

approach, usual practice and expectations; and challenges faced. This provided valuable context for understanding 

implementation and to help researchers interpret the outcomes of the recruitment intervention. 

School interviews/proformas 

As part of the IPE, additional data was also collected from 13 schools to explore responses to the headteacher 

testimonial or evidence summary, reasons for submitting EoIs or MOUs, suggestions for improving recruitment 

information, and engagement with other similar programmes or tuition providers. The protocol set out the intention to 

collect such information from up to 20 schools via telephone interviews, including ten interviews with key contacts from 

schools that had signed an MoU, five that had expressed interest but not signed an MoU, and five that had replied but 

neither expressed interest or signed an MoU. However, in practice this was not achieved due to a lower than expected 

number of replies, EoIs, and MoUs being received in response to the recruitment emails thus reducing the pool of 

contacts that could be invited to interviews. In addition, due to low response rates to the request to take part in an 

interview, key contacts were invited to provide their feedback on their experiences of the recruitment email by either 

participating in a brief telephone interview or completing a short proforma of questions via email. This was an amendment 

to the original IPE design to allow greater flexibility to schools and to reduce the data collection burden on them during 

a particularly challenging time dealing with the consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic. The Privacy Notice for the 

study was updated to outline this alternative method of data collection.  

School interview and proforma sampling approach 

The intention, as set out in the study protocol, was to identify a sample of schools to invite to interviews that provided 

variation in terms of trial arm, phase (primary/secondary), school source (NTP EoI or not), school-level FSM, and 

whether or not the school was part of a multi-academy trust (MAT). In practice, due to a lower than expected number of 

replies, EoIs, and MoUs, all schools that had returned a reply (N = 26), EoI (N = 25), or MoU (N = 12) at any stage during 

the intervention period (as recorded in the trial data template) were approached and invited to provide feedback on the 

recruitment emails by either a telephone interview or emailed proforma.  

Achieved school interview and proforma data collection 

Telephone interviews were conducted with a total of eight key contacts from schools and proformas were received from 

five. Table 2 displays the number of interviews and proformas completed with schools that had signed an MoU, provided 

an EoI, or that were not participating and provides a breakdown by each of the trial arms. There is limited variation of 

key school characteristics represented in the sample, with a higher proportion of interviews and proformas being 

completed by primary schools (10 of 13), schools that had expressed interest via the NTP website (11 of 13), and schools 
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with a proportion of FSM pupils lower than 24% (9 of 13). However, these characteristics reflect the overall sample of 

schools that replied, expressed interest, or signed an MoU. Interviews and proformas were completed by key contacts 

from three schools that were part of MATs.  

Table 2: Achieved school interview sample 

 Schools signed 
MoU 

Schools provided 
EoI 

Schools not 
participating 

Total number of 
interviews 

Total number of 
proformas 

Arm one 3 1 2 1 5 

Arm two 4* 1 2 7 0 

* Two of these schools were recorded in the trial data template at the time the data was submitted by EM Tuition as having expressed an 
interest, however, at the time of interview they had progressed onto signing an MoU and were receiving tutoring from EM Tuition for their 
pupils. 

School interviews and proformas were completed during late April and May 2021 by the key contact provided by EM 

Tuition. The majority of people who took part in interviews or who completed the proforma were senior leaders or other 

members of staff involved in the decision about the school’s participation in the programme (e.g. Chief Executive Officer 

(CEO), headteacher/principal, deputy/assistant headteacher/principal, member of teaching staff, member of staff with 

financial responsibilities within school and the NTP fell within their remit). Each qualitative telephone interview took 

approximately 20 minutes.  

Interviews were conducted using a semi-structured interview schedule and asked respondents about: 

• reactions to the email; 

• why they had, or had not, signed up for the programme and the decision-making process surrounding 
this (including, for schools that were part of a MAT, whether the decision was taken at the school or 
MAT level); 

• other sources of information about the programme; 

• participation in other similar tutoring or catch-up interventions and how this influenced the decision-
making; and 

• suggestions for improving messaging sent to schools about programmes and research. 

The proforma asked eight questions covering the same themes as the interview and was emailed to schools asking 

them to respond to the questions and return the proforma by email. The proforma did not collect any personally 

identifiable information. The excerpt of the recruitment email containing the headteacher testimonial or evidence 

summary, depending on the arm of the trial the school was assigned to, was provided in the proforma and was also re-

sent to several interviewees to remind them of the content. This strategy was used as some initial interviewees had 

difficulty recalling the email. Reminding subsequent interviewees of the email content ensured they could talk more 

specifically about the usefulness of the information and its impact on their decision-making. 

IPE data analysis 

Descriptive analysis was conducted on the information provided in the trial data template, completed by EM Tuition. The 

analysis included coding responses and frequencies of responses. Interviews with the provider and school staff were 

recorded (where interviewees gave permission) and written up into a template following the interview schedules, which 

were designed to address the research questions. Data from interviews and proformas was analysed in relation to the 

question themes (for example, take-up, reasons, wider context, and suggestions for improvements). Responses were 

coded using a mixture of inductive coding (open coding to identify categories of response arising from issues that are 

salient in interviewees’ narratives) and deductive coding (structuring responses to map against the pre-defined research 

questions). Findings from the IPE interviews are integrated in the report firstly to understand how email recruitment is 

implemented and secondly to aid interpretation of the impact findings.  

Table 3 presents an overview of how each aspect of the IPE methodology addresses the research questions.  
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Table 3: How data collection methods address the research questions 

Research 
methods 

Data collection methods Participants/data sources Data analysis methods 
Research 
questions 
addressed 

Trial data 
template 

Excel template completed 
by EM Tuition recording 

emails sent, replies, MoUs, 
signed, and motivations. 

School key contacts 
 

All schools in randomised sample 
(1,949) 

Descriptive analysis 
 

Basic frequencies 
 

Coding/categorisation 

RQ 3, 4, 5, 
and 7 

Telephone 
interview with 

provider 
Semi-structured interview. Key contact at EM Tuition Thematic analysis 

RQ 3 and 8 

Telephone 
interviews/ 

proforma with 
school staff 

All schools replying to the 
email, providing an EoI, or 

MoU invited to brief 
telephone interview or to 
complete a short written 
proforma of questions.  

School key contacts 
 

13 schools (including 7 schools that 
signed up; 3 that did not; and 3 that 

returned EoIs but had not signed 
MoUs) 

Thematic analysis 
(based on inductive and 

deductive coding)  

RQ 5, 6, 7, 
8, and 9 

 
Timeline  

Table 4 sets out the timeline of activities for the trial.  

Table 4: Timeline  

Date   Activity  
Staff responsible / leading 

 January 2021 
  
  

 Trial set up  
EEF, NFER, and EM Tuition 

 Develop emails and brief TIDieR framework 
EEF, NFER, and EM Tuition 

 Design research instruments 
NFER  

 Protocol 
NFER 

 Randomise schools 
NFER 

February 2021 

 Intervention starts: emails to schools—from 3 February 
EM Tuition 

 Ongoing record of school responses in trial data template 
EM Tuition 

March 2021 
Intervention ends: EM Tuition provides outcome data three full weeks after 
last email sent (26 March) 

EM Tuition 

 

April 2021 

 Conduct post-intervention interview wi 
th provider 

NFER and EM Tuition 

 Conduct telephone interviews/proforma with school staff 
NFER 

 Impact and IPE analysis 
NFER 

May 2021 

 Conduct telephone interviews/proforma with school staff 
NFER 

 Impact and IPE analysis 
NFER 

 Reporting 
NFER 

June 2021  Report review and publication 
EEF, NFER, EM Tuition 
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Impact evaluation results  

Participant flow including losses and exclusions 

As mentioned previously, EM Tuition provided NFER with a list of 2,011 primary and secondary schools from the 

geographical areas where they provide tutoring provision. It was intended that the sample of schools should not include 

any schools where EM Tuition was already providing tutoring provision prior to the trial. NFER cleaned the list and 

excluded a total of 62 schools prior to randomisation due to duplicate entries, missing information, and schools not being 

eligible for tutoring support through the TP programme. NFER randomly allocated 1,949 schools to the two arms of the 

trial. A total of 20 schools were subsequently excluded from the analysis as they were identified as having been 

randomised in error, including further duplicate schools and schools identified as working with EM Tuition prior to the 

trial. Figure 1 presents details of the school participants’ flow through various stages of the trial. 

  



        National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial 

 Nimble Trial Report 

19 
 

Figure 1: Participant flow diagram—two arms 

 
 

Attrition 

Rates of attrition in the trial were very low. Overall, just 1.03% of schools were lost to the analysis following randomisation 

as they were duplicate school entries in the sample or schools that were already working with EM Tuition prior to the 

intervention. Rather than attrition, these dropouts can hence be regarded as unbiased exclusions and require no further 

action. The rates of attrition are presented in Table 5.  
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Table 5: Unit-level attrition from the trial—primary outcome 

 
 

Arm one Arm two Total 

Number of units 

Randomised 975 974 1949 

Analysed 965 964 1929 

Unit attrition  
(from randomisation to analysis) 

Number 10 10 20 

Percentage 1.03% 1.03% 1.03% 

 

School characteristics  

Table 6 presents the key characteristics of schools that were included in the primary and secondary analyses. The table 

shows that the two samples of schools in arms one and two were well balanced in terms of the key characteristics used 

as stratifiers at randomisation. This was to be expected as there was no biased attrition.  

Table 6: School characteristics as analysed 

 Overall Arm one Arm two Population* 

Source 

(NTP EoI or not) 
Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage  

No  547 28.3% 273 28.3% 272 28.2%  

Yes 1,388 71.7% 692 71.7% 692 71.8%  

FSM  Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Percentage 

Less than 24% 1,516 78.3% 754 78.1% 758 78.6% 56.4% 

More than 24% 298 15.4% 150 15.5% 147 15.2% 17.9% 

Missing 121 6.3% 61 6.3% 59 6.1% 25.6% 

Phase Count Percentage Count Percentage Count Percentage Percentage 

Primary 1,234 63.8% 616 63.8% 615 63.8% 71.5% 

Secondary 406 21.0% 202 20.9% 202 21.0% 16.8% 

All through school 86 4.4% 44 4.6% 42 4.4% 6.3% 

Missing/other 209 10.8% 103 10.7% 105 10.9% 5.4% 

*The population percentages are taken from the NFER Register of Schools 2019 and only include schools sited in England. 

Outcomes and analysis  

 

 

Table 7 displays the raw data counts for each of the arms. It shows the raw counts for the primary analysis (the number 

of signed MoUs or not within three weeks), the secondary analysis (the number of EoIs or not within three weeks), and 

additional analyses to explore the number of signed MoUs and EoIs (or not) within the whole intervention period (just 

over six weeks). This shows that the rates of conversion to signed MoUs or submissions of EoIs for both arms of the 

trial were very low both within three weeks as well as over a longer period of time. The rates of conversion to signed 
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MoUs within three weeks was much lower than anticipated at the outset of the trial: based on previous experience, a 

rate of one in 40 schools signing up within three weeks was expected; in the event, the proportion was one in 250.  

 

 

Table 7: Raw data counts and percentages for primary, secondary, and additional analysis 

 
Arm one—headteacher testimonial Arm two—research evidence 

Count Percentage Count Percentage 

Signed MoU within 3 weeks 5 0.52% 3 0.31% 

Did not sign MoU within 3 weeks 960 99.48% 961 99.69% 

EoI received within 3 weeks 14 1.45% 11 1.14% 

No EoI received within 3 weeks 951 98.55% 953 98.86% 

Signed MoU 7 0.73% 5 0.52% 

Did not sign MoU 958 99.27% 959 99.48% 

EoI received 17 1.76% 15 1.56% 

No EoI received 948 98.24% 949 98.44% 

An intention-to-treat (ITT) analysis was carried out to investigate the impact of the type of recruitment email sent on a 

school signing an MoU or submitting an EoI within three weeks of being sent the email. Additional analysis was also 

conducted to explore these outcomes at any time during the intervention period (just over six weeks from the first school 

being emailed to the trial data template being submitted for analysis). As outlined in the Methods section above, all these 

outcomes were analysed using logistic regression models at the school level. Three schools were noted as having 

received a different email than specified by their randomisation arm (this is explored further in the implementation and 

evaluation section, RQ3). These were included in the analysis in their original randomisation arm in accordance with the 

ITT approach. 
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Table 8 shows the results of the primary, secondary, and additional exploratory analyses. No significant difference was 

detected between arms one and two in the proportion of MoUs or EoIs received within three weeks or at any time within 

the trial period. While the proportion of MoUs and EoIs received is very slightly higher for arm one schools (headteacher 

testimonial email) compared to those in arm two (research evidence email), the difference is not statistically significant—

the results are substantively the same across both arms. The odds ratios also convey a very slight difference in the 

same direction as they are all below one, which suggests that the odds of signing an MoU or submitting an EoI are lower 

in arm two compared to arm one. However, again, there is no substantive difference across the arms, which is also 

indicated as the confidence intervals are wide and the odds ratios do not reach a level of significance and hence we 

cannot conclude this slight pattern is not due to chance.  
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Table 8: Results of the primary, secondary, and additional exploratory analyses 

 Marginal mean proportions 

Arm two/arm one odds ratio 

 
Arm one—headteacher 

testimonial 
Arm two—research 

evidence 

Outcome 
n 

(missing) 
Mean 

(95% CI) 
n 

(missing) 
Mean 

(95% CI) 

Total n 
(intervention; 

control) 

Odds Ratio 
(95% CI) 

p-value 

MoU within 3 weeks 
(primary analysis) 

965 
(0) 

0.00963 
(0.00313, 
0.0292) 

964 (0) 
0.00592 

(0.00152, 
0.0227) 

1929 
(965; 964) 

0.612 
(0.145, 2.58) 

0.503 

EoI within 3 weeks 
(secondary analysis) 

965 
(0) 

0.00808 
(0.00248, 
0.0260) 

964 (0) 
0.00636 

(0.00188, 
0.0212) 

1929 
(965; 964) 

0.785 
(0.354, 1.74) 

0.552 

MoU any time 
(additional analysis) 

965 
(0) 

0.00947 
(0.00311, 
0.0285) 

964 (0) 
0.00687 

(0.00201, 
0.0232) 

1929 
(965; 964) 

0.723 
(0.228, 2.29) 

0.581 

EoI any time 
(additional analysis) 

965 (0) 
0.0116 

(0.00465, 
0.0289) 

964 (0) 
0.0103 

(0.00402, 
0.0261) 

1929 (965; 964) 
0.884 

(0.438, 1.78) 
0.730 

Figure 2 presents these results in charts showing the mean values and confidence intervals for the primary analysis, 

secondary analysis, and additional exploratory analyses. The charts show the slight trend, discussed above, for higher 

mean outcomes for schools in arm one.  

Figure 2: Primary analysis, secondary analysis and additional exploratory analyses  
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The very low conversion rate and number of MoUs and EoIs received during the trial period mean it would be difficult to 
identify a difference between the arms unless it was very large. Neither email was effective at generating concrete 
interest in the form of an EoI or MoU in the timespan that was expected. The low conversion rates have undermined the 
capacity of the analysis to detect a difference. To explore this issue, a post-hoc power calculation was conducted to 
identify the minimum detectable effect size (MDES) and how it changed with the expected and actual conversion rates 
from protocol to analysis stage.   
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Table 9 displays these results and indicates that the difference between the MDES with the expected and actual 

conversion rates is much larger than the change that occurs due to reduced N at each stage.  

If the trial had achieved the expected conversion rate of 2.5% it would have been powered to detect a difference of 

0.99% between the two arms. Given the conversion rate achieved was 0.4%, the minimum detectable difference the 

trial was actually able to detect at analysis stage was 0.4%. Although this is a smaller detectable effect, it is larger 

relative to the conversion rates in each arm. Hence, we expected to be able to detect a difference as small as 1.4 times 

the number of MoUs signed in one arm compared to the other (for instance, a conversion rate of 2.5% in one arm and 

3.5% in the other). Based on the achieved conversion rate, the difference in the number of MoUs signed in one arm 

would need to have been double the number of MoUs signed in the other arm for a significant difference to be detected 

(for instance, a conversion rate of 0.4% in one arm and 0.8% in the other).  
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Table 9: Minimum detectable effect size (MDES) at different stages of the trial 

  Protocol  Randomisation  Analysis  

MDES with expected conversion rate (1 in 40 schools)  1.2% 0.98% 0.99% 

MDES with actual conversion rate (1 in 250 schools) 0.51% 0.40% 0.40% 

Alpha  0.05 0.05  0.05  

Power  0.8  0.8 0.8  

Number of schools  

Arm one  1000 975 965 

Arm two 1000 974 964 

Total:  2000* 1949 1929 

* The original pool of schools was expected to be 6,000 but was reduced to 2,000 after the sample size calculations had been completed. 
 

Implementation and process evaluation results 

This section presents the findings of the implementation and process evaluation in relation to implementation and fidelity, 

outcomes, and formative findings. The findings in this section address research questions three to nine.  

Implementation and fidelity 

This section presents the findings in relation to research question three and draws on data from the trial data template 

and the interview with the intervention provider, EM Tuition. It explores how the intervention was delivered, fidelity to 

the planned approach, barriers to delivery, and implications for the conditions for successful recruitment emailing.  

RQ3. Did the emailing and recruitment process go as planned and was each school sent the correct email 

message as assigned by the randomisation? 

Overall, almost all schools (99.7%, N = 1,944) were sent the correct email message for the arm randomly allocated. 

Three schools assigned to arm one (headteacher testimonial) were not sent the correct email: two were sent the arm 

two email and one school was not emailed at all as it was identified as already working with EM Tuition. Two schools 

assigned to arm two (research evidence) were not sent the correct email: one was sent the arm one email and one 

school was not emailed at all as it was identified as already working with EM Tuition. This means that almost all schools 

in the sample (N = 1,947) were contacted correctly as part of the trial and in the very small number of cases where 

emails were sent incorrectly, this appeared to be human error and not for any biased reason. These findings indicate 

that the emailing was delivered with a high degree of fidelity to the randomly assigned arm of the trial.  

Emails were sent to schools between 3 February and 2 March 2021. The completed trial data template was submitted 

by EM Tuition to NFER on 26 March. The original date for the submission of the trial data template three weeks after 

the emails were sent was extended to three weeks after the final school was emailed. This was because the emails 

were sent out over a longer timeframe than originally envisaged as EM Tuition found it took considerably more time to 

send individual personalised emails and to manage this within their existing working capacity. Therefore, all schools 

were exposed to the intervention for a minimum of three weeks—and had a minimum of three weeks to reply, provide 

an EoI, or provide an MoU—before the trial data template recording school responses was submitted to NFER.  

As planned in the trial protocol, emails were initially sent by alternating between the two arms of the trial for each 

individual email though this strategy was soon regarded by EM Tuition as inefficient and emails were subsequently sent 

in small batches alternating between the two different emails (arms of the trial). 

Table 10 displays the distribution of dates and times when the emails were sent to schools. The table shows that even 

proportions of emails were sent in each of the quartiles of time during the intervention period. This suggests that the 

context when schools were sent the emails was varied and balanced: some schools were sent the email during the 

national lockdown and partial school closures (prior to 8 March) and some schools were sent the email after schools 

could fully open—and this spread was acceptably balanced across the arms. Emails were usually sent during the day, 

the earliest being sent at 8.20am and the latest at 8pm. Table 10 shows some imbalance between the arms in that arm 

one schools were slightly more likely to be emailed in the morning and arm two schools more likely to be emailed in the 
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afternoon. It is difficult to estimate the effects of this imbalance on the results; it may put arm two at a slight disadvantage 

as schools had longer on the day the arm one email was sent to engage with the message, alternatively, mornings could 

be a busy time in schools and emails sent at that time may not have been seen until later. Most emails were sent on 

weekdays and this was balanced across both arms.  

Table 10: Date and time intervention emails were sent to schools 

EM Tuition recorded that emails bounced (were undelivered) when sent to 69 schools. In such cases this was recorded 

in the template and EM Tuition attempted to correct any inaccuracies in the email address but no other contact for the 

school was sourced if the contact listed could not be reached. Email address inaccuracies relating to bouncebacks were 

rectified in at least eight cases—possibly more, however we only have evidence of this if a reply was received. Overall, 

these findings indicate that the emailing was carried out as planned.  

EM Tuition also confirmed that only one person per school was emailed—and only once, as planned in the protocol. No 

adaptations were made to the email content. EM Tuition followed up all replies it received from schools, either the same 

day or following day, and provided schools with further detail on their offer to help schools decide if they wished to sign 

up to the TP programme with EM Tuition. The majority of emails (N = 1,895) sent by EM Tuition were sent directly to a 

named school key contact email address or to a specific email address for the role of the key contact (for example, 

headteacher, headteacher’s personal assistant, deputy headteacher, special educational needs and disabilities 

coordinator (SENDCO), or business manager). Only a minority of emails (N = 54) were sent to a general school email 

address (such as an office email). This indicates that the recruitment emails had the best chance of being read by the 

recipient and usually did not rely on ‘gatekeepers’ to pass on the information.  

During the email recruitment process, EM Tuition identified a minority (N = 8) of schools where it was already providing 

tutoring support and thus not meeting the eligibility criteria for inclusion—criteria that also excluded schools that had 

worked with EM Tuition prior to the NTP. Such schools were, for the most part, not contacted to be part of this trial 

although some recruitment emails were sent in error. The majority of schools recruited had not worked with, or been 

contacted by, EM Tuition before representing a fairly high level of fidelity to this aspect of the intervention design. 

The main challenge faced by EM Tuition was the time it took to send out individual personalised emails without using a 

macro. Future trials should address this by sending emails out in bulk using a macro or mail-merge systems that allow 

personalisation. EM Tuition was cautious about changing its process midway through the trial with the risk of disrupting 

the pattern of sending emails alternately to each intervention arm and so chose not to explore this option during the trial. 

Schools that replied to the recruitment email typically contacted EM Tuition to request more information about the offer 

and costs involved. Replies from schools were received in the form of emails as well as phone calls. However, EM 

Tuition highlighted instances where it appeared an alternative contact to the one originally emailed replied to request 

more information and it was difficult to ascertain if the enquiry was a direct result of the recruitment email or not, though 

EM Tuition did attempt to ascertain the source of the referrals. EM Tuition suggested that a further lesson learnt from 

the emailing was that schools may appreciate additional indication of the costs associated with engaging with the 

programme.  

 
 

 
 Arm one Arm two 

N emails Percentage N emails Percentage 

  
Quartiles of trial  
period 
  
  

1st quartile: 15:30 3 Feb to 15:00 12 Feb 2021  248 25.7%  230 23.9% 

2nd quartile: 15:00 12 Feb to 10:30 25 Feb  264 27.4%  213 22.1% 

3rd quartile: 10:30 25 Feb to 12:20 27 Feb  229 23.7%  253 26.2% 

4th quartile: 12:20 27 Feb to 13:25 2 March  224 23.2%  268 27.8% 

Time of day 
AM  500 51.8%  325 33.7% 

PM  465 48.2%  639 66.3% 

Day of the week 
Monday to Friday 821 85.1% 800 83.0% 

Saturday or Sunday 144 14.9% 164 17.0% 
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IPE outcomes  

This section presents the findings in relation to research questions four to seven and research question nine. It initially 

explores the outcomes in terms of whether the emails elicited a reply from schools and then moves on to provide insights 

about reasons for, and influences on, schools’ interest in receiving tutoring or not. 

RQ4. Did the email elicit a reply from schools? 

Of the 1,947 schools sent the recruitment emails, replies were received from 62 (3.2%)—a very small proportion, much 

lower than EM Tuition’s expected response rate for both secondary and primary schools, particularly so for the former. 

EM Tuition suggested that the timing may have been an issue and that it had received a surge in replies in the first two 

weeks of March once schools had returned from lockdown and felt that its email had been a prompt for schools to 

engage with the NTP during the summer term, but prior to this, whilst schools were partially closed, responses were 

very low. Furthermore, EM Tuition noted it had continued to receive interest from schools after the data collection for 

the trial was completed.  

EM Tuition expected it would receive replies from schools within two to three days of sending the trial recruitment email. 

Analysis was conducted to explore how long schools took to reply: on average, it took 12 calendar days although there 

was large variation across schools with over half (39 of 59)8 responding within less than one week—in general, replies 

took considerably longer than EM Tuition had expected based on their usual experience of school recruitment. This, 

coupled with considerable variation in the length of time it took schools to reply, may reflect EM Tuition’s perception that 

schools were slow to respond during partial school closures and lockdown but replies increased when schools fully 

opened on 8 March 2021. The emails were also sent at a time when there was growing awareness of the NTP: schools 

reported being approached by numerous TP providers, particularly by email. This may have contributed to schools being 

less responsive to the email from EM Tuition specifically.  

There was no apparent difference in the proportion of replies from schools sent the arm one email (3.08% of schools 

replied, N = 30) compared to the arm two email (2.98% of schools replied, N = 29). This finding is explored further in the 

Interpretations section of the Conclusions.  

Overall, the characteristics of schools that replied to the recruitment email reflected the sample distribution. Firstly, a 

higher number of replies was received from primary schools compared to secondary schools (3%, N = 37 and 2% N = 

8 respectively).9 Secondly, more replies were received from schools that had already expressed interest in the TP 

programme via the NTP website prior to the trial compared to those schools that had not done so, as might be expected 

(4%, N = 53 and 1%, N = 6 respectively).10 Thirdly, more schools with below average proportions of FSM pupils replied 

compared to schools with average or above average FSM eligibility (3%, N = 41 and 4%, N = 11 respectively).11 This 

was very slightly contrary to the overall sample distribution of a much higher proportion of schools with below average 

levels of FSM. This may indicate the recruitment emails were effective at eliciting a response from schools with higher 

levels of FSM eligibility, arguably schools where more of the pupils the TP programme aims to support are attending.  

RQ5. Why, after being approached, do some schools sign an MoU to participate in the programme? 

During the recruitment process, EM Tuition took the opportunity to ask schools for their reasons for replying and 

expressing interest in receiving tutoring. This information was recorded in an open text cell by EM Tuition in the trial data 

template. Eight schools were recorded as already working with EM Tuition: four of these appeared not to have been 

emailed at all as EM Tuition recognised the school was already working with it, and four were sent the email and replied 

and were recorded as having expressed interest but were subsequently identified as already working with EM Tuition 

(and had not signed MoUs). During the interview with EM Tuition it was confirmed that some schools that had been 

randomised were subsequently recognised as already working with EM Tuition. They explained that in these cases their 

relationship with the schools had either begun prior to the NTP or had begun prior to the emails being sent for this trial 

 
 

8 Three schools were removed from this analysis due to a recording error (the recorded reply date being earlier than the recorded 
date the email was sent) taking the number of schools in this analysis to 59. 
9 Out of a sample of 1,234 primary schools and 406 secondary schools.  
10 Out of a sample of 1,388 schools that expressed interest via the NTP website and 547 that did not.  
11 Out of a sample of 1,516 schools with below average (24%) FSM eligibility and 298 schools with average or above average FSM 
eligibility.  
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but tutoring was already being provided as part of the NTP. For the remaining schools, the reasons for interest in tutoring 

recorded by EM Tuition are summarised in Table 11 below. These findings indicate that schools quite often wanted 

additional information and that the email was influential for around one in five school key contacts that replied. The 

influence of the recruitment email specifically is discussed further in relation to research question seven.  

Table 11: Reasons for interest in tutoring—recorded by EM Tuition 

Reason Frequency (N) 

School wanted more information 8 

Pupils require catch-up support 5 

Prompted by the email  4 

Catch-up funding for disadvantaged pupils 2 

Other reason 3 

Total  22 

Respondents could give multiple reasons.  

EM Tuition also asked schools that signed MoUs if they had any additional motivations. Responses to this question were 

recorded for 15 schools. The most frequently recorded reason for schools signing an MoU was that their pupils required 

catch-up support (N = 12). Single responses indicating other motivations were that schools felt EM Tuition was the best 

TP for their school, were attracted by the offer of highly-subsidised tutoring, and were encouraged by another school in 

the Trust taking part. These findings are interesting as they indicate that the main reason schools sign an MoU to 

participate in the programme is due to the perceived need for tutoring as part of catch-up support. It is possible that 

where schools had identified a perceived need for tutoring they were already convinced of its benefits, and insights 

gathered from interviews and proformas with school key contacts suggest that the headteacher testimonial and research 

evidence had only limited influence on this understanding (see the section on RQ7 below for further discussion on views 

on the email messaging).  

Of the seven schools that had signed MoUs and completed an interview or proforma, the most commonly cited reason 

(N = 5) for doing so was that EM Tuition had been responsive, both in terms of the speed at which they replied to schools 

when contacted and in their ability to understand and meet individual school’s requirements. Some schools had actively 

approached other TPs to compare the tuition offers from different providers. In these cases, schools explained that their 

preference for a particular TP was informed by how responsive they had been and the degree to which the offer matched 

what the school was looking for in terms of practicalities and meeting pupils’ needs. Schools also commented that EM 

Tuition had provided clear detail on how tutoring could be delivered and had been flexible in their offer. These schools 

suggested that EM Tuition could meet the schools’ needs in terms of aspects such as tuition timing, delivery of face-to-

face tuition to pupils, which was preferred, and indications of the quality of tutoring as tutors held Qualified Teacher 

Status (QTS). The second most commonly cited reason for signing an MoU (N = 4) was that schools had identified pupils 

who would benefit from tuition to address gaps in learning that had become apparent over the previous year (for example, 

resulting from varied engagement in remote learning) and to ensure pupils met the levels expected for their year group 

by the end of the academic year. One senior leader commented:  

‘We know that one-to-one or small group tuition will accelerate learning, it will consolidate learning within 

the classroom, it will support gap-filling and it will enable children to catch up in terms of basic skills.’  

Other reasons for signing up to EM Tuition’s offer included the funding available to schools to engage with the NTP, a 

belief that tutoring is a highly effective method for supporting pupils to catch up—informed by both knowledge of research 

and previous experience, concerns regarding accountability measures and pupils meeting expected standards, and EM 

Tuition being recommended by another school. One headteacher who had signed up to receive tutoring from EM Tuition 

commented:  

 

‘They are committed to providing free tuition so they are not there to make money out of children who have 

missed out on school, they want to help children.’  

Schools were asked about the decision-making process they went through when signing up to receive tuition. They 

indicated that this had been a mix of school-level and MAT-level decisions, had involved assessment of children to 
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identify those who would benefit most from tuition, and consideration of the logistics of delivering tutoring. Some schools 

also noted they had compared EM Tuition’s offer to other TPs to identify who could best meet their needs. 

Schools were also asked what motivates them generally to participate in educational programmes and research. The 

most commonly cited motivation was being able to provide the best opportunities for pupils by ensuring they receive a 

holistic school experience leading to them gaining the best possible outcomes. Other motivations included taking up 

opportunities that are not burdensome to engage with, given the range of pressures faced by schools, and finally 

recommendations from other schools that had a successful experience of implementing an initiative. This later finding 

suggests the addition of a headteacher testimonial to recruitment information could be informative for some schools, 

although there was little suggestion from the interviews and proformas to indicate it was any more so in this trial than an 

email with a summary of research evidence (as discussed further in the section on research question seven).  

These findings suggest that successful recruitment to the TP programme is enabled where schools can be convinced 

of the need for tutoring and that the offer will help them to address this need and where the provision is flexible and 

responsive to meet the needs identified by schools. These findings also underline the fact that the subsidised costs of 

the NTP made the offer financially viable for some schools. Thus, it appears that the type of recruitment messaging is 

less influential on schools’ decisions than their assessment of the learning and pedagogical value tutoring can offer to 

pupils’ education and progress and the appropriateness of the tutoring delivery model (the specific influence of the 

recruitment emails on schools’ decision-making is explored in the section below on research question seven).  

RQ6. Why, after being approached, do some schools not sign an MoU to participate in the programme? 

Four schools that had chosen not to sign up to receive tuition were asked their reasons for this. Three schools 

commented that EM Tuition were unable to meet the school’s needs in terms of tuition delivery and tutor availability 

while one school explained that it had applied to lots of providers, EM Tuition being one, but did not receive a response. 

EM Tuition highlighted that it frequently received requests from schools that would be challenging and unrealistic to 

deliver, for example, tutoring 60 children between 3pm and 4pm face-to-face on the same day. It also mentioned that in 

order to sign an MoU, a school would need to have a conversation with EM Tuition to generate an EOI prior to being 

able to complete an MoU. EM Tuition also highlighted that sourcing high-quality, qualified tutors in the competitive market 

created by the NTP was a challenge. Two schools were receiving tuition with another TP that was sufficiently meeting 

their needs and therefore they did not perceive a need for additional tutoring. However, there did appear to be confusion 

expressed by one of these schools around the number of TPs they could sign up with; providing schools with further 

clarity on this could improve school recruitment. Finally, one school raised safeguarding concerns around pupils 

receiving online tuition and while it was acknowledged this is likely to be addressed by the TP, still felt that a teaching 

assistant (TA) would need to attend tuition sessions to support pupils. The school therefore considered it would be more 

cost-effective for TAs to deliver tuition. EM Tuition also noted that some schools did not have the funds available to 

engage with the tutoring, despite the substantial subsidy on offer. 

RQ7. Does the email messaging affect schools’ decisions to sign up to the programme? 

The email message was reported to be informative and had prompted some schools to follow-up with EM Tuition but 

was seldom a major influence on the sign-up decision. Instead, the three main factors that influenced schools’ decisions 

to take up NTP tutoring were the perceived educational value of tutoring, the practical delivery of tutoring, and the 

affordability of the tutoring provision.  

EM Tuition asked a total of 18 schools if the email messaging had impacted upon their decision to sign up to the EM 

Tuition programme as part of the wider NTP initiative;12 of these, 16 said that it had and two that it had not. Of the former, 

seven had received the arm one email and nine the arm two email. The two schools that said the email messaging had 

not affected their decision to sign up had been sent the arm one email. Hence, there are cases where each of the 

recruitment emails reportedly encouraged and prompted schools to sign up to the NTP.  

 
 

12 There is an anomaly in the trial data template in that this question was asked of more schools than the number recorded as having 
signed MoUs. We presume that the question was asked of some schools that were interested in signing up, but had not officially 
done so at the time the trial data template was submitted to the evaluators.  
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However, these findings were seldom mirrored in interview or proforma responses that allowed researchers to explore 

school contacts’ reasoning in more depth. Six of the 16 schools that told EM Tuition the email had affected their decision 

to sign up also participated in an interview or completed a proforma. Most schools we asked (including those that told 

EM Tuition the email had been influential) suggested that, while the headteacher testimonial and research evidence 

summary had been informative and, in some cases, affirmative of the benefits of tutoring, it had not been a major 

influence on their decision to participate in the TP programme. EM Tuition’s perception was that schools had been 

slightly more responsive to the headteacher testimonial than the research evidence as this was occasionally referenced 

by schools. However, EM Tuition suggested this may have been the case because the schools knew the school that 

provided the testimonial and therefore it may have particularly resonated with their context and locality. Instead, schools 

identified other influences on their decision to sign up with EM Tuition and these align with the reasoning described in 

the section on research question five above.  

These findings again suggest that what the TP can offer the school and whether this delivery model meets the schools’ 

requirements, as well as the availability of funding, are more influential factors than the email messaging upon schools’ 

decisions to sign up to the NTP.  

Schools were also asked about the extent to which the headteacher testimony or research evidence convinced them of 

the benefits of tutoring. Only one of the five schools that received the email with the headteacher testimonial reported 

being convinced by this, commenting:  

‘It included the information that the children enjoyed the sessions and made progress, which is important 

to us.’  

Despite this finding, it is important to note that four schools commented that they were generally persuaded to sign up 

to programmes based on recommendations from other schools. Indeed, one school reported that it had signed up to 

tutoring with EM Tuition after a recommendation from another school (rather than the testimonial), and another 

commented that had it still been looking for a TP, it may have explored EM Tuition partly based on the headteacher 

testimonial. This suggests that including a recommendation from another school has the potential to be effective, but 

particularly so where the school or context is familiar.  

Of the seven schools that received the email with the research evidence summary and completed an interview or 

proforma, six commented that they were already aware of the evidence around the benefits tuition for pupils, either 

through the EEF’s evidence-base or their own direct experience, therefore did not need further convincing. One 

respondent commented:  

‘I’m already familiar with the research around effective tuition for supporting pupils. I’ve always been quite 

interested in the EEF and it is normally the place I go—it’s the best place that compiles outcomes of 

research that I have as an educator.’  

RQ9. What other similar interventions are schools running and how does this influence schools’ interest in 

participating in the programme? 

Schools that completed interviews or proformas reported receiving numerous other communications regarding the NTP, 

including from the Department for Education, other TPs, information-sharing across the school’s trust, and from 

educational professionals on social media. Some schools described researching the NTP and EM Tuition specifically. 

Schools reported being involved in a range of catch-up interventions that were running alongside and complementing 

the support being delivered to pupils during the tuition sessions. This included schools being engaged with other TPs 

and in-school delivery of catch-up and targeted interventions such as Reading Recovery and the Nuffield Early Language 

Intervention (NELI). Two schools also reported considering participating in the Academic Mentors programme, but these 

were not in operation in either school at the time of data collection. Generally, schools seemed aware of the TP support, 

although there was some suggestion from the limited insights from interviews and proformas that either schools were 

less aware of the scope to engage with more than one TP or they were less inclined to do this.  

The information schools engaged with from other sources, for the most part, had a positive impact upon schools’ views 

of the NTP and had encouraged them to be involved. Schools reported being very positive about the launch of the NTP, 

welcoming the opportunity for their pupils to be supported by high-quality tutoring. School respondents commented that 

communications about the NTP had been effective in raising their awareness of the support and nature of the 

programme. For one school, its positive experience of working with another TP had encouraged it to sign up with EM 
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Tuition so more pupils could benefit from tuition, while another school was prompted to sign up after hearing about the 

success of tutoring at another school in their trust. However, there were also some concerns raised by schools of sources 

of information (such as through social media) about the programme not meeting expectations and TPs not delivering on 

agreements, which had led some schools to question the effectiveness of the NTP. Some schools also commented on 

the high volume of information they received from a range of TPs and they had found it challenging to engage with the 

breadth of information in any depth.  

Formative findings  

This section presents the findings in relation to research question eight, drawing out the formative findings about how 

tutoring recruitment emails could be improved.  

RQ8. How could initial information in tutoring recruitment emails be improved? 

The interviews and proformas completed by school key contacts indicated that they were largely positive about the 

amount of information and level of detail in the recruitment email. The email was described as ‘informative’ and ‘helpful’ 

in aiding their understanding of the NTP and, more specifically, the details about how EM Tuition’s offer could be 

delivered (for example, online or face-to-face) were clearly set out. Conversely, one respondent was concerned about 

the negative language used in the emails about children who have ‘fallen behind with their learning’ and they perceived 

this as undermining the effort schools had made to deliver high quality education through such difficult circumstances, 

and implied that more positive messaging about learning recovery would be welcomed.  

Schools suggested a range of improvements that could be made to the NTP recruitment information. These 

included additional clarity about pupil eligibility criteria, funding and costs to schools, practicalities and logistics 

of running tutoring, and conveying the quality, dedication, and experience of tutors. Schools would also find it 

helpful to have more indication in initial recruitment information of TPs’ flexibility and clear details for how the 

tutoring can work so they can consider implementation practicalities in their own school contexts. EM Tuition 

noted that schools’ requests were sometimes ‘unrealistic’ (for example, requesting face-to-face tutoring for 

large numbers of pupils all in the same hour on the same day): including details on the tutoring logistics would 

help with schools’ planning and expectations. EM Tuition planned to add further detail on funding in initial 

recruitment emails, an improvement also advocated by schools. Schools were keen to understand how much 

they will need to pay to receive the NTP tutoring, including an indication of how much a 25% contribution 

amounts to. EM Tuition identified that schools became more engaged once they were aware of the costs, thus 

suggesting engagement could be higher initially if this information was included in the initial communications. 

Different forms of communications were suggested by schools. They already receive large quantities of emails, which 

are often deleted or not seen. One alternative suggestion was for brief, focused communications to be sent by post for 

the attention of the most relevant member of staff. A promotional video involving schools with a positive experience of 

the tutoring, showing how they had spent their funding and how tuition runs in their school, was also suggested as a 

powerful recruitment tool. 

There were mixed suggestions about who best to target with communications but it was felt the headteacher, subject 

leads, and pastoral teams are all relevant and in positions to consider the information. Schools also suggested that 

sharing information with parents could raise awareness and TPs providing a letter to send on to parents whose children 

were involved would be a helpful addition to the recruitment information schools receive. 

Schools also suggested that involving the local authority in promoting the NTP could aid recruitment and engagement. 

Another respondent suggested that school-to-school networks were valuable forums for sharing information as schools 

appreciate receiving information from one another.  

While schools indicated no particular preference for either a headteacher testimonial or research evidence summary, 

there was no suggestion from respondents that the inclusion of this information was superfluous or in any way negative, 

and for some it was informative and affirmative. One school key contact suggested the inclusion of a pupil testimonial 

could be influential:  

‘[Children] may be going in to school early or staying late. It would be good to hear from a pupil what they 

enjoyed about the tutoring they received or how it was delivered, from a child’s perspective.’  
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EM Tuition had been convinced of the benefit of including a headteacher testimonial in recruitment emails on the basis 

that schools appreciate recommendations from other schools and, accordingly, they were actively seeking these from 

participating schools to include in future recruitment material.  
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Conclusion  

Key conclusions 

Research question Finding 

Impact evaluation (RQ 
1 and 2)  

There was no evidence that including a headteacher testimonial or research evidence 
summary of the benefits of tutoring in recruitment emails had any differential impact on the 
proportion of schools signing MoUs (OR = 0.612, 95% CI: 0.145, 2.58; p = 0.503) or submitting 
EoIs (OR = 0.785, 95% CI: 0.354, 1.74; p = 0.552). However, the unanticipated small number 
of MoUs and EoIs will have limited our ability to compare the outcomes across the two groups.  

Process evaluation—
implementation and 

fidelity (RQ3) 

As expected due to the straightforward nature of the intervention being tested, the recruitment 
emailing was conducted with a high degree of fidelity to the planned intervention design in 
terms of key aspects such as the content of the emails and accurate and unbiased 
administration of the emails according to the assigned arm of the trial. 

Process evaluation—
outcomes (RQs 4, 5, 6, 

7, and 9) 

While there is some suggestion that schools found the inclusion of a headteacher testimonial 
or research evidence summary informative and confirmatory, there is very little evidence it 
influenced decisions to engage with tutoring for pupils. Rather, there appear to be three factors 
that influence schools’ decisions to take up NTP tutoring: the perceived educational value of 
tutoring (a view already in place and largely unaffected by the headteacher testimonial or 
evidence summary), considerations of the practical delivery of tutoring, and affordability of 
tutoring provision.  
 
Contextual factors such as partial school closures and the considerable volume of information 
available about the NTP through different means may have impacted on schools’ 
responsiveness to the recruitment email from EM Tuition. Some viewed the email positively as 
a welcome recruitment approach; others did not engage with it. 

Process evaluation—
formative findings 

(RQ8) 

Tutoring recruitment emails could be enhanced with greater clarity about the logistics of 
tutoring provision, particularly emphasising the flexibility to adapt the support to the needs of 
both schools and pupils, and also by providing clarity on costs. Brief examples of how other 
schools have implemented the support could be useful.  

Interpretation 

This trial did not find any evidence that the inclusion of a headteacher testimonial or research evidence summary in 

tutoring recruitment emails made any differential impact on schools’ rates of MoU sign up to, or expressions of interest 

about, the TP programme. Just 0.52% of arm one schools and 0.31% of arm two schools signed an MoU within three 

weeks of being sent the email. Only 1.45% of arm one schools and 1.14% of arm two schools expressed interest within 

three weeks of being sent the email. The impact analysis findings were supported by analysis of IPE outcomes, which 

also found no difference between the two arms in the proportion of schools that replied to the recruitment email. Whilst 

there was no statistically significant difference between the sign-up rates, the impact analysis findings are difficult to 

interpret with any confidence as the analysis was underpowered due to a much lower than expected response rate from 

schools. With so few cases of MoUs and EoIs it would be very difficult to detect an effect unless it was large. However, 

the lack of any differential impact does align with the literature that indicates that these approaches are both likely to be 

effective.  

There are indications from the IPE that for some schools both types of recruitment emails were effective in encouraging 

and prompting them to follow-up the email, seek additional information, and, for some, ultimately progress to signing an 

MoU to receive tutoring provision with EM Tuition. While the trial has also indicated that information such as a 

headteacher testimonial or research evidence summary can be generally informative, such information is unlikely to be 

a major influence on schools’ decisions to participate in the programme. The IPE evidence gathered indicates that an 

important influence on schools’ engagement is the perceived educational value of the programme, but for those schools 

that responded it seems that this view was often already in place, rather than the recruitment email being the source of 

evidence to induce that belief. This small-scale IPE may suggest that, for both arms of the trial, neither the headteacher 

testimonial nor the evidence summary was sufficiently persuasive to convince teachers of the value of the programme; 

or it could be that teachers already valued the programme prior to being approached by EM Tuition, or that other factors 

were influential in schools’ responsiveness such as programme implementation and cost considerations. This finding 

echoes others—that ‘external’ sources of information are less influential on teachers’ decision making than ‘internal’ 
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sources such as teachers’ own experiences and those of other professionals they know and trust (Walker et al., 2019; 

Coldwell et al., 2017; Prendergast and Rickinson, 2018).  

The higher proportion of schools in the sample that had already expressed interest in tutoring via the NTP website prior 

to the trial may have also made it harder to detect an impact of the different email approaches as these schools might 

have already been more convinced of the benefits of tutoring. They were perhaps, therefore, less likely to be newly 

influenced by the inclusion of a headteacher testimonial or research evidence summary in the recruitment email. 

However, this skew in the sample characteristics might also have been expected to result in a higher than usual response 

rate and this did not transpire in practice. Therefore, the influence of this sample was potentially favourable—as schools 

were already interested in the NTP, and less favourable—as these schools may have already engaged with another TP 

provider.  

The trial evidence has also revealed that the wider context for recruitment to educational programmes such as tutoring 

can be a substantial factor and can disturb prior expectations about schools’ responsiveness. In the case of this trial, 

the context—of partial school closures during lockdown, the busy and competitive market for tutoring, concerns about 

the robustness and quality of tutoring (circulating in social media), and safeguarding and social distancing considerations 

regarding working with external colleagues—appeared to substantially adversely impact the success of the recruitment 

emailing from EM Tuition as far fewer schools signed MoUs during the trial than had been expected. Indeed, while 

commenting on the challenges of running trials with schools at the present time, Lewis (2021) notes how overloaded 

schools are with information generally at this time, particularly due to new guidance emerging from the government in 

light of the pandemic. The recruitment email from EM Tuition was likely to be just one of many emails and a plethora of 

information within the marketplace about NTP and the trial was not able to control for this wider context. For future 

recruitment to educational programmes in such contexts it may be important to be more realistic about the rates of 

conversion and extend the time that schools have to consider the recruitment information and respond.  

This trial also resulted in learning about the feasibility of the email recruitment approach and the value of automated 

systems for EM Tuition when undertaking such recruitment campaigns with a large number of schools. There are also 

formative findings which indicated that recruitment emails could be enhanced by including brief information to engage 

respondents with potentially different motivations—including focusing on the value and benefit of the programme, the 

practical considerations, and costs and affordability. This has also been found in other literature regarding engaging 

schools in research which suggests a combination of messages can help with engagement (for example, Knibbs and 

Stobart, 2018; Sharples, 2013). Although this trial did not produce evidence to suggest there was any differential impact 

of including a headteacher testimonial or evidence summary in recruitment emails, nor that this information had a major 

influence on schools’ decisions, there was no suggestion the information was superfluous and it was often regarded as 

informative and affirmative. Therefore, a headteacher testimonial or evidence summary may be an important ingredient 

in appealing to one of schools’ main motivations for engagement—belief in the value and benefit of the programme. 

Recruitment information could, therefore, be enhanced with the inclusion of brief information that targets this motivation 

while perhaps also addressing other motivational considerations such as logistics and costs.  

Limitations  

There are several limitations to the findings from this trial. Firstly, and most crucially, the analysis was underpowered 

because of the much lower sign-up rate resulting in a much-reduced ability to detect a differential effect between the 

arms. This limits the generalisability of the results. Secondly, the insights from IPE data collection were somewhat limited 

by fewer than planned interviews and a change in data collection methods to use a short proforma to collect school 

feedback rather than a telephone interview. This was to help engage schools in providing feedback but limited the 

breadth and depth of responses as researchers were not able to probe for additional clarification and explanation. 

Thirdly, this trial explored the recruitment approach of one single provider and it is possible that this may differ in some 

influential way to the approaches used by other TPs and therefore limit the applicability of the findings from this trial to 

other TPs and programme recruitment campaigns. Finally, in terms of generalisability, the sample included a large 

proportion of schools that had already expressed interest in the NTP prior to the trial and therefore these schools may 

not be representative of the population of schools at large. 

Future research and publications 

Future research to explore recruitment and engagement strategies could employ similar methodology and outcome 

measures as this trial. It would be valuable to understand further reasons for school engagement and sign-up to the TP 
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programme then to repeat a similar study allowing more time for schools to respond, particularly if the recruitment climate 

is deemed to be challenging. An improved estimate of conversion rates, for example, both in the current context and 

beyond, and across the TP programme, would be useful in order to improve the power of the analysis and the scope to 

detect a differential effect of recruitment strategies. The effectiveness of other recruitment strategies could also be 

explored further—such as recruitment messages that emphasise the benefits of a programme compared to recruitment 

messages that emphasise the logistics and practicalities of a programme—as there is some emergent indication in this 

trial that the latter may be particularly influential.  

  



        National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial 

 Nimble Trial Report 

37 
 

References 

Bates, D., Machler, M., Bolker, B. and Walker, S. (2015) ‘Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects Models Using Ime4’, Journal of 

Statistical Software, 67 (1), pp. 1–48. http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01 

Coldwell, M., Greaney, T., Higgins, S., Brown, C., Maxwell, B., Stiell, B., Stoll, L,. Willis, B. and Burns, H. (2017) 

‘Evidence-Informed Teaching: An Evaluation of the Progress in England’: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/625007/Evi

dence-informed_teaching_-_an_evaluation_of_progress_in_England.pdf 

Dietrichson, J., Bøg, M., Filges, T. and Klint Jørgensen, A. M. (2017) ‘Academic Interventions for Elementary and 

Middle School Students with Low Socioeconomic Status: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis’, Review of 

Educational Research, 87 (2), pp. 243–282. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654316687036 

EEF (2018a) ‘One to One Tuition’, London: Education Endowment Foundation. 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/evidence-summaries/teaching-learning-toolkit/one-to-one-

tuition/ 

EEF (2018b) ‘Small Group Tuition’, London: Education Endowment Foundation. 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/evidence-summaries/teaching-learning-toolkit/small-group-

tuition/ 

Higton, J., Leonardi, S., Richards, N., Choudhoury, A., Sofroniou, N. and Owen, D. (2017) ‘Teacher Workload Survey 

2016: Technical Report’: 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/592502/TW

S_2016_FINAL_Technical_Report_Feb_2017.pdf 

Jacob, R. T. and Jacob, B. (2012) ‘Prenotification, Incentives, and Survey Modality: An Experimental Test of Methods 

to Increase Survey Response Rates of School Principals’, Journal of Research on Educational Effectiveness, 

5 (4), pp. 401–408. https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2012.698375 

Knibbs, S. and Stobart, R. (2018) ‘NQT and Provider-Level Response Rates: Exploratory Research’: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/newly-qualified-teacher-nqt-and-provider-level-response-rates-

exploratory-research 

Kropf, M. E. and Blair, J. (2005) ‘Eliciting Survey Cooperation: Incentives, Self-Interest, and Norms of Cooperation’, 

Evaluation Review, 29 (6), pp. 559–575. https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X05278770 

Lewis, A. (2021) ‘Running Trials in a Pandemic’, The E-Assessment Association blog, 15 March: https://www.e-

assessment.com/news/blog/running-trials-in-a-pandemic/ 

Nelson, J. and O’Beirne, C. (2014) ‘Using Evidence in the Classroom: What Works and Why?’: 

https://www.nfer.ac.uk/publications/impa01/impa01.pdf 

Nelson, J., Mehta, P., Sharples, J. and Davey, C. (2017) ‘Measuring Teachers’ Research Engagement: Findings from 

a Pilot Study’: 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Research_Use/NFER_Research_Use_pi

lot_report_-_March_2017_for_publication.pdf 

Nickow, A., Oreopoulos, P. and Quan, V. (2020) ‘the Impressive Effects of Tutoring on Prek-12 Learning: A 

Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of the Experimental Evidence’: https://www.nber.org/papers/w27476 

Nutley, S. M., Walter, I. and Davies, H. T. O. (2007) Using Evidence: How Research Can Inform Public Services, 

Bristol: Policy Press. 

Prendergast, S. and Rickinson, M. (2018) ‘Understanding School Engagement In and With Research: What We 

Learned from 67 Melbourne Catholic Schools and the International Literature’: 

https://www.macs.vic.edu.au/CatholicEducationMelbourne/media/About-Us/Research/USER-Report-2018.pdf 

R Core Team (2018) ‘R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing’: https://www.gbif.org/tool/81287/r-a-

language-and-environment-for-statistical-computing 

Ritter, G. W., Barnett, J. H., Denny, G. S. and Albin, G. R. (2009) ‘The Effectiveness of Volunteer Tutoring Programs 

for Elementary and Middle School Students: A Meta-Analysis’, Review of Educational Research, 79 (1), pp. 

3–38. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325690 

Sharples, J. (2013) ‘Evidence for the Frontline: A Report for the Alliance for Useful Evidence: 

https://www.alliance4usefulevidence.org/assets/EVIDENCE-FOR-THE-FRONTLINE-FINAL-5-June-2013.pdf 



        National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial 

 Nimble Trial Report 

38 
 

Torgerson, C., Bell, K., Coleman, E., Elliott, L., Fairhurst, C, Gascoine, L., Hewitt, C. and Torgerson, D. (2018) ‘Tutor 

Trust: Affordable Primary Tuition. Evaluation Report and Executive Summary’: 

https://dro.dur.ac.uk/26952/1/26952.pdf?DDD29+vrfd57+d700tmt 

Walker, M., Nelson, J., Bradshaw, S. and Brown, C. (2019) ‘Teachers’ Engagement with Research: What Do We 

Know?’: 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Teachers_engagement_with_research_

Research_Brief_JK.pdf 

Watson, J. and Anderson, N. (2005) ‘Pinnacles and Pitfalls: Researcher Experiences from a Web-Based Survey of 

Secondary Teachers’, E-Learning, 2 (3), pp. 276–284. https://doi.org/10.2304/elea.2005.2.3.7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Teachers_engagement_with_research_Research_Brief_JK.pdf
https://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/public/files/Evaluation/Teachers_engagement_with_research_Research_Brief_JK.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2304/elea.2005.2.3.7


        National Tutoring Programme Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement Randomised Controlled Trial 

 Nimble Trial Report 

39 
 

Appendix A: Recruitment emails for Arm 1 and 2 
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Appendix B: Tuition Partners Reach and Engagement RCT – Privacy Notice  
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Appendix C: Randomisation syntax 

Software: R 

 

## Stratified Randomisation code 

 

#1. Set work directory 

setwd("I:/EERE/CfS/Randomisation/CfS") 

dir<-dir() 

 

#2.identify project (4 letter code) 

project<-"EERE" 

 

#3.identify classification: C, R or P 

classification<-"C" 

 

#4. Number of the randomisation:1,2, 3, 

randomisation<-2 

randomisation<-as.character(as.roman(randomisation)) 

 

###5. Load data 

Experiment<-read.csv(paste(getwd(),"/",dir[9],sep="")) 

###Identify stratification and unique identifier variables 

 

#6.list the stratification variables: strat1, strat2,...  

stratification<-list("romNTP_EERE","FSM_Banding","phase") 

n_strats<-length(stratification) 

 

#4.unique identifier variable: NFER_No or another UI 

ui<-"Line_No_EERE" 

 

###5. What time is now? (hh.mm)(e.g: 11.35) 

time_now<-10.39 

 

aux<-100*trunc(time_now)+100*(time_now-trunc(time_now)) 

set.seed(aux) 

seeds<-sample(1:9999,size=(n_strats+2)) 

 

#Duplicated ui information and lines with no ui identification  

#must removed 

Experiment<-Experiment[!duplicated(Experiment[ui]),] 

Experiment<-Experiment[!is.na(Experiment[ui]),] 

 

#Keep the original order of the columns 

originalColOrder<-colnames(Experiment) 

 

###Adding a variable that will allow for the recovery  

##of the original oder of the data frame rows later on 

Experiment$originalRowOrd<-1:nrow(Experiment) 

 

### Ordering Experiment by unique identifier 

Experiment<-Experiment[order(Experiment[ui]),] 

 

### Assigning a random order to the stratification  

rands<-paste("rand",as.character(1:n_strats),sep="_") 
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for (i in 1:n_strats){ 

   

  aux<-as.data.frame(sort(unique(Experiment[,stratification[[i]]]))) 

  set.seed(seeds[1]) 

  seeds<-seeds[-1] 

   

  aux[rands[i]]<-sample(1:nrow(aux)) 

   

  Experiment<-merge(Experiment,aux,by.x=stratification[[i]],by.y=colnames(aux)[1]) 

} 

 

###Randomise by unique identifier 

set.seed(seeds[1]) 

seeds<-seeds[-1] 

Experiment["rand_ui"]<-sample(nrow(Experiment)) 

 

###Reorder the rows of Experiment by rands and rancluster 

rands<-c(rands,"rand_ui") 

aux<-do.call(order,Experiment[rands]) 

Experiment<-Experiment[aux,] 

 

###Assigning Control or Intervention Group 

 

Experiment$grp<-(1:nrow(Experiment))%%2+1 

 

rands<-c(rands,"grp") 

 

aux<-data.frame(group=c("Arm 1 - Headteacher testimonies", 

                        "Arm 2 - Tutoring evidence")) 

set.seed(seeds[1]) 

aux$randgroup<-sample(1:2) 

 

Experiment<-merge(Experiment,aux,by.x="grp",by.y="randgroup") 

 

##Returning the data frame to its original order 

Experiment<-Experiment[order(Experiment$originalRowOrd),] 

 

###Removing the variables that are no longer necessary 

originalColOrder<-c(originalColOrder,"group") 

Experiment<-Experiment[,originalColOrder] 

 

###Put it out: type of document to be decided later 

csvname<-

paste(paste(paste(paste(project,"Randomisation",sep="_"),randomisation,sep=""),classifi

cation,sep="_"), 

               "csv",sep=".") 

write.csv(Experiment,csvname,row.names =F) 

 

 

###Crosstabs 

Sys.setenv(R_ZIPCMD="C:/Rtools/bin/zip") 

library(openxlsx) 

 

wb<-createWorkbook() 

addWorksheet(wb,"cross_tabs") 
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start<-1 

 

for(i in 1:n_strats){ 

  xtab<-as.matrix(table(Experiment[,stratification[[i]]],Experiment$group)) 

  xtab<-cbind(xtab,margin.table(xtab,1)) 

  xtab<-rbind(xtab,margin.table(xtab,2)) 

  colnames(xtab)[3]<-"Total" 

  rownames(xtab)[nrow(xtab)]<-"Total" 

  writeData(wb,"cross_tabs",xtab,rowNames=T,startCol=start,startRow = 2) 

  writeData(wb,"cross_tabs",stratification[[i]],startCol=start,startRow = 1) 

  start<-start+5 

} 

 

workbookname<-

paste(paste(project,paste("Randomization",randomisation,"Info",sep=""),classification,s

ep="_"),"xlsx",sep=".") 

 

addWorksheet(wb,"info") 

info<-data.frame(project,classification,randomisation) 

 

for (i in 1:n_strats){ 

  aux<-paste("stratification",as.character(i),sep="  ") 

  info[aux]<-stratification[i] 

} 

info["unique id"]<-ui 

info["time of run"]<-time_now 

info["data csv"]<-csvname 

info["directory"]<-getwd() 

 

writeData(wb,"info",info,rowNames=F) 

 

saveWorkbook(wb,workbookname,TRUE) 
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